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Housing Disputes and Politics;
Socio-Political Context of the Tenant-Protection Schemes in
Southeast and East-Central Europe, 1918-1928*

Abstract: This comparative study analyses a specific socio-po-
litical context of the processes that came with the implemen-
tation of a housing rent control system in Bulgaria, Yugoslavia,
Czechoslovakia and Poland during the first interwar decade. It
studies specific interactions between mainstream politics and
landlords’ and tenants’ interest associations. The paper deals
with the evolution of the attitudes of tenants’ and landlords’
associations towards the politics and their active participation
therein.

Key words: housing policy, rent control, interest groups,
East-Central Europe, Southeast Europe

This paper deals with complex socio-political implications of
the problems resulting from a post-war state intervention in the hous-

This article has been written within a framework of the scholarly project Tradition and
Transformation - historical heritage and national identity in Serbia in 20* Century (Ne
47019), funded by the Ministry of education, science and technological development of
Serbia. Apart from the Ministry, the research was funded by Mediterranean program of
the European University Institute in Florence and Imre Kertész Kolleg in Jena.
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ing rental market.! Namely, given that the housing policy could seriously
affect the everyday life of a considerable portion of the population, it be-
came an important concern of daily politics. This was especially true as
politicians became much more concerned with the welfare of their vot-
ers at a time of general liberation and social turmoil after the war. Under
the given circumstances, all manifestations of general public resentment
or unrest played a significant role in policy decision-making, regardless
of their actual political context. Particularly, the well-organized interest
associations became associated and involved with political parties and
daily politics.

While the landlords’ associations stood for the old principles of
the inviolability of private proprietorship and the full freedom of con-
tract, the tenants’ associations appealed for a prolongation of the state
of emergency in the housing domain. Due to their numerical advantage
and the new era of mass-politics, the latter were in a more favourable
position to influence politics. Even in countries with relatively small ur-
ban population (such as Poland, Bulgaria and Yugoslavia), the political
influence of tenants’ associations went beyond mere numbers. The ur-
ban population, especially in capital cities, had significant influence on
state institutions. Within context, social unrest of the urban population
in close proximity to the seat of political power had a certain weight in a
turbulent post-war period.

Chronologically, the paper covers the first inter-war decade, in-
cluding both the period with the fastest rate of change in post-war de-
velopment and state intervention in housing rental market, namely the
period from 1918 to 1924, and the time of relative stabilization that end-
ed with the global upheaval caused by the Great Depression. The period
1918-1924 proved to be of exceptional importance for this article given
that the dynamics of societal and political interactions between the in-
terest groups and politics were at their peak in that period. This is the

1  On the housing rent control system and tenant protection schemes in the four
countries under study, see: Anekcanzap P. Munetuh, ,HopmaTuBHO perynucame
ctambeHor 3akyna y EBpomnwn, 1914-1938“ Tokosu ucmopuje 3/2013, 109-
141; Anexcangap P. Musneruh, ,Cyko6 craHozaBana u mofcraHapa, 1918-1928.
Opranu3salnyja UHTepeCHUX Ipyna y jyrouCcTOYHOj M UCTOYHO] cpeAmoj EBpomun®,
Toxosu ucmopuje 2/2016, 65-92; Aleksandar R. Mileti¢, ,Housing Disputes in East-
Central and Southeast Europe 1918-1928. Comparative Perspectives on Yugoslavia,
Bulgaria, Poland and Czechoslovakia®, Social Transformation and Mass Mobilization
in the Balkan & Eastern Mediterranean Cities (1900-1923), edited by A. Lyberatos and
Chr. Hadziiossif, (Irakleion: Crete University Press, 2013), 79-97.
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reason why the study focused on these years in particular; this refers to
both the sources and analytical framework used in this paper.

Apart from this introductory section, the study consists of four
more sections. The first one deals with the gradual transformation of so-
cio-political setting behind the tenants’ movement. The second section is
dedicated to seemingly constant landlords’ frustrations and disappoint-
ments with mainstream politics and politicians in the four countries
under study. The third section covers both the landlords’ and tenants’
attempts to directly participate in the politics. Conclusions and results of
the analyses are presented in the fourth section. The study is written on
previously unexplored primary sources. This particular topic and a more
general issue of housing rent control in the four countries under study
have generally been neglected by regional scholarship.

Tenants’ affiliations: from the leftist origins
to the independent interest associations

In the political arenas of the four countries, and especially at the
beginning of the period under review, tenants’ interests were primar-
ily advocated by social-democratic and communist parties. While the
former were staunch supporters of the peaceful reforms, rent control
system (RCS) and requisitioning, the latter demanded confiscation and
redistribution of housing facilities.? For instance, the Bulgarian housing
legislation of May 1920 was preceded by numerous legislation drafts,
proposals, and programs that appeared in the leftist parties’ newspapers.
Not surprisingly, the most radical ideas and policy proposals came from
the Communist Party of Bulgaria (CPB).? Georgi Dimitrov, one of its lead-
ers, and later a notable character in the Bulgarian and international com-
munist movement, demanded both the requisitioning and confiscation

2 Requests for peaceful reforms and appeals for maintaining peace and order in the
country were among common themes of journal Narod, official organ of Bulgarian
socialists, i.e. so-called “broad socialists” in 1919. See: K. I. Bo36enues, “Cpeigy
[I'bpBUMait”, Hapod, 30.4.1919; “EauncTBenuiiat nbt”, Hapod, 30.4.1919; “YepBeHa
codus”, Hapood,2.5.1919. Therequisitioning of “rich people’s semi-occupied houses”
was requested in “Naj-blizki zadaci”, Hapod, 12.5.1919.

3 Themoreradical, later communist fraction in the Bulgarian labour movement existed
under name of the Bulgarian Workers Social Democratic Party (Narrow Socialist)
until its 22" Congress in May 1919 when it was renamed to the Bulgarian Communist
Party (Narrow Socialists).

89



TOKOBH HCTOPHJE 3/2016. 87-109

of available housing facilities in Sofia.* These two measures, with only a
slight linguistic difference, can be found again in the official program of
the Communist Party for municipal elections in December 1919. Instead
of the term “confiscation”, the author(s) of the program used “expropri-
ation”> Few days before the elections, Vasil Muletarov, a Communist MP,
laid down a detailed elaboration of the CPB stance on the housing issue
in the official publication of the party.® One of his main arguments was
that any reform in the domain of housing, including even the most radical
forms of expropriation, would have been unsatisfactory if it had not been
accompanied with a general scheme of nationalization of banks, the con-
struction building sector, etc. The party leaders maintained these basic
political concepts throughout the 1920s.

The Bulgarian Social Democratic Party became more closely in-
volved in the official housing policy since its representatives took part in
coalition governments from October 1918 to October 1919. The party’s
Minister, Krasto Pastuhov, was, in fact, in charge of drafting an initial ver-
sion of the housing law which came into Parliament in January 1920.” By
that time, socialists were no longer in the government, but they voted for
the law and defended it during the Parliamentary debate. It happened
that the original socialist draft, which prolonged RCS and introduced rig-
orous requisitioning practices, was later accepted and carried out by the
Stamboliski’s agrarian regime, well-known for its interventionist eco-
nomic program.

During the parliamentary debate over this legislation, Stamboli-
jski made a few rather short statements. The most important debate took
place between a socialist MP Pastuhov, defending the government’s leg-
islation draft, and a communist MP Vasil Muletarov, who demanded even
higher level of state intervention. In addition, there was also one voice
raised against the very notion of restriction over property ownership.
Mihail Takev, a Bulgarian Democratic Party MP, was the only Bulgarian
politician who advocated the interests of landlords. In the parliamentary
session, he criticized a housing legislation draft on the high points of jus-
tice and legality and sacrosanct principles of the constitution.®

4  Dimitrov raised this issue on the session of Sofia’s Municipal Council. See:

“KunumHusaT Bprnpoc U coduiicka obuuHa”, PabomHuyvecku eecmtuk, 5.8.1919.

Published as front-page of Pabomnuuecku eecmuuk, 6. 12.1919.

Bacus Mynertapos, “Kunumnara Hy»xa”, PabomHuyvecku eecmtuk, 3.12.1919.

7  See Pastuhov’s speech in: Cmenozpagcku dnesnuyu na XVIII o6ukHoeero HapodHo
cvbparue, (Codus: I'ppkaBHa nevatHuna, 1920), 752.

8  Ibid., 743-750.

[e) et
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Takev’s centre-oriented Democratic Party still stood for the “old”
principles of the inviolability of private ownership, and full freedom of
contractual relationships. It is, therefore, not surprising that the party
did not win the support of more than about 10 percent of electorate in
the 1919 and 1920 elections. The speech was delivered only few weeks
before a political opponent assassinated Takev himself. When the new
housing draft entered the parliament in December 1920, the Democratic
Party remained strongly opposed, but its MPs were no longer as inflex-
ible. One of the MPs, namely, Georgi Danailov, criticized it for some par-
ticular shortfalls and inefficiencies and not for being anti-constitutional
and therefore unacceptable.’

One particular feature of the Bulgarian RCS, namely the absence
of the tri-partite principle in housing arbitration,!® was established as a
result of current political constellations during the parliamentary proce-
dure over the 1920 legislation. The stenographic records show that the
decision was purely politically motivated. The issue of a tripartite arbitra-
tion model was pointed out among other questions raised by a commu-
nist MP Muletarov. He actually tried to undermine the complete legislation
project which, in his opinion, was deficient both in details and generally.
Yet, in the domain of arbitration, he wanted to be constructive, i.e. to im-
prove the draft. He was insisting on the principles of equal representation
of both parties in the Housing Commissions (as was the case elsewhere in
Europe), and electoral procedure of choosing these representatives. Nei-
ther of these principles was included in the law. The members of the com-
mission were only supposed to have a high school education, to be adults,
and recognized as moral persons. During the debate, Muletarov exchanged
arguments with Prime Minister Stambolijski on this issue:

“Muletarov: (...) in this legislation draft you state: ‘In order to be
qualified to become a member of the commission you are supposed to be
arighteous citizen’.

9  CmeHozpagcku dHesHuyu Ha XIX o6ukHoseHo HapodHo cbb6panue, (Codus: I'bprxaBHa
nevyaTHHa, 1920),823-826.

10 Tri-partite principle in settling housing disputes was widely applied throughout
Europe in the 1920s. The arbitration was conducted by specially designed
commissions consisting of equal number of tenants" and landlords" representatives
and a state appointed president who could impose what was considered a
“conciliatory” solution. Munetuh, ,HopmaTuBHO perynucame”, 118-119. For a
general phenomenon of the tri-partite commissions in France, Germany and Italy,
see: Charles S. Maier, Recasting Bourgeois Europe. Stabilization in France, Germany
and Italy after World War I, (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1988).
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P.M. Stamboliski: which means that you should not be a Bolshe-
vik (Laughter)

Muletarov: Exactly! He is not supposed to be a communist, i.e. a
tenant”.!!

In the previous elections of August 1919, communists won more
support than the socialists, and their popularity among the urban poor
was growing. Perhaps, this is what restrained lawmakers from giving
tenants institutional concessions in the domain of housing arbitration.
Housing commissions in Bulgaria were administrative, partisan bodies,
infamous for all sorts of power abuses and corruption, especially in do-
main of requisitioning. In this way, a huge political asset, which could
have been used to attract support from the urban poor for an agrarian
regime, went astray.

State intervention in housing issues affected only part of the ur-
ban population of Yugoslavia and Bulgaria, totalling about 20 percent
of the population. Their political influence, however, went beyond mere
numbers. The urban population, especially in capital cities could have
exercised more power against direct political influence on the author-
ities. The social unrest of urban population organized in close proxim-
ity to the seats of political power had specific weight in the turbulent
after-war period. The first Yugoslav housing legislation came after the
huge demonstrations were organized by the Serbian Social Democrat-
ic Party in Belgrade, in March 1919. Actually, the representatives of the
Bolshevik fraction, which soon would be integrated into Communist Par-
ty of Yugoslavia (CPY)*? delivered speeches.’® According to the Belgrade
Labour Chamber, there were about 15,000 demonstrators (out of about
100,000 inhabitants) on the spot.* It must have been a significant politi-
cal demonstration even if the numbers were rather overstated. Through-
out 1920, the CPY was a key political advocate for tenants’ interest. Its
official publication Radnicke novine [Labour Journal] was very much con-
cerned with tenants’ problems and focused on tenants’ issue.

The Party was organizing legal support for the tenants and huge
rallies thus making systematic public pressure when the housing law

11 Cmenoepagcku ouesnuyu Ha XVIII obuxkHoeeno HapodHo cwbpanue, (Codwus:
JbpxaBHa nevatHuna, 1920), 735-736.

12 Between April 1919 and June 1920, the official name of the party was the Socialist
Workers Party of Yugoslavia (Communists).

13 “Zaukinuce stambene bijede u Beogradu”, Sloboda 14, 8.3.1919.

14 Hzeewmaj PadHuuke komope 1914-1920, (beorpaa;: ConpjaniucTHiKa TaMnapuja
Tyuosuh, 1920), 19.
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entered parliamentary procedure in April 1920.!° As a part of this cam-
paign, not less than 20 rallies were held throughout Belgrade on April
4%16 As with the Bulgarian socialists, the Yugoslav socialists’ attempts to
gain support from tenants and more generally from the labouring poor
were compromised by the Party’s decision to participate in coalition gov-
ernments during 1919 and 1920.7” On the other hand, they were not even
trying hard to obtain tenants’ votes. For instance, during the April 1920
developments regarding housing legislation, the party’s official journal
Sloboda [Freedom] did not publish a single report, information or article
regarding this issue. In 1918 and 1919, this journal wrote on tenancy
issues in a rather academic way, without the zeal and aggressiveness of
the communist propaganda.'®

Not surprisingly, in the first national parliamentary elections in
November 1920, the communists won four times more votes than social-
ists. In all issues regarding the housing domain, communist propaganda
came up with more aggressive rhetoric and more radical programs than
the socialist. While the socialists insisted on tripartite housing commis-
sions and requisitioning, communist demanded one-party tenants com-
missions and general confiscations of housing property.’® The commu-
nists proclaimed a two-level political program: one realistic, which aimed
at the prolongation of the protection of tenants, and another one, aiming
at the overall revolutionary reform of society which would include the
abolishment of private property.

The tenants’ support was of such importance for the CPY that
they were, as a social group of particular significance, invited by the
Party’s publication Radnicke novine to vote for communist lists on the
parliamentary elections in November 1920.2° As has already been men-
tioned, the party won considerable support in the elections, and entered

15 ,llporuB ckynohe craHoBa! 3a 3amTuTy cupomamrHora beorpaza! Besvkyu MUTHHT
Georpa/ickora pagHHUIITBA U Kupajiuja“, Padnuuke HosuHe 87, 14. 4. 1920.

16 ,/lBajeceT BesIMKUX 360poBa“, PadHuuke HosuHe 79, 3.4.1920.

17 A unified social-democratic organization on the state level Social-Democratic Party
of Yugoslavia [Socijaldemokratska stranka Jugoslavije] was founded in April 1920.
In December 1921 this party merged with another two socialist factions and formed
Socialist Party of Yugoslavia [Socijalisticka partija jugoslavije]. Toma Milenkovi¢,
Socijalisticka partija Jugoslavije, 1921-1929, (Beograd: Institut za savremenu istoriju,
1974),31-74.

18 ,Stanbena bijeda“, Sloboda 4, 5. 11. 1918; ,Govor druga V. BuksSega i A. Kristana o
zakonu o stanarini‘, Sloboda 39, 10. 4. 1919.

19 ,Nasizahtevi po pitanju stanova“, Padnuuke HosuHe 79, 3. 4. 1920.

20 ,Kwupajuwuje!”, Padnuuke HosuHe 282,26.11.1920.
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the Parliament. Previously, the CPY won a majority of votes in municipal
elections in the most important Yugoslav towns, including the capital city
of Belgrade, Zagreb, Nis, Osijek, Podgorica, and Skopje. These election
victories, however, proved to be the peak of the party’s popularity and
its achievements in the inter-war period. By the end of 1920, after sever-
al terrorist actions against the King and state officials committed by the
communist followers, the Party’s political propaganda and organization-
al activities were forbidden by the government; the next year, the Party
was legally banned. From that time on, the CPY transformed itself into an
underground, secret organization, which prevented it from maintaining
its role as a tenants’ advocate. In reality, after both leftist parties virtually
disappeared as viable political organizations, tenants started organizing
themselves into their own interest group associations in 1921.

After it became clear that all parliamentary parties were ready
to support their claims, the tenants became cautious about maintaining
the strict non-party character of their organization. Yet, the communist
activists were trying to infiltrate into the tenants associations as it could
be seen from the Belgrade tenants’ publication, KirajdZija. According
to the source, not less than 15 officials, led by former president Nisim
Almozlino, were expelled from the association on the grounds of being
pro-communist on its annual assembly in March 1922.2* On this occa-
sion, tenants’ representatives of the Belgrade quarter of Dorc¢ol issued
a firm statement: “Our association does not belong to any political party
[...] we are struggling for our rights by legal means [...] politics cannot and
must not infiltrate our association.”

In its beginnings, the Warsaw tenants’ association was also in-
clined towards seeking political support from leftist parties. The asso-
ciation’s notes and demands for the Warsaw municipal authorities were
submitted via the Polish Socialist Party, “the party which advocates the
interests of working people.”?® The first issues of Lokator included phra-
seology and slogans of socialist provenance. The language used at the
general assembly of the Warsaw tenants’ association held on May 6% and
June 24%, 1923 inclined towards a leftist party more than towards an
interest group ideology. The assembly issued two resolutions. The first
criticized the government’s intention to treat state employees differently
from other workers. In the housing domain, for instance, only the former

21 ,U3opranusanyje. U3Bemtaj ca roguime ckynmtuHe, Kupajyuja 2, 30. 4. 1922.
22 ,360p Ha [lophouy*, Kupajuuja 2,30.4.1922.
23 ,Magistrat m. st. Warszawy broni prawa wtasnosci“, Lokator 6,16.7.1923.
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benefited from requisitioning schemes. The Warsaw tenants association
called for unity of all social groups of workers and branches of the labour
movement. This was particularly emphasized in the second resolution:
“The general assembly states that a proper outcome of the resistance to
the landlords’ attack against tenants’ rights can be attained by a united
campaign of the proletariat with no regard to [individual’s] ethnic and
party affiliation. From this point of view, the assembly considers separate
activities of whichever party or association as those who are dispersing
tenants’ strengths, and who are drawing water to the landlords’ mill, and
it calls on all parties standing on the ground of the protection of tenants’
rights to consolidate immediately their action in the field of the struggle
for the roof over one’s head with the tenants associations and workers’
parties in Poland.”#*

By the end of 1923, these elements of leftist ideology gradually
disappeared from the official phraseology of the association, which was
transforming itself into a non-political interest group. This transforma-
tion was certainly encouraged by frequent communication with the high-
est state officials and party representatives of all parliamentary groups.
From March 1924, as its officials became aware of the influence of their
lobbying in parliamentary proceedings on housing legislation, the ten-
ants’ association assumed a strictly neutral position towards political
parties.”® Not only that almost all of the political groups supported pro-
longation of the RCS in Poland, but one of the MPs, a left agrarian and
a Warsaw landlord Wactaw Lypacewicz, contributed to strengthening
tenants’ protection.?®

The March-April 1924 developments proved to be a turning
point in the association’s history; the Polish tenants finally realized that
they constituted “a huge majority of urban voters”, and were an impor-
tant voice in mass-politics.?”” When compared to Bulgaria and Yugoslavia,
this emancipation from the leftist organization tutorship in Poland was
even more remarkable as socialist groups in this country retained much
bigger support in electorate and in the Sejm. Not counting the represent-

24 “Ogolniezebranie cztonkéw 2-gozwigzkulokatoréwisublokatoréwm.st. Warszawy”,
Lokator 6,16.7.1923.

25 “W przededniu decyzji”, Lokator 12, (March 1924).

26 “Niezwykly kamienicznik. Posel W. Lypacewicz”, Lokator 12, (March 1924).

27 “Ochrona lokatoréw wedtug nowej ustawy”, Lokator 12, (March 1924).
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atives of ethnic minorities, the leftist parties had about one third of the
seats in Polish Parliament on the elections in 1919, 1922 and 1926.%8

Developments within the Czechoslovakian tenants’ movement
were quite analogous to those of other three countries under review. In
the first place, this refers to the common affiliation and interconnected-
ness with the leftist movement in the formative period. The landlords’
propaganda sources show that even in 1922 and 1923 tenants’ associa-
tion in Brno was dominated by people belonging to different factions of
the socialist and communist movement. Among them, probably the most
prominent figure was a National Socialist MP FrantiSek Langr who was
often presiding over the association meetings.?’ In 1925, when Czecho-
slovak tenants’ associations launched their joint publication Obrana nd-
Jjemnikii [The Tenants’ Protection] such special relationship was no longer
visible in associations’ everyday operations.

On the occasion of the drafting procedure for the new housing
legislation in 1925, the tenants’ publication proved to be indecisive in its
critic of the political protagonist of the legislation.?* This is a clear indi-
cation of a strict non-partisan tactic of the Czechoslovak tenants’ associ-
ation. The new legislation was less benevolent towards tenants, yet their
official publication was quite cautious in criticising political parties who
were members of the so-called Pétka Coallition. This coalition consisted
of five parties including two socialist parties who also agreed to the grad-
ual alleviation of the tenant protection system. The journal only noted
that “the leftist opposition” in the Parliament stood against the draft of
the law. In the first place this referred to the Czechoslovak Communist
Party which maintained its legal activity and was represented in the Par-
liament throughout the interwar period.

In the elections of 1925, communists won about 13 percent of
votes and took a second place among the Parliamentary parties.’! They
represented a significant political force, yet, at the time, they were op-
position party with no real influence on decision-makers. Czechoslovak
organized tenants were quite aware of this and focused their attention to
the members of ruling coalition of five parties: “[In doing so,] the asso-

28 Adam Préchnik, Pierwsze pietnastolecie Polski niepodlegtej, 1918-1933: zarys dziejéw
politycznych, (Warsaw: Ksigzka i Wiedza, 1957), 57, 135, 142.

29 “Dopisy. Z Husovic”, Domov 15, 15 April 1922; ,Poplach v Brné“, Domov 6, 10.2.1923.

30 ,Bojnajemniki a podnajemniki o zdkon na ochranu najemnikt”, Obrana ndjemnikii
1,31.3.1925.

31 Mary Stegmaier and Klara Vlachovg, ,The Endurance of the Czech Communist Party*,

Politics & Policy (August 2009), 801.
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ciation was motivated by the fact that among the membership we have
adherents of all political parties instigate second who could urge them
to either join at least at certain level our cooperative action or not to go
up against it.”32 The very same strategy, and almost in the same words
was elaborated on the associations’ congress which was held in Prague
November 28%, 1926. The non-partisan attitude and quest for a com-
mon platform of all the tenants was advocated as the best strategy in ap-
proaching decision-makers. It was underlined that association members
involved “supporters of both leftist and bourgeois parties.”??

A bit of remaining leftist phraseology one can find in the May
Day editorial column of Obrana ndjemnikii in 1926. The front page was
printed in red and much of text was dedicated to the notion of solidarity
among those exploited, which included also social category of tenants.3* It
should be noted that there was nothing revolutionary in celebrating the
May Day which was a state designated public holiday in interwar Czecho-
slovakia. Yet, throughout the period 1925-1928 covered by this research,
no ideological traces of socialist or communist origin could be found any-
where in the journal. In this period, the tenants’ organization functioned
as a strict interest group association.

Landlords’ disenchantment with politicians

According to the Czechoslovakian landlords’ sources, a tenant’s
position in this country was quite a desirable one. Allegedly, both the old
conservative parties and the newly emerging workers’ parties from the
Czechoslovakian political scene courted the tenants. On the other hand,
the threatened landlords’ attempts to get open support from the political
parties proved to be unproductive. In the new era of universal suffrage
and mass-politics, it was difficult to find a pragmatic politician who was
prepared to go against the interests of majority urban population. Even
those parties who still propagated conservative and liberal ideology did
not dare to express public support for proprietors’ interests. A speech
given by Mr. August Brozek, one of the leaders of the Czechoslovakian
landlords’ associations at the meeting held in March 1922, revealed a
bitter feeling of disappointment and helplessness of Czechoslovakian

32 ,Bojnajemniktli a podnajemnikd”.

33 ,Politicky vyznam konference najemnickych organisaci ze dne 28. listopadu 1926”,
Obrana ndjemniki 1,1.1.1927.

34 “Prvni maj a ndjemnici”, Obrana ndjemnikii 6,1.5.1926.
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landlords. The speech published in Domov, the official publication of the
association, expressed his frustration with political parties: “Our real en-
emies are not those numerous tenants, who can turn a decent home into
areal hell, who spoil and damage it, [...] Our enemies are not the housing
offices, who very often move against landlords in an unbelievable man-
ner, neither are they the courts, tax offices, and communal authorities,
but they are our political parties, all of them, with no exception, since
they subjected us to a level of persecution unknown in history. They en-
trusted the offices and tenants with the powers that enabled them to op-
press us at any place or time they wanted.”*

The bitter sentiments were addressed primarily to the Nation-
al-Democratic Party, which was the most conservative among the major
Czech parties, and was supposed to represent what was then consid-
ered bourgeois interests. Yet, the tenant protection policy was of such a
tremendous importance for broad strata of the Czechoslovakian urban
population that there was little political capital to be gained from advo-
cating the abolition or at least the moderation of these measures. “We
know that you care much more for the interests of your political parties
than for national property, that is our homes; therefore you persecute us
in order to obtain the votes of tenant-voters”, Brozek commented in his
resignation.

In support of this claim, BroZek mentioned a not very reliable ac-
count on a particular event from the parliamentary debate in 1920. The
session was focused on the issue of increasing the state-prescribed limit
of housing rents. Allegedly, the Social-Democrats who supported tenants’
interests were ready to accept a 50 percent increase (compared to 1914
level) but a National-Democratic Party MP, the well-known BoZena Vik-
ova Kunéticka, proposed not more than 20 percent, which was later ac-
cepted. BroZek’s informant was Vaclav Johanis, a Social-Democratic MP:
“Well, if a bourgeois party is pleased then we will agree to the proposal,
of course”, Johanis allegedly replied to Kunéticka.*® In addition, Brozek
addressed some serious accusations against Kunéticka’s party colleague,
the MP FrantiSek Lukavsky. According to Brozek: “Mr MP Lukavsky did
support and still supports the idea that the law on the confiscation of
housing should be prolonged for only one reason - to make a number of
owners vote for the ND party.” An overall impression from the Czechoslo-

35 “Narek persekovanych s politickymi stranami nepohne, ale hlasovaci listek”, Domov
11,18.3.1922.
36 Ibid.
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vakian landlords’ association was one of utter despair and disappoint-
ment with the political parties and political developments in the newly
created state. In some of the Domov texts one finds even reminiscences of
good old days of the late Habsburg Empire.?’

The Yugoslav landlords were equally disappointed by daily pol-
itics in the newly created state. Yet, their resentment over politics grad-
ually grew. In its beginnings, the landlords’ association was focused on
the leftist parties and the protagonist of socialist reforms and commu-
nist propaganda: “cadets of Lenin, Trotsky, Bronstein, Béla Kun, and
other Jewish bloodsuckers.”*® To some extent, this negative attitude was
expected as the communists were mobilizing the urban poor and organ-
izing protest rallies in favour of tenant-protection regulations, while the
socialists were governing this policy from the Ministry of Social Policy.
Namely, for almost the entire period between December 1918 and May
1920 the socialists were in charge of the ministry. When the ministerial
authorities were entrusted to the left-central Democratic Party (DP), in
May 1920, the landlords’ association also became engaged in a campaign
against this party. By the end of 1922, negative sentiments towards DP in
particular and leftist ideology in general were prevailing in the landlords’
public discourse.?® However, the overall disgust at and disappointment
with post-war politics came only after the Ministry of Social Policy be-
came controlled by the most influential and conservative Serbian party,
the People’s Radical Party, in December 1922.

The very first statements of the newly appointed Minister Ninko
Peri¢ enraged landlords. Not only could they not expect support from any
political party whatsoever, but it was clear that even this traditionalist
and conservative party was maintaining policy measures introduced by
the socialists in the extreme circumstances immediately after the war.
The language of the landlords’ official journal became harsh and unpleas-
ant to the politicians. An avalanche of insults was directed at that time to-
wards ministers who were portrayed as “pitiful figures”, “ordinary fools”,
“pathetic clodhoppers”, and even as “wet chickens”*® They renamed the
Ministry of Social Policy into the “Ministry of Confused Policy and So-

37 ,Zakon o ochrané najemnikid‘, Domov 19, 8.5.1922.

38 ,Axiuja Hauler yapyxema. [Ipes HOBUM pelllerbeM MUTaba 0 3aKymy 3rpaga“, Jom 4
(maj 1920).

39 ,llpexs koHayHuM pemeweM”, Jom, 22. 12. 1921; ,Ba"peaHu 360p 4YiaHOBa
yapyxema“, Jom 8,28.11.1922.

40 ,CnoxHo Haraszae“, Jom14,21.1.1923.
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cial Misery”.*! Allegedly, this ministry, “staffed by homeless people”, was
the source of all evil and incompetence in the housing market. Moreo-
ver, by maintaining extraordinary measures the “homeless” officials and
employees of the ministry were in the first place protecting their own
tenants’ interests. After the 1923 turning point, the landlords were to
stand against tenants’ associations, political parties, and state personnel,
who all benefited from the housing legislation: “No, no, and no. We do
not approve of being cheated or lied to. This [policy] was created by the
homeless of the Ministry of Social Policy, aided later by the homeless of
the other Ministries and, equally, by the tenants. They all were yearning
to lodge at no cost; they all did not consider the general costliness [...]
they only find rents expensive.’*?

The Bulgarian landlords’ lost faith in politics sooner than their
counterparts in Belgrade, no matter that at least one political party stood
behind their interests. From the very beginning, their official publica-
tion wrote with resignation about post-war politics; yet, an aggressive
campaign was only directed against Bolsheviks, i.e. against leftist par-
ties.*® Among other alleged wrongdoings, these parties were accused of
increasing general costs in the market. For instance, the leftist trade-un-
ion action intent on raising workers’ personal income was directly
boosting other prices, since the labour cost inputs were increased.* In
a similar way, the workers’ cooperatives, supplied with state printed
banknotes, were raising prices of goods on the domestic market.*> The
landlords who were usually labelled as “vultures” and “profiteers” were
trying to prove that actually the responsibility for the daily hardship laid
primarily on socialist and communist actions.

The Bulgarian landlords’ critical statements against other polit-
ical parties were always general without differentiating between them
or between their ideologies. According to the DomopriteZatel, politics is
one general entity with all sorts of negative connotations. Quite similar
to the rhetoric of their Yugoslav counterparts, they emphasized the fact
that the restrictions over property ownership came from “homeless par-
ty leaders”. Under the circumstances, there was no political option for
which the landlords could opt: “All our elected representatives, regard-

41 ,MwuHHCTapCTBO 32 KOHQY3HY NOJUTHUKY U coljujaiHy Hecpehy”, Jom 14,21.1.1923.
42 ,CnoxHo Harasze", Jom 14,21.1.1923.

43, KunumHuar Benpoc’, Jomonpumexcamen 5,15.1.1919.

44  ,McTHHCKUTE CMyTHTEN Ha 001ecTBeHMs pely Hac", Jomonpumesxcamen 9,15.2.1919.
45 ,Kowu ca ucTuHCKHUTE Koo iepu”, Jomonpumesxcamen 8,1.3.1919.
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less of their party affiliation, when they assume the power [..] immedi-
ately start to create onerous laws directed against owners’ interests and
in favor of the homeless.”*® For this reason, one of the priorities of the
landlords’ associations was to persuade their members to change radi-
cally the way they perceived their political affiliations and political ideas.
Instead of “old political parties” based on abstract ideas and beliefs, the
landlords association called its followers to opt for a new kind of “social
estate party” based on particular interests of their social group. Most of
all, the association argued against maintaining loyalty to “the old” polit-
ical ideas and beliefs: “To hell with [your] ideas and beliefs. You are for-
bidden to breathe air; you are not allowed to make use of your property
which is given to another; and still you are seated and you are babbling
about some beliefs and ideas! Don’t you see that, today, the whole world
has begun to spin round its ancient wheel on only one spoke and that
everything is transformed and changed and become unrecognizable -
everything is placed into the service of [particular] interests, and only
interests. [...] The old world is already dying out, and it is transforming
itself. The old political parties of yesterday are in convulsions and ago-
nizing, they are about to break apart as the old glue formed of some ideas
and beliefs, which joined them together, has already been dissolved [...]
and these will inevitably disintegrate in particular parts. [...] New parties
will be formed, new groups only based on interests, i.e. the parties of
[social] estates!”*

According to the Bulgarian landlords, the only way out was a di-
rect participation in politics. Since no party was defending their inter-
ests, they were to form their own party.*® The next section will show how
far Bulgarian, Yugoslav, Czechoslovak, and Polish landlords and tenants
advanced in implementing the idea of direct participation in politics.

Interest organizations evolving into political parties

While in Bulgaria the aforementioned idea of taking part in pol-
itics occurred to the landlords’ movement in 1919, in Czechoslovakia it
happened in 1922 and in Yugoslavia in 1924. Yet, this change of heart
seems to be nothing more than an act of desperation. Only in Czechoslo-
vakia and Poland did the landlords’ associations try their luck in munic-

46 “Bcuuku Ha pabota”, Jomonpumexcamen 6,30.1.1919.
47 “KakBo Hu npexcrtoju?”, Jomonpumesxcamen 9,15.3.1919.
48 Ibid.; “Bcuuku Ha pabota”, Jomonpumescamen 6,30.1.1919.
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ipal elections. The Polish Association of the Owners of Immovable Prop-
erty won about 6,000 votes and two seats in Municipal Council of Lodz.
In March 1923, the Landlords’ Tax Payers Party [Strana Poplatnickd m.
d.], which was its official name, won only 2 out of 36 seats in municipal
parliament in elections held in the South-Bohemian town of Jindiichiv
Hradec. Regardless of the poor election result, the Czechoslovakian land-
lords’ association was sure that it was moving in the right direction.*® A
year before, Avgust Brozek, the association’s high official was once more
reminded of an estimated 2,000,000 owners who might have created a
powerful political force in future.>® Their counterparts in Yugoslavia con-
templated about 200,000 votes - equivalent to 40 MPs who might win
seats in general elections.®! Yet, no further record of political accomplish-
ments of landlords’ associations was available in the period under study.
Regardless of much rhetoric and many plans for direct participation in
political life, and the same applied to the Bulgarian association.

Born out of a huge social turmoil, the tenants’ movements in
the four countries also had some political aspirations. When it comes to
their ideological grounds, there was a certain degree of uniformity in the
way these associations went through their stages of development. In the
formative period, they were either part of, or closely related to, the left-
ist movement. Gradually, as demonstrated above, the associations moved
towards non-political and strictly interest group organizations. From this
neutral position, they managed to obtain support from almost all influen-
tial political groups in their countries. When finally some of these asso-
ciations decided to consider engaging in politics, it was rather a decision
based on their impression of their own importance and power amongst
the electorate than on anything else. While landlords entered politics out
of sheer desperation, the tenants’ motives were quite reversed.

In Belgrade, the Tenants’ Party took part in the national elections
in 1923. Interestingly, it seems that during the campaign it was only con-
fronted by communists. Since the CPY was officially banned in 1921, its
leadership established a new party, namely, the Independent Labour Party
of Yugoslavia (ILPY) in order to participate in this election. In the domain
of housing issues their main worry was how to combat the activities of
the tenants’ association. For that purpose, the communist party activists

49 “Pouceni z obecnich voleb”, Domov, 17.3.1923.
50 “Narek persekovanych”, Domov11,18.3.1922.
51 ,Kongres svojine - Svecana sednica“, Dom 16, 27. 4.1924.
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distributed propaganda leaflets against the Tenants’ Party.>? The organiz-
ers of the communist underground movement probably still kept in mind
recent times when their party was the undisputed political campaigner
for tenants’ interests. Yet, the election results must have caused a huge
frustration for both party leaderships. While the communists won 1,134
votes, the tenants collected no more than 304 votes out of the ballot of
about 18,500.>* The Zagreb tenants’ association participated in 1927 mu-
nicipal elections and won 2 out of 50 seats in the town’s municipal parlia-
ment.>* The communist activists took the opportunity at the Tenants’ Par-
ty election meetings to regain support among their old electorate, which
caused various small incidents.’®* From 1924 on, the Polish tenants also
insisted on the political action of their association. According to their offi-
cial journal, the focus of the political activities should have been placed on
communal elections.>® According to the results of the 1927 elections from
the £.6dZ municipality, the results were more than disappointing. The Ten-
ants and Subtenants Party won only 36 out of about 243,000 votes.>” The
election results of both the tenants’ and landlords’ organizations proved
that they were quite far away from a successful participation in mass-pol-
itics.

Conclusion

Social and political developments in Europe during the WWI
and interwar period proved to be in favour of the organized tenants. Due
to their numerical advantage and the new era of universal suffrage and
mass-politics, they were in a more favourable position to influence politics
than it was the case with the landlords. Even in countries with a relatively
small proportion of urban population (such as Poland, Bulgaria, and Yugo-
slavia), the political influence of tenants’ organizations went beyond mere
numbers. The urban population, especially in capital cities, could exercise
significant influence on state institutions. Under the circumstances, social

52 Leaflet ,Ne glasajte za kirajdzijsku listu (1923)“ is available in the Collection of the
Biblioteka Matice srpske in Novi Sad: DK I 701.

53 ,Jy4yepammu uzbopu’, [loaumuxka 5353,19.3.1923.

54 ,Rezultat zagrebackih gradskih izbora“, Novosti 246,5.9.1927.

55 ,Izborni pokret za gradske izbore. Skupstina stanarinskog bloka“, Novosti 231, 22. 8.
1927.

56 “Lokatorzy do rad miejskich!”, Lokator 19, (October 1924).

57 “Wybory do Rady Miejskiej m. Lodzi", Dziennik Zarzqdu t.odzi 43, 25.10. 1927.
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unrest of urban population displayed in close proximity to the seat of polit-
ical power had specific weight in the turbulent post-war period.

Yet, regardless of all this advantages and such a favourable posi-
tion to influence politics, the tenants’ movement did not originally came
into being as an independent interest group association. In its formative
period it evolved as one separate branch within broader social and eco-
nomic program proclaimed by leftist parties. Inmediately after the war
and at the very beginning of the 1920s, the tenant interests were advo-
cated by social-democratic and communist parties. Whereas the former
were staunch supporters of the rent-control system and requisitioning,
the latter demanded confiscation and redistribution of housing facilities.
In Bulgaria, the state’s involvement in housing issues was intensified
during the agrarian regime, notable for its resentment of the urban up-
per classes.

Some significant changes occurred as a result of decline of po-
litical influence of the leftist parties in Yugoslavia and Bulgaria. By Au-
gust 1922 and June 1923, legal activities of their respective communist
parties had already been prohibited. Socialist or social-democrats, on
the other hand, had even before lost their ground among electorate. As
a consequence, tenants’ movement in these two countries was rapidly
moving towards a complete emancipation from the leftist groups. This
was especially the case after it became apparent that their (i.e. tenants’)
claims would be supported by almost all influential political groups in
these two countries.

In Czechoslovakia and Poland socialist and social-democratic
groups had much higher levels of popular support than it was the case in
Yugoslavia and Bulgaria. Yet, in these countries one finds the very same
trend towards emancipation from the ideological burden and political
tutorship by leftist parties. The final separation took place in 1923 and
1924 a bit later than it happened in Southeast European countries under
review. From that time on, the tenants” organizations in these countries
became truly independent interest group associations.

Landlords® associations, on the other hand, were quite independ-
ent in their formative period and later on throughout the 1920s. Con-
trary to the tenants” associations, landlords were trying hard to obtain
support from political parties. Almost continuously, they were faced with
bitter disappointments even with the most conservative parties which
were expected to defend principles of sacrosanct ownership rights and
freedom of disposal with one’s property.
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The tenants’ organizations in Czechoslovakia, Poland and Yugo-
slavia only returned to politics as independent political interest groups.
Yet, in neither of these countries did election results correspond to the
numerical strength of the tenant population. The landlords™ organiza-
tions also tried their luck in municipal elections in Czechoslovakia and
Poland. Taking into account relatively small share of landlords in Czech
and Polish society it is remarkable that they were able to gain some sup-
port on these elections.
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Pe3sume

Anexkcanpap P. Munetuh

CraMmGeHM CIOPOBU U NOJUTHKA. /IpyIITBEHO-IOJIUTUYKHU
KOHTEKCT CHCTeMa 3alUTHUTe CTaHapa y jyrouCTOYHOj M UCTOYHO]
cpeamwoj EBponuy, 1918-1928.

AncrtpakT: OBa KOMIapaTHUBHa CTyAHja aHaJIM3UpPa ApPYyIITBe-
HO-MIOJINTHYKH KOHTEKCT Mpolieca KOju cy npaTuIu yBohemwe
Y IPMMeHY CUCTeMa peryJMcaHor cTaMbeHor 3aKkyna y byrap-
cko0j, JyrocnaBujy, YexocnoBaukoj u Ilo/bckoj TokoM npBe fe-
1eHdje MehypaTHor nepuoja. YnaHak pasmaTpa cnenupuaHy
VMHTepaKI1jy Koja ce ogurpasasa usMehy Ap>kaBHe NOJUTHKE
Y MHTepeCHUX OpraHusalyja CTaHOAaBalla U CTaHapa-3aKyna-
1a. ¥ TOM KOHTEKCTY Hapo4yuTa NaXKHa je nocseheHa passojy
KOHIelI1ja Koje Cy 0Be UHTepeCcHe rpyIe umaJie rpema IoJau-
THUILY, YK/bY4yjylH 1 BbUXOBO aKTUBHO y4yelilie y 10j.

K/byuHe peun: cTamM6eHa MOJUTHKA, CUCTEM KOHTPOJIUCAHOT
3aKyna, MHTepecHe Tpyne, UCTOYHA cpefwa EBpomna, jyrouc-
To4yHa EBpona

Y oaMepaBamy cHara M3Mely CynpOTCTaB/bEHUX UHTEPECHUX
rpyna cTaHo/aBalla ¥ CTaHapa-3aKynala J0CTa Tora 3aBUCHJIO je Of bH-
x0Be 6pojuaHe 3aCTyN/beHOCTH y JpYyLITBY. [MUHAMUKa JPYIITBEHUX U T10-
JIUTUYKUX IpoMeHa y MehypaTHoj EBpony, a HapouuTo yBohemwe oniurer
npaBa Ijaca 4 pa3Boj GeHoMeHa T3B. MaCOBHe MOJIMTHKE, TIOCTABUJIH CY
CTaHape-3aKyIle, Kao OpOjHUjy UHTepeCHY I'pyly, Y NOBO/bHUjH 110JI0-
»Kaj. OBO ce 0HOCH YaK U Ha 3eMJbe Ca peJIaTUBHO MaJIUM yJieJIOM Ipaj-
CKOT' CTAaHOBHHILTBA, Kao LITO je TO C/1y4aj ca JyrocaaBujoM, [lo/bckoM u
Byrapckom, rje je noJUTHYKK YTULAj TPaCcKoOr Mjebca UIIao0 U NpeKo
HUXOBE pPeJlaTHBHE MaJo6POjHOCTH. YP6aHO CTAHOBHHULITBO, 8 HAPOYH-
TO y IVIaBHUM I'PaJlOBUMa, MOIJIO je Y BEeJIMKOj MepH Ja BpUIX IPUTUCAK
Ha Jip>KaBHe UHCTUTYLHje. JaBHU NIPOTeCT rpafcKe NonyaaLuje uckasaH
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y GJIM3UHU CeJUILITA MOJUTUYKE MONU UMao je TOCEOHY TEXKUHY Y Ipe-
BpaTHUM BpeMeHMMa HelloCpeHOT N10C/IepaTHOr epruoa.

W nopej, cBUX 0BUX NPEJHOCTHU KOje Cy UM Ce YKa3uBaJie, UHTe-
pPeCcHO OKYIIJbEHU CTaHapHU HUCY OpPTraHU30BajM CBOja yApYyKeka COIl-
CTBEHOM WHUIIUjaTHBOM. Y NMOYETHOM IEPUO/Y, OBO OPraHU30BakE Ce
CIIPOBOJUJIO ¥ OKBUPY NOJUMTUYKUX OpraHU3alyja jeBe opujeHTaluje.
[luTame ycnocTaB/bakba U OfprKaBama CUCTeMa KOHTPOJIHMCAHOT 3aKy-
na (CK3) 6uso je aeo mwupe couujanHe maatdopme U nporpama ca Koju-
Ma Cy HacTymaJld COLlMjaIMCTH U KOMYHHUCTH Tor BpeMeHa. [locTojase cy
3HayYajHe pa3JIMKe y [orjeJly nporpaMa Koje cy NpokJjiaMoBaJie OBe [JiBe
NOJINTUYKE Ipynanyje: 0K Cy COLUjaJUCTA OYeKUBaJU MOCTYIIHY €BO-
JIYLIHjy cUcTeMa ¥ 6U/IK 33/10BoJ/bHU yBoheweM CK3, KoMyHUCTH cy Tpa-
KUJIW paJiuKaJiHe POMEHE, KOje Cy YK/byurBaJie IpUMeHy Mepa KOHU-
CKallMje U peJUCTpubyLHje crambeHor mpoctopa. Y byrapckoj, ip>kaBHa
HHTEepBeHIMja y 0iHOCe CTAMOBEeHOT 3aKyIlla YMje Cy OCHOBE MOCTaBUJIU
CollMja/iMCTH OUJa je MHTEH3UBUpAHA 32 BpeMe pexuMa AjiekcaHapa
Ctram6osinjckor, Bohe 3eM/bOpaJIHUKA KOjU je 6HMO MO3HAT MO MPe3upy
KOjH je MOKa3uBao MpeMa ,,HelMpPOU3BOIHO]" IpaICKOj MOy Ial[HjH.

Y JyrocnaBuju u byrapckoj gpacTh4yHe NpOMEHE Ce JellaBajy
Kao nocjeaulia ciab/berma yTUI@ja IapTHja JeBoT ycMepewa. Of aBry-
cta1922.y]yrocnaBuju v o JyHckor npeBpaTay byrapckoj, y o6e 3eMbe
Cy 6uJie yBeZleHe 3a0paHe paJla KOMyHHCTUYKUX opraHusainuja. C jpyre
CTpaHe, COIMjaJUCTH CY y OBE JIBE 3eMJbe jOLI PaHUje NOTIYHO U3TYOHUIU
3Hauaj y 6upaykoM Teuy. [log 0BUM OKOJIHOCTHMA, TOKPET OpraHU30Ba-
HUX CTaHapa ce y6p3aHO 0CaMOCTa/bUBAO0 O/ CTPAHAaKa JIEBUIIE, U Opra-
HHM3allMOHO U Ha HUBOY KaJipoBa. TakBoM pa3Bojy maorahaja moromoBasa
je M YMbeHUIa 1a cy Beh TOKOM NIPBUX MOC/epaTHUX FOAMHA CTaHApU-3a-
KyIIy y JyrocaaByju v Byrapckoj ycnesu Jja Ha CBOjy CTpaHy IpUA06Ujy
NpeACcTaBHUKE TOTOBO CBUX YTULAJHUX NTAPTHja.

Y YexocsnoBaukoj ¥ [10/bCKOj pa3inyuTe CTpaHKe COLUjaTUCTHY-
Ke U ColjaslleMOKpaTCKe MPOBEHUjeHIHje yCcIese Cy a y 3Ha4ajHUujeM
06MMy cauyBajy yTH1aj y 6UpayKkoM Tesy. U y oBUM 3eM/baMa UIaK J0J1a-
34 J10 UICTOBETHOT TpeHJa: HauMe, /1o 1923 /24. nos1a3u /1o opraHu3aiu-
OHOT 0CaMOCTa/bUBamba CTaHapa-3akynaya. CTaHOAABLU Cy Ce UCLPIJbU-
BaJId y HeNpeCTaHUM IMOKylIajuMa Jia 3a CBOjy CylOMHY 3aUHTEpPECYjy
napTvje ofi yTUlaja, HAPOYHUTO CTPAHKe Koje Ccy CJ0BUJIe 32 KOH3epBa-
TUBHE WJU TpajuLMOHaIMCTUIKe. Enuior je TokoM 20-Ux rogrHa 610
yBeK ucTU. OpraHn3oBaHU CTAaHOJABLM, HeKaZja YIJIeHU CTaJleXX peH-
THUjepa, JOKUBJ/baBaJU Cy KOHTUHYHUPaHe GppycTpalyje oAJyKaMa MoJu-
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TUYKUX BJACTHU U CKYNIUTUHCKUX BelMHa Jla IpoJly»Ke CUCTeM OrpaHu-
Yyera y JJIOMeHY lbUX0BOT pacnoJjarakba CBOjuHOM.

OpraHu3oBaHU CTaHapu y JyrocaaBuju, YexocJ0Baukoj U
[Tosbckoj BpaTuau cy ce cpeguHoM 20-UX ToAMHA NOJUTULU U TO Kao
npeJCTaBHULM CONCTBEHUX NOJUTUUYKO-UHTEPECHUX rpyna. buse cy To
yIJIaBHOM HHULUjaTUBe JIOKAJHOI KapaKTepa Koje Cy ce 3aBpliaBaJie He-
yCIleXxoM U cJ1abuM 03UBOM GHpaya Ha JIOKaJIHUM u3bopuma. Y [1o/bCcKoj
1 Yexoc/10BauKOj Ha UCTOBETAH HAUMH Cy Ce Y HEKUM JIOKAJHUM CpeJu-
HaMa onpob6aJiv U cTaHoAaBL M. PacLlMHAHTHO je [a BbUX0BU pe3yJITaTH
HUCY 6UJIM TaKo 6e3HaYajHU KaKo OU ce MOIVIO OYeKMBATH € 063UpPOM Ha
c1abujy 6pojHy 3aCTy/beHOCT CTaHO/aBalla y momyJialyju.
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