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Introduction

| wrote this thesis to answer three main questahmit the German-speaking
minority" of interwar Slovenia: What was the nature of theirction to domestic social
policies and world events throughout the periodatMan this reaction tell us about the
nature of their identity and nationalism? How artdywlid the Nazis and the Third Reich
influence these minorities? The answers to thesstgns can, | hope, tell us much about
the impact of nationalism on ethnic relations, dppeal of National Socialism and

fascism, and the ways in which self-identity isgdhand formed.

Prior scholarship has documented the social, paljitand cultural developments

of the German minority in the interwar periddpting the ways German cultural

! | use the terms “German” and “German-speakinggrctiangeably to denote that language was not
necessarily a signifier of belonging to that etitgjas the national activists would have liketbitbe. As
well, simply using “German” can be, at times, toobéguous: does “German” mean a citizen of the
German Reich or the Federal Republic of Germanyfe\Westrians German? In what sense were the
“Germans” of Bohemia, Hungary, Latvia, or Sloveaaually German? It would be clearer if the term
“Germanophone” was widely-used, as it is in thenEhesSprachraumBut as it is not, | will stick with the
terms “German” and “German-speaking.” The areaithtte focus of this study, namely the current
Republic of Slovenia, had two main language-grdapated in them, and as such, the regions andcitie
themselves had a Slovene-language and a Germanagaglesignation. Though it is somewhat awkward
to do so, | will be using both names of these gjtieith the German-language version one succeegtteb
Slovene-language one, so as to disassociate thierfatities” of these places from what activistsicied
them to be — it is not my intention to endorseeafute national activists’ notions of whether
Marburg/Maribor was a “German” or a “Slovene” ciggc. “What people in central or eastern Europe
meant when they described themselves as ‘Germathédi nineteenth century] varied greatly from place
place, and many of them could scarcely understaecaoother because regional dialects were so
strong...’The majority of Austrian peasants do natreiknow that there is a Germany and that it ig thei
fatherland!” Waking Germans up to the truth of aatilism was the self-imposed mission of a minarity
troublemakers...” Mark MazoweHitler's Empire: How the Nazis Ruled Eurofiéew York: Penguin
Press, 2008), 17. For more on the methods of Genational activists for national “awakening”, sesté?
Haslinger, ed.Schutzvereine in Ostmitteleuropa: Vereinsweserg@gnkonflikte und Dynamiken
nationaler Mobilisierung 1860-193@arburg, Germany: Verlag Herder-Institut, 2009).

2 See Stefan Karnebje Deutschsprachige Volksgruppe in Slowenien: Rspi@arer Entwicklung, 1939-
1997 (Klagenfurt, Austria: Hermagoras/Mohorjeva, 1998&imut Rumpler and Arnold Suppan, eds.,
Geschichte der deutschen im Bereich des heutigemeBlens, 1848-194(Vienna: Verlag fur Geschichte
und Politik, 1988); DuSan Nak, Die “Deutschen” in Slowenien (1918-1955): Kurzerr(Ljubljana:
Znanstveni institut Filozofske falkutete, 1998);rald Heppner, edSlowenen und Deutsche im



institutions were impacted and how Germans in Si@aveesponded through political
means to social policies that affected them. Hiats;, who have almost exclusively been
Austrian or Slovene historians, have in recenty@#so examined the diplomatic and
political impact of the shared regions between &toa and Austria without confronting
enough what theninorities themselvefglt, said, or perceived of their own situatin.
These historians have debated the extent to whlkserman minority group of Slovenia
became Nazified which was partly a result of institutional infétion from the Third
Reich, and participated in the crimes of the Nazupiers during World War I, noting
that National Socialism caught on quicker and th&teger among Slovenia’s Germans

than elsewhere in Yugoslavia.

gemeinsamen Raum: Neue Forschungen zu einem kemplremgMunich: R. Oldenbourg Verlag,
2002).

% See Arnold Suppan’s monumenialgoslawien und Osterreich, 1918-1938: Bilateralesgenpolitik im
europaischen Umfel(Munich: Oldenbourg Verlag, 1996).

* Slovene historians have tended to argue thataa si@jority, though not all, German minorities in
Slovenia were staunch National Socialists, whichild@ive Yugoslav reactionary measures in the 1930s
legitimacy. See N&k (who himself relies upon Slovene historiansnfich of his argument)ie
“Deutschen” in Slowenien11-19. Austrian historians have acknowledged $bate nazification did occur,
but have tried to show that this was more duesbtirtional reach from the Third Reich, not idegtpgnd
that in any case, it was not as widespread as S#ohistorians have asserted. A form of this argurisen
present in KarneDie Deutschsprachige Volksgruppe in SlowenieiRumpler and Suppan, eds.,
Geschichte der deutschen im Bereich des heutigeve8lensand Heppner, edSlowenen und Deutsche
im gemeinsamen Rau@lovene historians had for a long time regardgdAfaustrian scholarship on the
subject to be veiled attempts at revisionism, asrse books had been written about the German ritynor
by ethnic Germans from Yugoslavia who had themsebezn expelled after the war. Examples of these
works include Sepp Janké/eg und Ende der deutschen Volksgruppe in Jugastd®raz, Austria:
Stocker, 1982); Hans-Ulrich Wehlédationalitatenpolitik in Jugoslawien: Die deutsddénderheit, 1918-
1978(Géttingen, Germany: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 19808 Hans RasimugJs Fremde im

Vaterland: der Schwabisch-Deutsche Kulturbund uiedetiemalige deutsche Volksgruppe in Jugoslawien
im Spiegel der Presg®lunich: Arbeitskreis fir donauschwabische Heimettd Volksforschung in der
Donauschwabischen Kulturstiftung, 1989). For thestypart, | have not utilized these sources, thoirgh,
any case, they are mostly concerned with the Gesspaaking minority in Yugoslavia outside of Sloweni

® Though Yugoslavia's diverse and geographicallgapiGerman population was split between an older
group who came of age in the Austrian Empire astkdid National Socialism and a younger, more pan-
German generation (the so-callecheuerungbewegupgSlovene historians have noted that this pro-Nazi
sentiment caught on quickest and more enthusidigtamaong Slovenia's German population than
elsewhere in the Kingdom. Du3ands&, Boris Jesih, BoZo Repe, Ksenija Skrilec, artéPéodopivec,
eds.,Slowenisch-0sterreichische Beziehungen im 20. deiukért(Ljubljana: Historia, 8, 2004), 174-176.
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While historians have noted that not every Germa®lovenia was supportive of
the Nazis, they have not identified what kind ofif@an was against the Nazis — in short,
who were these other Germans? What was their tgf@\ivho counted as being German,
or part of the German community? Everyone had diffeideas and measures. German
national activists would have liked anyone who sptile German language to be
considered German, while the Slovene governmentaid¢onsider a person “truly”
German if they also spoke Slovene or had a non-&eiomamé. What prior scholarship
has not explained well enoughvi$y this was the case: What was different about
Slovenia's Germand®hydid they seem to latch onto National Socialisntker and

hold on longer than other ethnic-German groups?t\Wiaa the nature of their identity

Philip Lyon, in his dissertation (written at the iJersity of Maryland, College Park) "After Empirgthnic
Germans and Minority Nationalism in Interwar Yugos&", mainly focuses on German-speakers in
Croatia-Slavonia and Vojvodina, using the comparigbSlovenia's Germans simply to note that thesewe
"different" or "unique" from the rest of Yugoslatgaerman community. Lyon notes that Slovene-German
ethnic tension had been “particularly intense™ra later decades of the Habsburg Empire, onlyrgetti
worse after the end of the Great War. But he dotlaborate on why this interwar ethnic tensioousd
have been different from that of other majority-ority group relationships, whether involving German
speakers or not. While his dissertation focuse¥wgoslavia’s German minorities, he does not incltide
Germans of Slovenia in his scope. Nonetheless, 'Ey@search found a persistence of a nationally-
indifferent identity among German-speakers in #rat, despite fervent attempts by German national
activists to “awaken” them to their ethnicity. RpiLyon, “After Empire: Ethnic Germans and Minority
Nationalism in Interwar Yugoslavia”, PhD dissemati University of Maryland, College Park (2008); 15
16.

® Slovenes today still refer to anyone who speaksn@e as “German”, whether they are from Austria,
Germany, or any other country with German as aigiafflanguage. N&k, “Waren ‘die Deutschen’
Fremde in Slowenien nach 1945?” Osterreichischer Zeitgeschichtetag 1995: Osterreid0 Jahre
Republik(Innsbruck, Austria: Studien Verlag, 1996), 18idclsambiguity in designating identity led to
instances of “fluidity” in daily life; that is, oneould be considered a certain ethnicity at onetim
according to the census or neighbors or commuwityle at a different time and place be considered a
different one. This was not only the case for Garmpeakers, but Slovene-speakers as well. Sesti@hri
Promitzer, Klaus-Jurgen Hermanik, Eduard Staudinggs. (Hidden) Minorities: Language and Ethnic
Identity between Central Europe and the Balk@rienna: LIT Verlag, 2009). For more on languaged a
nationalism, see Tomasz D.l. Kamusella, “Languagarainstrument of nationalism in Central Europe”,
Nations and NationalispVol. 7, No. 2 (2001), 235-251.



and nationalismHow did they view Yugoslavia and Sloverfiafow did they view

Austria and Germany?

" Nationalism can be defined as “a movement to dkfea interests of a nation, to defend or secsre it
political independence.” Stephen Barbour and C&tlwmichael, edsLanguage and Nationalism in
Europe(Oxford, United Kingdom: Oxford University Pre2§00), 4. Benedict Anderson posited that a
nation can be “imagined” or invented if its adheseatl believe that they are part of this natioenBdict
Anderson)magined Communities: Reflections on the Origin &pdead of NationalisrfLondon: Verso,
1991). After the collapse of the multi-ethnic enagithat ruled the peoples of Eastern Europe a®&8,1
the successor states maintained the region’s ratitiversity but changed the status of the staten fa
somewhat impartial imperial apparatus to aggressaimn-state. Thus, the new national minorities in
Eastern Europe were faced with a “triadic configjord: contending with political and economic
reconfiguration, the “nationalizing” nationalismfktbeir new states, and the “homeland” nationaligfns
the cultural/ethnic states that they allegedlypi@sume to be) belong to. See Rogers Brubaker,
Nationalism reframed: Nationhood and the nationa¢stion in the New Eurog€ambridge, United
Kingdom: Cambridge University Press, 1996), 55Vi&h nationalism in Eastern Europe tending to be
organized around ethnicity and language, one coftdsh “choose” (or be chosen) to be part of a gerta
ethnic group by choosing to speak in that langukgemore on language and nationalism in Europe, se
Barbour and Carmichael, edsgnguage and Nationalism in Eurgiel17; and in East Central Europe,
182-220. Pieter Judson, in his baBlardians of the Natigriraces the contours of German nationalism
and its organization in the Habsburg Empire, inicilgdn Slovenia, through the end of World War | but
stops at 1914. Judson found that, despite attelyptational activists on both the Slavic and Gerside
to portray the situation in Central Europe as difevins” and “losses” for one side or the othereaft
“gaining” Germans or Czechs or Slovenes (i.e., feolaiming to speak those languages), many rerdaine
indifferent to these appeals — they had not yetakemed” to their national identity which the actigiwere
fervently trying to convey to them that they hdbieter JudsorGuardians of the Nation: Activists on the
Language Frontiers of Imperial Austri€ambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University 212806). For
more on the issue of identity and nationalism ito$taurg East Central Europe, see Pieter Judson and
Marsha Rozenblit, edConstructing Nationalities in East Central Eurofi¢ew York: Berghahn Books,
2005).

8 Yugoslavia had no single ethnic majority, unlese grouped together the Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes
under one designation as “Yugoslavs.” Due to difighistorical experiences under the Habsburg and
Ottoman Empires, different areas of Yugoslavia Veying experiences with the German community. The
relationship between the Serb, Croatian, and Skyepulations of Yugoslavia was complex and had a
long history. A major problem for this newly-chasted Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes |#yen
fundamental idea of what Yugoslavism meant; eafferdint ethnicity had large portions of the popiglat
who held a different conception of how a united ¥sigv state would function and in what manner itldo
be run. Slovenia largely wished to be part of gdaiSouth Slavic state to protect itself and thmiet
Slovenes that lived outside its immediate bordemnfAustrian and Italian irredentism. See Dejankijo
Yugoslavism: Histories of a Failed Idea, 1918-198dison, Wisconsin: University of Wisconsin Press,
2003). See also Ivo Banalhie National Question in Yugoslavia: Origins, HistdPolitics (Ithaca, New
York: Cornell University Press, 1984). Yugoslaviasiaan ethnically, linguistically, and religiousliverse
country: The 1921 census gave a combined populafiaimost 12 million in the Kingdom of Serbs,
Croats and Slovenes; almost 40% were Serbian (@uthGhristianity), with about 24% Roman Catholic
Croatians, 8.5% Roman Catholic Slovenes, 6.3% MuBlosnians, 5.3% Macedonians, 4.3% Germans
(Catholics and Protestants), 4% Albanian, 4% Huagaand almost 5% Turkish, Romanian, and Italian.
John LampeYugoslavia as History: Twice there was a Cou@gmbridge, United Kingdom: Cambridge
University Press, 1996), 129.



With this thesis, | seek to understand the natt®&avenia's ethnic-German
community; that is, this thesis will be a polititastory in that | will trace how German-
speakers in interwar Slovenia reacted to minorityces that affected them, whether
from the regional government in Ljubljana, the fledg@overnment in Belgrade, or the
international treaties fostered by the League dfdda’ | seek to understand how these
ethnic Germans saw themselves and their placesivtiild; why they reacted the way
they did to the policies that affected them, an@dithe nature of this reaction was. | am
hopeful that this thesis will contribute to an urelanding of the history of Germans in

Eastern Europe in the twentieth centtftthe complexities of German identityand the

® Prior to the ratification of a formal constituticthere was a provisional Slovene National Couieit
administered the formerly-Austrian crownlands ofMes Styria, Carinthia, and Carniola. The 1921
Constitution of the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, atal/énes, would establish the country as a unitetes
with 33 administrative districts, whose “prefectsres appointed from Belgrade.” A multi-party poliic
system was set up for elections in a national awaint (called th&kupstinain Belgrade, though there
were also municipal and local governments in citi&sntemporaries colloquially called the Kingdom
“Yugoslavia” and the districts that comprised thevBne lands “Slovenia”, and will be referred tosash
in this thesis. See John Lam@alkans into Southeastern Europe: A Century of Wt Transition(New
York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2006), 89-97.

19 For Eastern Europe’s large ethnic German populatiwd the rise of the National Socialist state, the
guestion of the Germans’ loyalty to their stateitizenship has been put forth; that is, were tleen@ans

of Eastern Europe a fifth column? What was thdatienship with their home country and their aniast
homeland of Germany? What was the nature of theintity? In what sense were they German? What was
the influence of National Socialism on the Germanarities? What was or was not appealing about
National Socialism for the ethnic Germans (pard dfoader question about the appeal of National
Socialism and fascism)? These questions are addras&\nthony Komjathy and Rebecca Stockwell,
German Minorities and the Third Reich: Ethnic Gemsaf East Central Europe between the Whiesw
York: Holmes & Meier, 1980), in Krista O’Donnell eRate Bridenthal, and Nancy Reagin, etlse
HeimatAbroad: The Boundaries of Germannéaan Arbor, Michigan: University of Michigan Press
2005), Charles W. Ingrao and Franz A. Szaile Germans and the Eg8Vest Lafayette, Indiana: Purdue
University Press, 2008), and Mariana Hausleitnertdarald Roth, edsDer Einfluss von Faschismus und
Nationalsozialismus auf Minderheiten in Ostmittetd Stidosteurop@unich: IKGS Verlag, 2006). For a
recent analysis of Germans’ understandings of Ba&erope through time and space, see Vejas Gabriel
Liulevicius, The German Myth of the East: 1800 to the Prefdetv York: Oxford University Press,
2009).

1 Language and national identity are closely linkeGerman-speaking Europe, though this poses certai
problems as the German language itself is veryrséveSee Barbour, “Germany, Austria, Switzerland,
Luxembourg: The Total Coincidence of Nations andegp Communities?”, in Barbour and Carmichael,
eds.,Language and Nationalism in EurgEs1-167. For more on the ways German emigrarddtaeir
descendants in Europe, North and South America, Asid Oceania formed unique German identities
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impact of nationalism in East-Central and SoutlerasEuropé? This is a study of self-

identity, nationalism, and their impact upon polayd violence.

based on language, culture, and history, see O’BlgrBridenthal, and Reagin, ed$heHeimatAbroad:
The Boundaries of Germanngsse also Mathias Schulze, James M. Skidmore,ddaviohn, Grit
Liebscher, and Sebastian Siebel-Achenbach, &ésman Diasporic Experiences: Identity, Migrati@md
Loss(Waterloo, Canada: Wilfrid Laurier University Pse2008); and David Blackbourn and James
Retallack Localism, Landscape, and the Ambiguities of Pl&erman-speaking Central Europe, 1860-
1930(Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2007). Mu@s been written about German identity and
nationalism in Bohemia, in particular. See JerermgkBudweisers into Czechs and Germans: A Local
History of Bohemian Politics, 1848-194Brinceton, New Jersey: Princeton University Pr2682); Scott
SpectorPrague Territories: National Conflict and Culturainovation in Franz Kafka's Fin-de-Siécle
(Los Angeles: University of California Press, 20089)d Gary B. Cohe,he Politics of Ethnic Survival:
Germans in Prague, 1861-19{Rrinceton, New Jersey: Princeton University Pr&88]1).

12 Eastern Europe was the site of the majority oftthetality, carnage, horrors, and death in the Fiesf of
the twentieth century. See Timothy Snyd&godlands: Europe between Hitler and StalNew York:
Basic Books, 2010). Historians have sought ansteettse following questions: Why did the situation i
this region become so volatile between 1914 and 18Her relative peace and stability for centugger
to that? What made ethnically-diverse areas go fraiifference or ambivalence to nationalism befite
late-nineteenth century to the ethnic cleansingeaquililsions of World War 11? What caused the viaken
in the borderlands to be so intense? What can ave feom the failure of East, Central, and Soutteras
Europe to peacefully incorporate its minoritiesistable, democratic states? Alexander Prusie,Lands
Between: Conflict in the East European Borderlark®0-1992New York: Oxford University Press,
2010). The rise of nationalism and the nation-stateusually been given the dominant role in causin
Eastern and Southeastern Europe’s political inétalind ethnic violence. See Joseph Rothschilst
Central Europe between the Two World WgBeattle: University of Washington Press, 197jusin,The
Lands Betweerand Mary HeimanrCzechoslovakia: The State that Fail@éew Haven, Connecticut:
Yale University Press, 2011). Under imperial rahes region’s various ethnic groups were affordéatine
tolerance and economic stability without overtlydeng one group over another. Whereas historically
different groups in Eastern Europe had shared itilessibased in religion, language, culture, or gapbic
area, the spread of nationalism divided these figgahnd increased the majorities’ anxiety overldyalty
of potentially-hostile ethnic minorities’ relatidmigs with their “mother” country. As the natioratig
state became stronger, so too did state-led atsetmphake a reality of a pure instead of diverssitm-
state.” PrusinThe Lands BetweeB. Others have stressed the economic difficuftiesd by East-Central
European states in the aftermath of the Great Wairgo the 1930s as a major cause for those deshtr
tensions, while not necessarily discounting the oflnationalism and the state in facilitating éhn
conflict. See Dejan Djoki Elusive Compromise: A History of Interwar Yugostaiew York: Columbia
University Press, 2007). Eastern Europe’s histémjiaent nationalism and ethnic cleansing stiboaates
today, as can be seen in the Balkan wars of th8sl88d ongoing language/cultural issues in thedyord
regions of Austria, Slovenia, and Italy. For moreathnic cleansing in the Balkans and in Europe Psaul
Mojzes,Balkan Genocides: Holocaust and Ethnic CleansinthenTwentieth Centurf.anham, Maryland:
Rowman & Littlefield, 2011); Cathie CarmichaBthnic Cleansing in the Balkans: Nationalism and th
Destruction of Traditior{New York: Routledge, 2002), 1-20; and Norman Nakng&ires of Hatred:
Ethnic Cleansing in Twentieth-Century Eurq@ambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press
2001).



Germans and Slovenes in Interwar Europe

In the 1910 Austrian census, Germans made up athddstof the population of
what would become the modern Republic of SlovéhMore than 100 years later, this
large German-speaking population has virtually gieared. In the interwar period,
Slovenia, and the larger Kingdom of Yugoslavia tieh it was a part, was the home of
more than 500,000 ethnic Germaf3his population comprised part of the millions of
other Germans who lived outside the borders of2baman Reich. Together, these
German minorities constituted almost one-quarteghefGerman-speaking population in
Europe’® Protecting the rights of these minorities and engttheir peaceful existence
within the nation-states that had been createlddraftermath of the Great War was

absolutely vital to the stability of Europ@.

13 This amounted to about 100,000 German-speakarge®s made up 80% of the rest of the population,
making up the overwhelming majority of the surroimgdareas outside of the cities. There were fivfoma
centers of German-speakers in 1910: 22,635 in igf®aribor (81% of the city’s population); 4,625 i
Cilli/Celje (67% of the city’s population); 6,748 Ljubljana (14.5% of the city’s population); 17@ih
Gottschee/Koevska (almost 89% of this predominantly-rural redi@and 3,672 in Pettau/Ptuj (79% of the
town’s population). Mitja Ferenc and BoZo Repe,éDieutsche Minderheit in Slowenien in der
Zwischenkriegzeit”, irSlowenisch-0sterreichische Beziehungen im 20. Jedutért 162-163.

14 Toussaint Heevar, “Linguistic Minorities of Yugoslavia and Adjent Areas during the Interwar Period:
An Economic Perspective”, iNationalities PapergNovember 1984), 219. German-speakers in interwar
Yugoslavia were clustered in large numbers in thed®, Béka, and Vojvodina in Serbia. These were the
so-called Danube Swabiari3gqnauschwaben There were also smaller populations in Bosni an
Herzegovina and Croatia. Lyon, “After Empire”, 1-3.

15 Ingrao and Szabd@he Germans and the East

16 On average, the post-Versailles countries of Eadfarope held between 20% and 29% national
minorities, many of whom bordered nation-states pased of that minority’s ethnic group who struggled
over possession of those territories. Raymond Bedxational Minorities in Eastern Europe, 1848-1945
(New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1983), 147-149. Thi@orities issue was a key reason for the
destabilization of the interwar period. When speglaf the German minorities, the use or exploitatd
their presence factored into Hitler's expansioaists. How did Germany’s concern for Germans abroad
affect international relations? How did the Germanorities affect the domestic and foreign polidy o
Eastern Europe’s nation-states. See Ronald Smé&lserSudeten Problewolkstumpolitik and the
Formulation of Nazi Foreign Policy, 1933-1988adison, Wisconsin: University of Wisconsin Press
1975). See also Komjathy and Stockwélgrman Minorities and the Third Reielmd Norman Rich,
Hitler's War Aims, volume I: Ideology, the Nazit8taand the Course of Expansifivew York: W.W.



Slovenia’s German-speaking populatibwas, unlike the rest of Yugoslavia's
ethnic German population, predominantly urban, stdalized, relatively affluent, and
more nationally conscious of their German identitfhe 10% of Slovenia’s population
that was German-speaking was a much higher rateinh@roatia, Serbia, or Bosnia-
Herzegovina. Ethnic tension between Slovenes amth&w®s was also more intense than
that of Germans and Serbs or Croati&riEhis resulted in, from the German perspective,

harsher minority social policies that closed Ger#t@arguage schools, removed the

Norton, 1973). The role of the League of Natianemforcing the minorities treaties, which many
countries did little if anything to follow in tha@tierwar period, has come under scrutiny for seveadons:
the Allied Powers seemed little inclined to appig same rigor to accommodating their own minority
groups, but had no problem interfering in theseesesues in Eastern, Central, and Southeasterrp&ito
was difficult to bring cases to the League’s attemtand even more so to try and successfully raeig
these cases through the League’s system; the Ledgmieid little to placate the various minoritypgps’
irritation at what they perceived as the Leaguedifference to their plight, causing tension ing@o
countries. See Mark Mazower, “Minorities and thediee of Nations in Interwar Europe”,raedalus
Vol. 126, No. 2 (Spring 1997), 47-63. See also Ma®cheuermanriMinderheitenschutz contra
Konfliktverhtitung? Die Minderheitenpolitik des V@lkundes in den zwanziger Jahi@harburg,
Germany: Verlag Herder-Institut, 2000).

" Why Slovenia? It is among the lesser-studied gsmfethnic Germans in the interwar period, with th
Germans of Czechoslovakia, Poland, and Hungarpggiiecedence. Even Hausleitner and Rddes
Einfluss von Faschismus und Nationalsozialismud\iinflerheiten in Ostmittel- und Stdosteurppdich
deals specifically with Southeastern Europe, fosuseRomania, Hungary, and Croatia. Slovenia igfan
overlooked part of the three ethnic groups thatengul Yugoslavia, where issues between Serbs and
Croatians often takes precedent. Slovenia was, Yenvenore industrialized than Croatia and Serbih an
unlike the other two, belonged to the Austrian loélthe Dual Monarchy of Austria-Hungary.

18 In Lower Styria, for example, 25.9% of Germansevievolved in trade and transport, 21.7% in
commerce, 17.9% in the “free professions”, and ddlyl% in agriculture. These were all much higher
rates than the Slovene majority. Se€®eDie “Deutschen” in Slowenienll. On the eve of World War
I, Slovenia’s German-speaking population genemtipyed predominance in such prominent societal
positions as the courts, the banks, big businediicg, and large landed estates. Ferenc and RBjee,
Deutsche Minderheit in Slowenien in der Zwischeegrieit”, 162. As well, the German language
dominated the upper echelons of society in theoregneaning that often native Slovene-speakersdad
learn German in order to economically and sociatlyance. Héevar, “Linguistic Minorities of
Yugoslavia”, 215.

19 Germans and Slovenes had, by 1918, been livitigeisame region for decades. Beginning in therlatte
half of the nineteenth century and continuing ufi9@4, the two ethnic groups struggled over palitiand
with it, societal and cultural control of the Slaeelands. Such political, cultural, and social tiotsf
centered around language use, education, andcpblipresentation, becoming increasingly tenssots
groups’ sense of national identity increased. Foreansee Martin MollKein Burgfrieden: Der deutsch-
slowenische Nationalitatenkonflikt in der Steierkna900-191&Vienna: Studien Verlag, 2007). In the
middle of WWI, news broke out in Austrian newspapefrthe so-called “May Declaration” of 1917 that
declared the South Slavic population of the emgiréo longer believe in the continued existencéhef
state in which it exists."The German-language press in Lower Styria reaategdily to this, accusing the
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German language from public life, and generallygitiumore aggressively to assimilate
or overwhelm the German-speaking community. Slavehared a border with Austria,
but not Germany, who did not have any territorlalm on the ethnically-mixed border
regions. After invading and occupying Yugoslaviee Nazis annexed the parts of
Slovenia under its control and administered it pard of the Greater German Reich,

despite its non-German ethnic majorty.

The treaties that ended the First World War in perand finalized the
continent’s borders resulted in a German natiotediat left almost a quarter of Europe’s
German-speaking population outside of the new WeRegpublic’s borders. These
ethnic German minorities were citizens and minesiof proclaimed nation-states, whose
protection was supposed to be guaranteed by irtienahtreaties signed by their home
countries. Following the horrors and violence & @reat War, Europe’s political and
social stability relied in large part upon the pefatincorporation of these ethnic German
minorities into the new states of East, Centrad, Southeastern Europe. With the rise of
the National Socialist movement in Germany and\theis’ occupation policies that
were employed across the continent, these ethmom&wes that had lived outside of

Germany’s borders were seen as “fifth columns” \Wwhd helped Nazi Germany in

Slovenes and other South Slavs of being “traitargl purposefully trying to sabotage the war effort.
Needless to say, such words did not engender riiation either during or after the war between @ans
and Slovenes. See Gregor Jenus and Darko FriS Reeétion der Deutschen der Untersteiermark auf die
Mai-Deklaration”, inStudia Historica Slovenica/ol. 8, No. 1 (2008), 141-170. German Austriansmy
the Great War suspected ethnic Slovenes of inHgreaing traitorous, and treated them in a repuessi
manner. See Janko Pleterski, “The Southern Slasti@umé, in Mark Cornwall, ed.The Last Years of
Austria-Hungary: A Multinational Experiment in EgrTwentieth-Century Eurog&xeter, United
Kingdom: University of Exeter Press, 2002), 119-14®r more on the period of nationalities politics
the Habsburg Empire, see Gary B. Cohen, “NationBliditics and the Dynamics of State and Civil 8bgi
in the Habsburg Monarchy, 1867-1914" Gentral European Historywol. 40, No. 2 (June 2007), 241-
278.

20 See Timothy Kirk, “Limits of Germandom: Resistarioghe Nazi Annexation of Slovenia”, he
Slavonic and East European Revjé¥ol. 69, No. 4 (October, 1991) 646-667.



invading, occupying, and ravaging Eastern Eurdpe;wiew was used in part as
justification for the mass expulsion of millionsethnic Germans from lands they had
lived in for centurie$! Views of Slovenia’s Germans being from the staiteteption
against its existence and staunch supporters admNdtSocialism contributed to the
reasoning behind their expulsion after the faBut were they disloyal? Were they all in
favor of National Socialism and the occupationf?df, then what was their view of

Slovenia, Slovenes, Germany, Germandom, and Nat8owalism and its impact?

Methodology

The main sources that | rely upon for my analystsseveral German-language
newspapers based out of the cities in Sloveniahhdia majority German-speaking

population, Cilli/Celje and Marburg/Marib8f.The newspapers are analyzed in the

21 Komijathy and Stockwell, iGerman Minorities and the Third Reichiackle these questions on a state-
by-state basis, and come to various answers. $uegtthe German minorities were exploited by the
Third Reich for its own expansionist aims whileoter cases, there was a substantial involvemetiteon
side of the German minorities with the Nazi occagyforces. Valdis Lumans, iHimmler’s Auxiliaries:
The Volksdeutsche Mittelstelle and the German NatiMinorities of Europe, 1933-194&hapel Hill,
North Carolina: University of North Carolina Pre$893), mostly endorses the view that the majaity
ethnic Germans outside of Germany were complidatguilty of collaborating with the Nazis and their
occupation policies. R.M Douglas takes issue witkst justifications for the expulsion of the German
from Eastern, Central, and Southeastern Eurofdierly and Humane: The Expulsion of the Germans
after the Second World Wélew Haven, Connecticut: Yale University Pressl20Qas does Alfred M. de
Zayas inA Terrible Revenge: The Ethnic Cleansing of thet Easopean German@New York: Palgrave
Macmillan, 2006).

% The Slovene historian Tone Ferenc, in a brief téragbout interwar Slovenia and the Slovenes'
subsequent resistance to Nazi aggression after, #&tlisses Slovenia's interwar ethnic-German
population as if they were a homogenous groupkefthinded individuals, the entirety of whom were
ardent nationalists and proponents of National 8ison. Tone Ferenc, “The Austrians and Sloveniangur
the Second World War”, in F. Parkinson, €ionquering the Past: Austrian Nazism YesterdayTaodhy
(Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1989), 2G3-

% These newspapers were accessed through the Bigkajiznica Slovenije, part of the National and

University Library of Slovenia in Ljubljana, and AND (AustriaN Newspapers Online), part of the
Osterreichische Nationalbibliothek.
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context of their editorial stance and their reakigrstheDeutsche Waclk€illier
ZeitungDeutsche Zeitunwas generally conservative nationalist, while the
Marburger/Mariborer Zeitungended to be more centri§t.Despite this, their editorials
and articles did more than just relate the dayshév— they also expressed and reflected
the opinions of a socially-elite German perspectivigose differing and contrasting
opinions are able to be discerned. The newspapensnderstood to be at times
expressing widely-held opinion as well as urgingngoloring a certain viewpoint upon
portions of its readership who feel different abauopic® | have also used primary
documents from the United States National Archives) reports in the Records of the
Department of State and captured Records of thmm@eForeign Office. All translations

from German-language sources are, unless othenoise, my own.

Chapter One, “Adjusting to the New Kingdom, 191849 analyzes the first 6
years of the new Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, andesles after the end of the Great War
and how the German minority community of Sloverdfuated to new social policies
impacting them and their new lives as national miies. The German minority
community’s views of Slovenes and Yugoslavia, tid#ntity, as well as the nature of
their reactions to social policies impacting tHairfguage, culture, and education will be
analyzed. | will argue that some German minoritiese reluctantly accepting of

becoming part of the new Yugoslav state, but di@ teps to try and integrate insofar as

% The newspapers changed their names at varioutsgibioughout the interwar period, but these change
were in hame only.

% See Michael Nagel, “Deutschsprachige Presse dusbates Deutschen Sprachraumes: Entwicklungen,
Perspektiven, Forschungsanséatze”, in Andrei Corbl@igie, lon Lihaciu, and Alexander Rubel, eds.,
Deutschsprachige Offentlichkeit und Presse in Mitte und Stidosteuropa (1848-194Bpnstanz,
Germany: Hartung-Gorre Verlag, 2008), 15-44. Foreman the German-language press in Slovenia, see
Tanja Zigon Deutschsprachige Presse in Slowenien (1707-194Be volumes (Munich: R. Oldenbourg
Verlag, 2004).
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it was possible for them to while policies thatsdd German-language schools, outlawed
German cultural associations, and banned the Gelangnage in public were enacted,
some German nationalists and nationalist activwei® openly resistant and hostile to the
nature of the South Slav kingdom; while others veem@mewhere in between; as such, |
argue that there were multiple and contested Gerdantities and nationalisms in

Slovenia at the time.

Chapter Two, “Of Democracy and Dictatorship, 19282”, deals with the
middle of the 1920s, through the so-called Royetiadorship of 1929 in Yugoslavia and
up to the eve of the Nazi seizure of power in 193@ll argue that some German
minorities were optimistic and loyal citizens, Istilling to contribute to the Yugoslav
state, while others became annoyed and remainéitehas minority policies did not
much change in their favor. | will show how idéptthanged to more political action,
and then weariness with politics — greeting thelalctatorship in Yugoslavia as a
positive event while leaving the door open to passGerman intervention in the future.
The Slovene Germans’ views of National Socialisntsaslectoral fortunes change and
improve will be examined, as well as the commusityiews of other fascist movements
during this time. The mixed reaction to the inceshelectoral power of the National
Socialists and the re-election of Hindenburg asRsgirasident support the argument of

contested and multiple identities and nationalisms.

The third chapter, “In the Shadow of the ThirddRei1933-1941", analyzes the
reaction of Slovenia’s Germans to events aftestieure of power by the National
Socialist German Worker’s Party in the German Rduspite the pro-Nazi editorial

stance of th®eutsche Zeitund will argue that there is still evidence thatreoGermans
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in Slovenia were skeptical or disapproving of tHelM\P and events in Germany, and
what this might mean for interpretations of Gerrigentity. The appeal of the Nazi
movement to its German supporters in Slovenialv@lhnalyzed over the course of
events through the 1930s and up to the Germaniowasd occupation of Yugoslavia in

the spring of 1941.

Finally, I conclude by briefly reviewing the Naztcupation of Slovenia and its
impact upon the German and Slovene population.pldres for population transfers and
summary executions and expropriations of ethnigéles leads to partisan resistance
against the Nazi forces and reprisals against e@Bermans from 1944-1945; the
expulsion of Slovenia’s ethnic German populatiod 945 marks the end of a long,
shared history of these two people and demonsttiaggserception that the pro-Nazi,

Pan-German identity among some Germans in Slowessastronger than other varieties.
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Chapter One — Adjusting to the New Kingdom, 1918-13

The end of World War | saw the formation of a néates the Kingdom of Serbs,
Croats, and Slovenes, emerge out of the crumbladgsburg Empire. In the aftermath of
the war, Slovenia’s stability depended in large paon placating and peacefully
integrating its German-speaking minority. For tinstfseveral years of life in the new
Slovenia, Germans had their rights and culturaltungons restricted. How did they react
to these policies? What was the nature of thisti@ae How did they view the new
Slovenia, and how would this factor into how thetegrated into Slovene society as a

distinct ethnic minority? This chapter will addreksse issues.

On November 11, 1918, the same day of the ceasbéteended the First World
War and only a short while after the Austrian Erapiad effectively dissolved the
Club of Slovene Professors met in Ljubljana to reo@end to the newly-formed Slovene
regional government that the German-languagmnasier{secondary schools) in
Ljubljana, Gottschee/Ksevje, Pettau/Ptuj, and Gorz/Gorica should be clossdh, as
they were understood to be “establishments of Geizadon.” In addition, the Club of
Slovene Professors also recommended thaBimenasiumn Cilli/Celje should be
converted into a Slovene institution and that Gerlaaaguage parallel classes should
only be established if a certain amount of studests were not proficient enough with

the Slovene language had registeted.

% For more on the collapse of the Austrian Empiee, Gordon Brook-Shepherfhe Austrians: A
Thousand-Year Odyss@yew York: Carroll & Graf, 2002), 199-229.

%" Deutsche WacHhereafter to be signified by “DW”), “Die Zukunfinserer Mittelschulen”, November
16, 1918.
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At the same time that these German-language schadlslasses were shut down
and transformed into Slovene-language ones, tlogénization” of those parts of society
previously dominated by German-speakers also coroeaeMhe director of the
Landesgymnasiumin Pettau/Ptuj, Dr. Karl Schobinger, was replalsg@nother professor
by the name of Father Bajda on order of the Sloverti®nal assembl§? The Pettau/Ptuj
city council, previously composed overwhelmingly@érmans, was dissolved in the
name of the Ljubljana national governmé&hieanwhile, the district attorney, civil
lawyers, and other functionaries in the city of blaig/Maribor were removed from their
positions by the Yugoslav government for havingrbgeorn in by the German-Austrian

state®®

The government in Ljubljana removed ethnic Gernfemr® the Post and
Telegraph Office in Cilli/Celjé* as well as the German district school inspector in
Marburg/Maribor’? The GermarVolksschuldprimary school) in Kartschowin/Kevina
was transferred to a Slovene school despite therglmore German-speakers in the

district than Slovenes, a fact noted by the Gertaaguage newspapBreutsche

2 DW, “Um Landesgymnasium in Pettau”, December 72,819

29 DW, “Der Pettauer Gemeinderat Aufgeldst”, Decenihet918.

%0 DW, “Die Slowenisierung des Gerichtswesens”, Delveny, 1918.
31 DW, “Slowenisierung des Postamtes Cillis”, Decentt; 1918.

32 DW, “Slowenisierung in Schulwesen”, December &8
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Wacht®® In Marburg/Maribor, the district court was ordetecho longer plead cases in

the German languag®.

The “slovenization” of the southern half of therfaar imperial Austrian
crownland of Styria represented a complete reverfgabwer relations in the area,
seeming to happen overnight. The symbolic transftion for German-speakers in
Slovenia from privileged majority in a multi-ethrstate to perceived second-class
minority in a nation-state became a lived realgylaey were stripped of their prestigious,
well-paid positions and contended with a new canitexhich the German language and

culture no longer dominated sociéty.

The initial reaction of Slovenia's German commumityhese developments was
political. On November 12, 1918, the city coundilGerman-majority Marburg/Maribor
convened to discuss the occasions of both the npmlgiaimed German Republic and
the Republic of German-Austria. The council, wighe€at joy” and “full-throated”

agreement with both Austria's desire to connedt @iermanyAnschlusy declared that

% |bid.
3 DW, “Die Deutsche Sprache den Rechtsanwélten \tert3, December 13, 1918.

% The Habsburg crownland of Styria counted, in 1@t@ million Germans and 400,000 Slovenes. The
part of Styria that became part of Yugoslavia catedy reversed this demographic ratio. Martin Moll,
“The German-Slovene Language and State Borderuth®m Austria: from Nationalist Quarrels to
Friendly Co-Existence (o 2% Centuries)”, in Steven G. Ellis and Lud'a Klusafpeds.)magining
Frontiers, Contesting Identitig®isa, Italy: Pisa University Press, 2007), 20dekd, Education Minister
Pribitchevitch “began his policy of suppressiorabtthese institutions [German schools] beginnimg i
Slovenia. The parents were informed that a Slavstaite could not tolerate German ideals and larguag
continuing to prevail in families which had undiee fprevious regime been ‘forced to become Gernfans’.
John Dyneley Prince to Frank B. Kellogg, JanuarylZ®7. United States National Archives (heredfter
be signified by “NARA"), Record Group 59 (Recordgtlee Department of State). “Slovenization” also
impacted German cultural institutions, such aghleater. 1919 saw theaters that had been run bmaer
cultural associations in Ljubljana, Marburg/MaribBettau/Ptuj, and Cilli/Celje transformed into&ne
ones. As a result, the ethnic German employeessicians, electricians, directors, etc., - lost thabs

and the flow of money that had previously gone@atfman hands” then went to Slovene ones. Reinhard
Reimann, “Fur echte Deutsche gibt es bei uns genddrechte’. Die Slowenen und ihre Deutsche
Minderheit 1918-1941", in Harald Heppner, eéfllowenen und Deutsche im gemeinsamen Ra8én
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the German population of Marburg/Maribor “wholeltedly...celebrates this...purposeful
step” for “our liberated people”, now free from difigreign pressure.” Furthermore, the
council proclaimed that the Germans of Marburg/ldariconsidered themselves to be an
“organic, inseparable constituent part of the Réipud§ German-Austria”, and expected
that Austria (and therefore Germany) would make soat the “affiliation of our German

city to the great body of our German Republic Wwélguaranteed forevet:

The turbulence and disruption of the war was, fones Germans, not enough to
convince them that the Austrian Empire they hadvgrap in was never again going to
exist. “The Czechs, Poles, and South Slavs [hael) Ipeeparing for years” for the
dissolution of the Habsburg dynasty, while the Gaarsof the empire, whose failings of
“birth and upbringing” were inherent to their ravesre completely surprised by how
events had unfolded after the end of the Wakffiliation with the other ethnic Germans
of the former Austrian Empire initially had a stgpsway over Slovenia’s German-
speaking community, as the emerging republic caledman-Austria was an
“ethnically-related” state, whose citizens “had iogenturies united in necessity and

death” and who shared a “common blood[,] languagedl] a common history®

3% DW, “Eine Kundgebung der Stadt Marburg”, Novemb@r 1918. At the time, German-Austria claimed,
as part of the principle of self-determinationptoa part of the German Reich. Affiliating Loweyist and
other parts of the linguistic borderland areas o§ttia and Slovenia with a “Greater Germany” was on
way that nationalist activists attempted to portiag/region as naturally German. These activigis@ally
focused on the rural landscape, sometimes as asnoéatiracting German-speaking settlers to tha soe
as to maintain the dominance of the German culee. Pieter Judson'’s article “Land of Sun and
Vineyards: Settlers, Tourists, and the Nationalgmation on the Southern Language Frontier”, in
Blackbourn and Retallackpocalism, Landscape, and Ambiguities of P|&2#6-258. See also Julia
Schmid, “Im Geiste Bismarcks zu nationaler Einhgie deutschnationale Erfahrungsgemeinschatft in
Osterreich und dem Deutschen Reich zwischen 18808mh4”, in HaslingerSchutzvereine in
Ostmitteleuropa28-41.

37Mz, “Die Wirkung Alter Siinden”, November 21, 1918.
3 Mz, “Keinen Zerfall!”, November 26, 1918.
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The declaration by the Marburg/Maribor city courd@imonstrates a political as
well as cultural affiliation with the German natigstates of Austria and Germany. For
Austria's German-speaking population, formatioa geparate political entity meant
“liberation” from having to contend with the HabsgluEmpire's other large ethnic
groups, Slavs and Magyars, who had for decadesedasith Germans over political,
cultural, and societal mattei$But there was more than just language and a shared
history that connected Slovenia's Germans with @arfwustria or the new German
Republic. Being an “organic” part of the Germdmlk denotes that it iBloodand not just
languagethat makes one German, whether one lives in Gerpfaustria, Yugoslavia, or

any other part of Europe.

For a particular strand of ethnic German identdapguage was intimately
connected with culture. For some, the German laggutself had a distinctive essence
that was inseparable from the German culture;yety nature, the German language
was superior, advanced, aggressive, and otherwigained those same characteristics
that the German culture possessed. Thus, by fepthe German language, one
“became” German and accrued all the benefits taecwith “belonging” to a
“superior” nation and culture, while the oppositeuld occur were one to lose the

German language or “join” an “inferior” cultuf@.

39 See Robert A. Kanm History of the Habsburg Empir&526-1918Berkeley: University of California
Press, 1974), 422-451.

“0 This blending of language and culture in Germaionalism is what Andreas Gardt calls
SprachnationalismuandSprachpatriotismusAndreas Gardt, “Sprachnationalismus zwischen 18%&D
1945”, in Andreas Gardt, edNation und Sprache: Die Diskussion ihres Verha#tegsin Geschichte und
Gegenwart(Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 2000), 247-248. Forrmaee lbid., 169-198 and 247-272.
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By declaring their “inseparability” from the Germpaople in neighboring
German-Austria and Germany, the Marburg/Maribor cduncil believed they were
speaking on behalf of the rest of Slovenia's Gerspgaking population, and were
therefore making a political declaration by meaha oultural one. For, in declaring
themselves indissolubly German, the councilors ileeeeby declaring that they would
and could never culturally lose their German idgreven if, politically, they became
part of Slovenia and Yugoslavia. This was made énen for the city itself, which had a
German-speaking majority at the time, but was etqubto be guaranteed to belong to the
spiritual body of Germandom for all time regardlessny potential demographic
changes. Some Germans acted with their feet optiimg, actively moving from their

homes in Slovenia to German-Austria to gain thanty’s citizenship'*

Violent Struggles for Control and theMarburger Blutsonntag

In the immediate post-ceasefire period, howevernp@as and Slovenes in the
area took more than just political action — theszenalso violent confrontations between
armed groups of men, sometimes composed of enkstelters, who were fighting to
gain control over certain areas for their respecéithnic nationd? On November 16,

1918, the German-controlled Marburg/Maribor cityigoil called upon all men between

“1 DW, “Wie Werde Ich Deutschdsterreichischer Staatger?”, January 18, 1919.

2 Lampe,Yugoslavia as Historyl12. Violent clashes over borderlands was nigjuento Austria and
Yugoslavia, however. Armed militias battled in Baltic, Poland, Czechoslovakia, Romania, Ukrainé a
elsewhere in East and Central Europe, leaving ldehitnail of death and destruction. See PruEieg

Lands Betweerv2-97.
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the ages of 18 and 50 who were “capable of usivgapon” to, as part of their “duty”,
enter the city’sSchutzwehror armed militid While the Serb-dominated Yugoslav
delegation conferred over peace negotiations irs Palovene and Serb troops advanced
as far as Klagenfurt, attempting to gain territoleaerage over competing Austrian
claims of the ethnically-mixed borderland betwed&yv&nia and Austria. The territorial
debate would eventually make its way to the negotia in Paris, and would be decided

by plebiscite®*

For Slovenia's German community, the first severaihths of life after the new
Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes was proelhiom December 1, 1918 carried on
much as it had in the period immediately followthg end of the war. In February 1919,
the Yugoslav government ended the teaching of #ren@n language as a requirement
for all primary and secondary schools in the eringdom, making it an elective from
the fourth grade on at these schools only undecaheition that parents asked for it and
the class had more than 15 students. For minasftgas throughout the kingdom,
includingGerman ones, knowledge of the “state language'lmfeéde was made a

requirement in order to teath.

3 DW, “Marburger Schutzwehr”, November 16, 1918.

4 Lampe,Yugoslavia as Historyl12-113. For an exhaustive look into the demdujagetails of the
borderlands in Styria and Carinthia, see Suppaggslawien und Osterreich70-493. While German-
Austria desperately wished to maintain control dwawer Styria, including Marburg/Maribor, in early
1919 their army was depleted and exhausted aftesyaf grinding war. JudsoGuardians of the Natign
234.

5 DW, “Das Deutsche aus den Schulen Beseitigt”, &rtyr1, 1919. It was also “forbidden to all Germans
in Yugoslavia to import any German teachers fromoad, and, since there (was) no German schoohéor t
training of teachers in (Yugoslavia)...the conditafiGerman education” was dire indeed. John Dyneley

Prince to Frank B. Kellogg, January 25, 1927. NARA&-59.
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By November 1, 1918, weeks before the end of the $lavene nationalist Major
Rudolf Maister had led Slovene militias to seize @erman-majority cities of
Marburg/Maribor, Cilli/Celje, and Pettau/Ptl§jOn January 27, 1919, a demonstration of
several hundred German-speakers took place in Mgitaribor, at a time when the
surrounding Styrian countryside was occupied byodlay troops under now-General
Maister. The protest, which occurred on the sanyetltist an American delegation led by
Sherman Miles was received by General Maister,wa@sently broken up when the
Yugoslav troops opened fire on the ethnic Germarcsyilians were killed and 20

wounded’

It is difficult to understand the exact impact diat came to be called “Marburg’s
Bloody Sunday” upon the German community, as thexe still a censor in effect upon
the German-language press. As suchPDietsche Wacld report on the “bloody
demonstration” was placed on the last page of gielrary 1 edition, just before the
advertisements. The report claimed that therebieaa 10,000 protestors at the
demonstration, with the police having fired 50 shéilling and wounding many —
“including women and children”, as tieutsche Wachemphasized. It is clear that, had
the censor not been in place, the German-languags pould have reacted much more
angrily than they were able to do, but the focushen“‘women and children” who were
shot upon and killed indicates the German viewhefdituation: the demonstrators were

legally and peacefully exercising their democrattts as citizens and were thus

46 JudsonGuardians of the Natiqr236.

4" Suppan,ugoslawien und Osterreich30. General Maister had, in addition to occugy@erman-
majority cities by force, had also fired ethnic an railway workers on strike and replaced therh wit
ethnic Slovenes, fired German public servants,isétipned their homes, and even taken some captive.
JudsonGuardians of the Natiqr237. For his part, the American Miles had difftgudistinguishing
between Germans and Slovenes in the area, as soresaents were bilingual. 1bid.
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illegally and brutally shot upon by nationalist @me government forcé8 German-
Austria officially protested, calling out the Yudag occupation of “German settlement
areas” and describing the event as resulting frois @f “perpetration” by the Slovenes in

Marburg as against an “until now free peopte.”

More Germans were removed from administration paistse district coutf and
in primary and secondary schools in Cilli/Celfdn May, all street signs in Cilli/Celje
not written in Slovene were ordered to be so, thanging well-known and familiar
landmarks and meeting places in the city for morplal German-speakers into strange
and confusing one¥.Barely two weeks after German parallel classeewenuced while
Slovene ones were increased at primary and segpadaools in Cilli/Celje in late
February, 19183 the Slovene regional government abolished alt@gye®erman-
language parallel classes at the German secondaoylsn Cilli/Celje due to
“insufficient students.” Th®eutsche Wachhdignantly reported how German students
were suggested to attend Gern@@ymnasienn Pettau/Ptuj or Marburg/Maribor, both

more than 30 miles away.

“8 DW, “Blutige Demonstrationen in Marburg”, Februdry1919.

9 DW, “Ein Deutschésterreichische Protest”, Februgrg919.

0 DW, “Enthebungen in Justizdienste”, February 8,99

1 DW, “Enthebungen bei den Cillier Volks- und Burgghulen”, February 22, 1919.
*2DW, “Neue StraBenbennenung in Cilli", May 24, 1919

3 DW, “Veranderung an den Volks- und Biirgerlichem@en in Cilli", February 22, 1919.

> DW, “Auflassung des Deutschen Gymnasiums in GiMarch 8, 1919.
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The reaction of th®eutsche Waclib the closing of thiStaatsgymnasiumn
Cilli/Celje, the second-oldest secondary schodhakingdom, demonstrates the extent
to which Slovenia's German community were alarmtéteasocial policies that were
impacting them and so rapidly changing their livdsting that the presence of the censor
made it “naturally impossible to appreciate” thellfneaning” of “this heavy blow to
Cilli/Celje's Germandom”, thBeutsche Wacldeplored the fact that the “closing of the
school” would now make “poor German students aed tharents” the “hardest hit”,
surely resulting in “many existences” falling viatito this “reprimand.” For thBeutsche
Wacht the dissolution of German parallel classes atityss Staatsgymnasiunvas, just
like the removal of German civil servants, nothimgre than a “purification measure”,
whose goal was to “accelerate” the “eradicationStrfvenia's Germandom. “The Styrian
lowlands have”, angrily declared tBeutsche Wachtlost a time-honored cultural site,
at which distinguished scholars had been activés iAstitution had, during its more than
one-hundred-fifty-year existence, kept the intéllat standard [of the city] at the most

prominent heights®

As Slovenia's German minority group witnessedulsucal community, shown
here in the example of a school, decline and b@veohfrom public life, it struggled to
understanavhythis was being done. TH®eutsche Wacl# editorial reflects one way that
the German minority viewed the Slovene majority @aadjovernment's actions.
Mentioning the censor on the press in combinatigh the word “reprimand”, it is clear

that for some Germans, the Slovene majority wasaoing out of any rational pursuit of

*° |bid.
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good public policy but rather due to an irratiodakire to conduct revenge or retribution
upon the minority community for sins committed sainge previously® The perceived
“eradication” of Slovenia's Germandom through thigpes of “purification measures”
was, for certain Germans, more than just the lbssiltural institutions and symbols —
the fear was also that the physical and spiritystence of Slovenia's Germandom itself
would be erased through the actions of a vengsfidnnical Slovene-majority

government.

The interpretation of the Slovene majority's adias constituting a purposeful
attempt to completely remove any trace of Germaxistence from the region was one
way through which some German minorities saw tweirld in this situation as part of a
culture war. This war, in which no military weapomere fired or physical deaths were
witnessed, was instead fought by two cultures aaples whose spiritual wills battled
against each other, through the use of politicalggoto gain the upper hand and

dominate society in Lower Styria, Carinthia, andriala.>’

¢ Germans and Slovenes had had a contentious psesémeral decades, marked by rising ethnic tension
and battles over the region’s public life in teroficulture, society, and politics. See Mdkin

Burgfrieden 46-80. Indeed, a large reason behind the Slogemernment’s minority social policy was out
of “fear of further indignities through the prevmalleged Herrschervolk (ruling class, i.e., Germans)”
that had occurred during the First World Warcale Die “Deutschen” in SlowenienL1.

" This “culture war” perspective was enhanced byidlea of fighting over “the soul of every individija
that is, a Slovene could be “won over” to “becor®@rman and vice-versa. Such a view was held ngt onl
by nationalist activists but by the political etitavho felt that there could be no reconciliatietvieen the
two ethnic groups. At the level of daily life, hover, there was still space for coexistence and edjon,
at least until 1914. Janez Cvirn, “Deutsche undvBleen in der Untersteiermark: Zwischen Kooperation
und Konfrontation”, in Heppner, edslowenen und Deutsche im gemeinsamen Ralinl12. In the
nineteenth century, German nationalist activist$ their allies in the German-language media “framed
daily life in the region in terms of ongoing battl@mong nations. They attributed local incidents of
violence to nationalist animosities and portrayeel lbcal world in terms of nationalist conflict.tefer
Judson, “Changing Meanings of ‘German’ in HabshDegtral Europe”, in Ingrao and Szalde
Germans and the East09.
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A culture war being fought between Germans andesles was just one way the
German minority understood its situation, howeVére last section of the editorial in the
Deutsche WacHietrays the way in which this traditionally-nataist German identity
was actually in tension with and contested by otyyees of German nationalisms and
identities. Not only did the German presence irv&hia have a long history, since the
school had been open for over 150 years, but itax@®stigious one, and this prestige

had been brought and developed through Germans.

The “Styrian lowlands”, inclusive of both Sloversstd German-speakers,
however, had lost an important cultural siteot simply Slovenia's German community.
A sense of pride among the Germans in culturalrmaptishment can be seen in the
Staatsgymnasiumm Cilli/Celje. These German accomplishments afigell upon the
German community in Slovenia, but also upon théregs a whole. Some Germans in
Slovenia thus felt that they had brought culturé prestige to the region, in a type of
paternalistic way, but some as well felt that biaimg these unique skills and
institutions of the German minority, the minorityramunity itself could positively
contribute to Slovene and Yugoslav society. Sudathepaind participation would help
every member of society, Slovene and German dikethis participation was being
hindered by the small nationalist minority of Slaee who ran an overbearing, irrational

government.
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The Deutsche Wacht turns into the Cillier Zeitung

The pride felt by the Germans in Slovenia can lem $e the last edition of the
Deutsche Wachn late May, 1919, as it was ordered by the govermno change its
name>® Recognizing that the newspaper's name signifi¢tamvard symbol” from “a
different time”, theDeutsche Waclgave service to the time when they “lay on thermai
artery of a great empire”, whose “thousand strimgd not yet broken with our previous
homeland $tammlanyl and when the paper was able to “accompany mucrpss and
cultural achievements” with its voice. The papekied back on a time when it “came
forward step by step in industry and trade, thatipced competent tradesmen in
combination with a general rise of good and fdold; a time when one could tell others
that they “live, in natural complement, in peacd &rendship”; a time when one could
“proudly declare” that schools “became better aetlen”, that after the “second largest
city school and the new secondary school weretfedy, Cilli/Celje became the

renowned, premier city for schools in all Stytia.

The past, present, and future are all includeti@Deutsche Wacls farewell.
Recognizing the explicitly ethnocentric and Germationalist overtones of the name
Deutsche WachiGerman Watch), the paper accepts that the timenlinose themes
were more important has long passed. A reminidocahktback on the time when
Slovenia's Germandom enjoyed being part of a ggetl caste and helped to socially,

culturally, and economically cultivate a massivepgmnonetheless gives way to an

8 DW, “Zum Letztenmale ‘Deutsche Wacht™”, May 10,199
%9 bid.
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acknowledgment that timémd changed, and the “old” homeland of Austria had

presently been replaced by the “new” one of Yugoaland Slovenia.

TheDeutsche Wacls fondness for the time when business was booragtmols
were the envy of the region, and Slovenes and Gestinged in ethnic harmony
represents simultaneously a memory, a critiqué@fptresent, and a hopeful optimism for
a better tomorrow. A description of pre-1918 Sldaeas a time of “peace and
friendship” indicates that not all Germans eithrethie past or present viewed Slovenia's

society in terms of a cultural war or battle ofioas.

The final edition of th®eutsche WacHdisplays the contrasting reactions and
identities found among Slovenia's German minoritsnmunity. The typical German
nationalist can feel pride at having been an ingdrtog in the wheel of a grand empire,
while also being responsible for making the econamy society thrive through business
acumen and superior cultural education. Other Gesman reminisce of times past when
ethnicity and language were not stressed so vehnasmd residents of Styria were
simply Styrians, not narrowly Slovenes or Germ&t#l others, some who were strongly
aware of their German identity and some who wese $®, can be unhappy about the
particular anti-German policies being implementatidiill accept the political fact of the
South Slav Kingdom and hope for an improvemenhéftiture. Unable to appeal to
simply one of these identities and nationalisms[butsche Wacldttempts to please all

of them, and in the process demonstrates theiested natures.
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The “Slovenization” of German Cultural Institutions

As time went on, the social, political, and cultsiuation of Slovenia's Germans
did not much improve. “Slovenization” measures sashiemoving German civil
servants, teachers, and bureaucrats resulted imthediate economic impoverishment
of 30,000 people, most of whom then left the coufft'Such a loss not only substantially
reduced the sheer numbers of ethnic Germans ireBil@yvbut also meant a massive
reduction in linguistic, social, and cultural terr@ultural associations became
impossible to form without legal approval from Séoe government authorities, while
gatherings in closed rooms were only allowed ateearlier request to the political

authorities had been approv¥d.

TheCillier Zeitungran an ad in late May, 1919, for an “extraordifigygneral
assembly at thBeutsches Hauis Cilli/Celje.®? TheDeutsches Haulad long been a
symbolic and physical representation of the Gerodiure, presence, and for Slovene
nationalists, domination, in the cityThe cultural association affiliated with the
Deutsches Hausrgently reminded its readers in the advertiserttett“attendance from
30 members” was necessary to have a quorum, @hid fequirement were not fulfilled,

then a second meeting would take place half an laver which would not be held to the

0 Those who emigrated mostly went to German-Aushfiga Ferenc and BoZo Repe, “Die Deutsche
Minderheit in Slowenien in der Zwischenkriegzeiti Necak, Jesih, Repe, Skrilec, and Vodopivec, eds.,
Slowenisch-Osterreichische Beziehungen im 20. detukdrt 165.

®1 Cillier Zeitung (hereafter to be designated by “CZ”), “Ausnahméams in Slowenien”, May 31, 1919.
62 cz, “Verein Deutsches Haus in Cilli", May 31, 1919

% The reason for Slovene dislike of theutsches Haustemmed from its funding source: German

nationalist organizations like ttf&idmark JudsonGuardians of the Natiqr241.
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same 30-member standard for decisions niadiae “extraordinary” urgency with which
theCillier Zeitungurged members of tHeeutsches Hauw attend the meeting was due
to the impending expropriation of this German aalsite by the Slovene government
on grounds that it was no longer abiding by a laeently put in place that stated that

cultural associations must have Slovene representiat them®®

Unfortunately for the German-speaking supportetheDeutsches Haysheir
best legal efforts were not enough to overcomeetlobshe Slovene majority. On
September 20, théerein Deutsches Haus Cilli/Celje was dissolved by the regional
government. “Rarely before”, lamented @dlier Zeitungin response, “has a

% TheDeutsches Hays

governmental measure induced such a deeply-feligennen
which evoked such strong reactions among certgmsats of the Slovene majority for
its perceived representation of German socio-cllominance, was, at least in the
changed context of a Slovene-majority state, “npoléical club, but rather a purely
social one” for Cilli/Celje’s German populati6hFrom the point of view of the Germans
who used th®eutsches Hauas a place of social gathering and relaxation gmon

friends, the “slovenization” of the building wastgpe of decree” that “must arouse the

highest level of nervousness and bitterness.” &atbns by the “members of the

84 cz, “Verein Deutsches Haus in Cilli", May 31, 1919

% TheDeutsches Hauwould have fallen under the ownership of the Aadierman nationalist
organizatiorSidmarkhad its legal process of being sold been sucdgsshplemented. Arnold Suppan,
“Zur Lage der Deutschen in Slowenien zwischen 1918 1938: Demographie, Recht, Gesellschatft,
Politik”, in Rumpler and Suppan, ed&eschichte der Deutschen im Bereich des Heutigemedlien 185-
186.

6 cz, “Die Auflésung des Vereines Deutsches Hauk”CBeptember 20, 1919.

*7 Ibid.
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Ljubljana government...stand in glaring oppositiorjttee] freedom, justice, and equality
of all nations”, and would therefore “destroy thardly-spun threads of understanding
and reconciliation®®

Such actions against German cultural associatiartaply with theDeutsches
Hausin Cilli/Celje, were received with outrage by sof@ermans in part due to their
dubious legality in regards to the internationahties that Yugoslavia had sigrfiéd.
“According to Act 49 of the Peace Treaty”, intortld Cillier Zeitung “the property of
Austrian documents in former imperial lands cary®part of sequestration or
liquidation.”® For the Germans of this perspective, these illegptopriations of
German cultural property were the actions of ardisdy, unorganized, and even anti-
democratic state, without any clear mechanismsnafdning it, that threatened the socio-
cultural existence of Germans in Slovenia. Withoeihg able to politically voice their
opinions, these Germans instead sustained resenamefear alike at what they viewed

as an irrational, vengeful Slovene nationalist mgjg@overnment.

But the transformation of thBeutsches Haumto theCeljski Domsignified more
than just an illegal act that went against inteamat! law and the spirit of liberal
democratic freedoms. A strand of outraged Germactian to the attacks on German

cultural associations was tied up as well in then@ affiliation for theHeimatthat they

%8 |bid.

% As a condition for accepting their territorial dilths, and despite their protests, the Yugosldegigion
signed treaties at the Paris peace conferencevdratdesigned to give ethnic minorities cultural
protection. Margaret MacMillarRaris 1919: Six Months that Changed the W¢Neéw York: Random
House, 2001), 487. There was a fear among somesYaigdiplomats that the minority treaties would
“enable foreign power|[s] to intervene in [the] imtal affairs of the country for political reason$&legram
from Green to Department of State, September 119.189ARA, RG-59.

0 cz, “Was Wir Denken und Fihlen”, October 5, 1919.
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felt so strongly about. This regional identity,aposed to a more Pan-Germanist one,

had certain tensions and nuances that were brauglm the case of theeutsches Haus

That theDeutsches Hauwas, for some Germans, being unfairly charactdraze
a “meeting place for any person who had years lagovn stones at Slovene guests”, was
an “invention” and “distortion” of the true natuamd history of the German presence in
Cilli/Celje. TheDeutsches Hauwas a “domestic club...whose members are natives” of
the South Slav kingdort.While indignantly refuting the claim that the Séme lands
had been and were now only for ethnic SlovenesCthier Zeitungalso exposes that
this belief was actually controversial in the Genncammunity. “Since
the...motherland...has fallen, we have soberly leataebink and without contradiction
fit ourselves into the new national order.” Despigving “declared that we want to be
loyal citizens of the new state”, the German mityononetheless felt that it had been
“treated unworthy and illegal, unworthy of the cud# of the ruling nations” of

Yugoslavia.

While appealing to the vanity of Slovene and Slaationalism with regards to
their own cultures, th€illier Zeitungthen states that “so long as national chauvinism”
reigns, then “the trust and love of the Germanas]fuat grasp stronger roots to the new
fatherland.” In the same breath, however, as dega@thnocentric-inspired policy, the

article admits that the Germans of Slovenia “dowant to go back to the old issues”,

™ Ibid.
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and therefore “think that it is better, in lighttbese recent events, to leave the past in

peace.*

The multifaceted German reaction to the closintheDeutsches Haulky the
Slovene government betrays the different ways irclwvthe various German identities
and nationalisms conflicted with each other asmimeority community attempted to
maintain cultural unity while adjusting to its neacio-political reality of inclusion in the
Yugoslav state. A Pan-German nationalist would haseed the Slovene takeover of
theDeutsches Hauas the illegal action of a tyrannical, culturaihferior ethnic Slovene
government bent on exacting retribution on the Gareommunity as part of a

chauvinist desire to completely erase Slovenia'saadom.

Other Germans, less strongly-inclined to assotiemselves with the notion of
European-wide Germanic cultural superiority, sagvltss of théeutsches Hauas an
unfair and lamentable end to an important parhefregion’s history, as German-
speakers and the German culture had contributkdige part to the culture of the area.
For these Germans, the German language and iderdgtyequally as important as the
Slovene one, but not in such a paternalistic wayttie more Pan-German nationalist
perception was. The German regional identity waga of German nationalism, unlike
the fervently Pan-Germanic nationalism, that wasigrof the cultural achievements of
the past and sought to contribute to contemporkryeBia in a way that respected its

cultural contributions and unique characteristics.

2 |bid.
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The closure of German-language schools and claspessented, from the
German perspective, a dire and serious threaetadhtinued existence of the German

culture in Slovenia.

Despite such social policies overwhelmingly resimg and taking away certain
former rights and privileges of the Germans, then@& community reacted in multiple
ways. One reaction to these policies is what cacobsidered German nationalist or Pan-
German’® whereby the German-speaking population of Yugdalesnstituted an
organic component of the greater Gervatk and therefore should be politically as well
as culturally included within German-Austria or M&eimar Republic while excluding
itself from the ethnic South Slavic state of thad¢dom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes.
For Germans of this worldview, the German cultues “highly-developed”, the
Germans themselves capable of “sustaining a stdtese “cooperation the state cannot

permanently do without’

3 The German Reich’s Pan-German League, founde891,1had for its goals the uniting of all Germans
in the world into one nation-state, to assure Gerd@minance in Central and Eastern Europe, and
maintenance of Germany as a great world powerelidlus, The German Myth of the Eadt16. Pan-
Germanism in the Austrian Empire was differentjalge Thorpe argues: “Pan-Germanism might better be
understood as an identity matrix in which varioamps, movements, and parties followed their own
political and cultural agendas as they sought ientaite their multiple paths within a common nagion
framework.” Austrian Pan-German nationalists wHtgral848 advocated forgrossdeutschsolution
based on ethno-centric beliefs, aimed at the “dibation of non-Germans to Germans in a German
state”; this contrasted with tikéeindeutscheolution that was based on civic arguments fouiseg

German territorial and political rather than ethuiity. Georg von Schénerer led a movement of young
Austrian liberal nationalists who advocated foméon of German-Austria with the German Reich,
culminating in the Linz Programme in 1882. Pan-Garism in Austria, argues Thorpe, was not so black
and white as radicals like Schénerer wished. Taditional “camps” in Austria — Christian Socialglan
Social Democrats — “are best understood as contesté Pan-German identity whose nationalism
competed with and often complemented that of Cath@nd socialists.” Pan-German nationalism ini&tyr
before the Great War were “fuelled by local resesritriowards Slovenian-speakers”, where local
“German-language newspapers portrayed ethnic tesgioother parts of the empire as a threat to @efm
speakers of Styria.” See Julie ThorPan-Germanism and the Austrofascist state, 19338 {88w York:
Manchester University Press, 2011), 16-38.

4 ¢z, “Schutz den Minderheiten”, September 20, 1919.
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Slovenia’s Germans and the Yugoslav Constitution

Another reaction, similar in some ways but crugidiifferent in others, can be
seen on the occasion of the crown prince Alexatigl@rsit in June of 1920 to Cilli/Celje.
Calling him the “new Regent of otiteimat(homeland)”, theCillier Zeitungdeclared
that “almost everything” the city's “high guest” uld look at on his visit “attests to the
past, attests to centuries of labor and accompégsitsrof the Germans in the cities of this
region.” The paper went on to describe how

these undestroyed features of previous effortssangws and of prior joy of

developing [the] well-being of the local communitiyese [form] the background

out of which we step...[Upon the prince's visiteryone will turn their gaze on
us...in order to see what we do and say...No atonsean make us guilty of
being troublesome, and no argument can accusehesraj unwilling. [It] is
unswervingly certain, however, that we want to ren@erman in our ways and
our culture...As our cities stand on Yugoslav gayuso stand German people
with their homes and with their labor as well oa #ame ground...There will also

be there all those with their hearts, if justiciires to them: and we all expect
justice from the new dynastic houSe.

What do Slovenia's Germans mean by “justice”? “mbe-Slavic people of this
kingdom”, states th€illier Zeitung “have been repeatedly promised justice by high an
unaccountable positions”, by which they expectedmete “protection for our ethnic

(volkisch life and for our labors™

> Cz, “Zum Besuch des Thronfolger-Regenten Alexahdieme 27, 1920.
® Ibid.
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In other words, Slovenia's ethnic German minoritiasited the local and federal
government to fulfill the international minorityetties they had signed that should have
been protecting the German language, German clu#tssaciations, and continued usage
in schools. Justice, for these minorities, wasthetrestoration to their previous positions
of privilege and societal dominance. Rather, it meguality withthe Slovene majority
in social, political, and cultural life. The compant regions of Slovenia — Carinthia,
Carniola, and Lower Styria — had been developedoangressed due to the efforts of
Germans, who considered it their homeland as msi¢theaSlovene majority who had
benefited from their labors did. Without justicthat is, without full, legal and cultural
equality - then Slovenia's Germans could nevey faliegrate into the society of their
new country. But they were ready and willing tosdo if only given those same rights

they felt that they deserved but were being purfutigekept from them.

Slovenia’s ethnic Germans’ desire for equality befie law was based not only
in a reading of the international treaties that &slgvia had signed, but also in the very
legislation and constitutions that the Yugoslavesieself wrote. When a rumor that the
Slovene regional government was going to close @emmiddle schools as a reaction to
the exclusion of Slovene students from AustiBothschulenn Graz and Vienna, the
German community responded with the “greatest n&a$We would have considered
such a measure...impossible”, cried beutsche Wachwith alarm. The paper argued
that the authorities’ actions in Austria were agali$taatsfremde not German-Austrian
citizens; the closing of German schools in Slovehavever, would be against citizens

of the Kingdom of Yugoslavia. Such school closifygsist be impossible”, wrote the

" DW, “SchlieBung der Deutschen Mittelschulen invi&éaien?”, February 15, 1919.
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Deutsche Wachsince the constitution of January 30 guarantdiedtizens of
Yugoslavia equality before the lai¥The closing of these German middle schools would

“threaten the existence of thousands of local Y layositizens.”®

German dedication to the principles of the Yugesianstitution held important
ramifications in three ways. First, in claiming tiize Slovene government was acting
against the express rights enshrined in the caotistit owed to them as Yugoslav
citizens, the German minority was thus calling et Slovene majority government as
an illegal, unconstitutional, and therefore underatc institution. Secondly, the inverse
of the Slovene majority acting against the constituwas that the Germans were
alleging that they themselves were model, law-algidand loyal Yugoslav citizens who
deserved to be treated the same way that the Sendists, or Slovenes themselves did.
But the Germans were unknowingly doing more thah jjuxtaposing their own
perceived justified, law-abiding stance as oppdsdte unfair, illegal Slovene one; by
endorsing the German-Austrian view of that courststhnic Slovene minority as being
StaatsfremderSlovenia’s own ethnic German minority were digpig their own
hypocrisy when it came to a situation in whichenkfited them to be hypocritical. If
Austria’s Slovenes were not true citizens by virtfi¢heir Slavic ethnicity, then what
would stop Yugoslavia’'s Slovene population from mgkthe same conclusion about

their own German minority?

8 The Yugoslav constitution of January 30, 1919 wésmporary measure, based off of the 1903 Serbian
constitution, and established a cabinet of ministemposed of 10 Serbs, 9 from previous Habsbudsla
and one from Montenegro. Lampéjgoslavia as Historyl10.

9 DW, “SchlieBung der Deutschen Mittelschulen invigéaien?”, February 15, 1919.
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Such a reaction by the German community refledteduihcertainty they faced in
adapting to their new socio-political context asagional minority. In dismissing Slovene
claims of citizenship in Austria while also endoigstheir own claims in Yugoslavia,
Slovenia’s Germans were trying to have it both wé&ys the German nationalist in
Slovenia who held a paternalistic and possiblystampinion of Slovenes as being
inferior to the German race, designating Austr&li@vene minority aStaatsfremdemwas
simply a matter of course, an obvious reality nottiv quibbling over. But there is
another type of German nationalism at work in #itigation, the type of nationalism that
took pride in an age-old German myth of a “civiligimission” in the East, where the
German presence brings law, order, and cleanlimes$ackwards and dirty plat&The
conservative nationalism on the one hand, and thre hegalistic nationalism on the
other, demonstrates a certain tension betweenttands of German identity that were at

odds in the minority’s transition from majority 8lovenia.

The minority treaties signed but not enforced bydalavia caused outrage
among Germans, who viewed this is as the heighypbcrisy. “We are allowed to and
want to finally appreciate what [freedom] can havstore for our lives...This past
November the first government had spoke of eqgaltsiand freedoms for all citizens
and nations and then something entirely differame about”, raged th@illier

Zeitung® The strong German belief in the constitution méhat they viewed the

8 See LiuleviciusThe German Myth of the Eadt-11. This German view of Eastern Europe hadrtake
a new twist after Germany and Austria’s defeat iorM/War One, with an increased sense of anxiegy ov
territorial boundaries and order in the East. [H&2.

81 Ccz, “Wir brauchen Freiheit, viel Freiheit!”, Augu®3, 1919.
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Slovene government’s non-enforcement of its legdibations as cynical and self-

serving. In contrast with the South Slavic peoplethe country, Yugoslavia's
citizens of the German tongue, at least in Slovera going without national
freedom and equality. Our communities and puldiporation are partly broken
up, partly restricted in their rights...[Our] commgnt to the German nation is
subject to government examination; mixed-languaggied couples must forgo
the natural right to decide the nationality of thehildren...The equality of
German citizens was repeatedly [and] celebrataniyounced by the government
but depends on bureaucrats...[There are] double atdsd.in approving middle
schools and technical schools [and] for the cortityn of [German] school
departments$?

Germans’ “natural rights” and alleged equality agg¥slav citizens are, in this depiction,

being dictated and perverted by a national govemtitiat is purposefully attempting to

turn them into Slovenes. No longer can Germangddoir themselves or their children

that they are German, but this power resides saidlye hands of the Slovene majority

government.

The view of the regional government in Ljubljangbaing run by a minority of
rabid Slovene nationalists was, for some Germarndegrce that the Slovene “national
character” was so different from that of the Gerimame that it was inevitable for the
state to be an undemocratic, disorderly nfé3$e opinion that the Slavic national
character meant that they could never hope to Aawwganized, well-run government or
society only gained credence from the nature ofoélay politics, which were riven by

ethnic conflicts between Serbs and Cr8a®n the same day that thidllier Zeitungran

82 Cz, “Die Freiheit im SHS-Staat”, December 27, 1919
8 DW, “Gegen die Laibacher Zentralisten”, March 1919.

84 cz, “Das Ende der Koalitionsregierung”, July 5199
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a one-column article on the sinking of the Germaatf® they also ran a total of five
other articles of varying length on current doneptlitical event$® which were quite

hectic at the timé&’

German Desire for Inclusion in Yugoslav and Sloven&ociety

Germans’ negative reactions to “slovenization” nueas, such as schools closing,
monolingual-Slovene tax forn¥8 or the introduction of “Slavic” liturgy into chuinc
service$® were grounded in part out of a fear of losingrti@rmanic identity. The
closing of German-language schools and parallelsesumeant that it was becoming
harder, and might someday be impossible, for Gesrtmeducate their children in their

native languagé’ If the German language were removed from scheoislic

8 Cz, “Die Versenkung der Deutschen Flotte”, July.819.

8 See Cz, “Ministerkrisis”, “Foderalismus”, “Das Emder Koalitionsregierung”, “Nationalversammlung
in Belgrad”, and “Ministerkrise in Belgrad”, alldm July 5, 1919.

8 The kingdom'’s two largest ethnic nationalitiestieand Croats, had largely different ideas abueit t
fundamental nature of the Yugoslav state. The &artdency towards a centralized federal government
often clashed with the Croatian desire for mor@maoiny, resulting in a rather fractious politicéliSee
Djoki¢, ed.,Yugoslavism: Histories of a Failed Iddaespite publicly implying that all South Slavsreén
fact simply branches of one tribe, Yugoslavia'symexal ethnic, linguistic, and religious differesasaused
constant political instability throughout the ink&r period. Its governing system of proportional
representation exhibited these differences quitg ieading to disillusionment with democracy. Such
disillusionment would play a major role in leaditogthe rise of fascist parties and dictatorshipSanthern
and Eastern Europe. See Mark Mazovidatk Continent: Europe’s Twentieth Centyiyew York: Alfred
A. Knopf, 1999), 17-18.

8 Cz, “Die Sprachenfrage”, February 16, 1922.

8 DW, “Die Slawische Gottesdienstsprache und dietfi#ien Gemeinden”, April 26, 1919. Private
Catholic schools, which had many German studentddmo longer teach in German, but only Slovene.
Anton Scherer, “Die Deutschen in der Untersteiekniar Ober-Krain, und in der Gottschee”, in Ernst

Hochberger, Anton Scherer, and Friedrich Spiegbh8dt, Die Deutschen zwischen Karpaten und Krain
(Munich: Langen Miiller, 1994), 126.

 DW, “Der Kampf gegen die Deutsche Gymnasialjugergbtil 26, 1919.
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administration, and even religion, how would thetamn their identity, let alone their
nationality?” Learning the Slovene language, now that the regimsmgoverned by a
Slavic majority, could be seen as necessary anefigél to inclusion in the state and
society, but not at the expense of their own mottvegue. Equating German culture and
identity with the German language highlights theeesial primacy of language to
nationality in Slovenia. While some German-speakesiy have Slavic names or inter-
marry with ethnic Slovenes, if they spoke Germdiiljaed with German cultural
organizations, and considered themselves Gernmfas that is what made them, in their
own eyes and in others’, German. In this way, dugslated decline and removal of the
German language from the Slovene public spherealgasa legislated decline and
removal of the German culture, history, and spiriBlovenia. In short, German-speakers
in Slovenia interpreted social policies affectihgit native language as an attack on their

physical and cultural existence.

While Germans held a sincere fear of losing treglage, culture, and possibly
even their very ethnic character, some of them ti@hess came to gradually accept their
political inclusion in Yugoslavia and wished to galiement that fact by becoming
socially included as well. THeeutsche Wachteported that, in celebrating May Day in
1919, Germans and Slovenes participated togethiéindut signs of hostility”, a fact that
was “glossed over” by the “radical” Slovene pr&Such friendly relations between the
two major ethnic groups in Slovenia represented@en rebuttal of the “ruthless

nationalist policy” that had imposed “deprivatiamamenace” upon the German

L DW, “Die Slawische Gottesdienstsprache und dietSi#ien Gemeinden”, April 26, 1919.
2 DW, “Die Maifeier”, May 3, 1919.
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minority community?® Clearly distinguished in this celebration of in&hnic peace and
cooperation is the separation between the Slovewergment and the Slovene people.
The German and Slovene peoples came togetherdbragt this holiday, displaying how
a majority of the two groups can work in tandenptovide a peaceful, stable society
without antagonizing each other. In contrast,“tdical” Slovene press, in combination
with the Slovene government which had producectests nationalist” policies,
constituted a minority of ultra-chauvinist ethnioBnes who desired nothing more than

to remove the German presence altogether from Slave

Desire for inclusion in Slovene and Yugoslav sgceatme rather gradually,
however. TheCillier Zeitungwished the king well on his birthday in 1919, @eirig that
“we Germans do not wish to stay resentful” on tidelghes of Yugoslav society, but that
the “suffering of the recent period” had made théhup” with “anxiety over our
future.”* Such anxiety was due to being “eliminated” frospaiety in which Germans
had previously “pursued their historical missiomtd’played the dominant role” with
their numbers and culture. In the same breathrasriting their fall from the heights of
societal and cultural dominance, however, the pappealed to the king's “love of
justice” for addressing the “suffering that [ther@ans] sustained and continue to
sustain® and noted that the birthday celebrations on bugslin Cilli/Celje were “rich”

with the Yugoslav national colofs.

% bid.
9z, “Zum Geburtstages des Ko6nigs”, July 12, 1919.
% Ibid.

% Cz, “Die Geburtstagsfeier des Koénigs”, July 19199

41



This appeal to King Peter | displays the conteatsdi confused nature of German
identity as the community adapted to its new liférugoslav Slovenia. Mentioning the
“historical mission” of the Germans who had “played dominant role” is at once
lamenting those days gone by where the Germanrityifad enjoyed such an
overwhelmingly privileged positionis a visthe Slovene majority, while at the same time
expressing regret over their previous societal tlode came at the expense of ethnic
Slovenes. Juxtaposing complaints of suffering wétebrating Yugoslavia shows how
conflicted the German community was. On the onelhte Germans’ anger and
resentment is seen in how they perceive thems&hesve been treated, while, on the
other, a hand is extended in good faith to wattetancluded in the new Yugoslav
society and enjoy and contribute to the benefas$ Would correspond to this inclusion.
Both tendencies — anger and resentment on onevgitiea desire for inclusion,
contribution, and cooperation on the other — weed-vrepresented among the German
minority in Slovenia, and both strands struggledterwhelm the other and become

dominant.

On September 10, 1919, the Treaty of Saint-Gerraathaye was signed, which
finalized the post-war borders of the Republic ef@an-Austrid.’ The German reaction
in Slovenia was decidedly mixed. Sadly acknowleddimat “a time-honored, glorious
past” had ended, th@illier Zeitungremarked thah new “chapter in the checkered
history of the city” had thus begun. In contrastiteMarburger Zeitungwhich had
refused to express an allegiance of loyalty toYthgoslav state in reaction to the treaty,

theCillier Zeitungbluntly stated the options facing Slovenia’s Gamma hey could

9 MacMillan, Paris 1919 256.
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either refuse to recognize the Entente’s decismehfeght it; return to a position of
neutrality; or accept the decision and come to $amith reality’® “Which way is the best
[for the Germans]?” rhetorically asked the papefplte answering its own question: “We
think the first option is wrong, as well as the@®t one. We think, in the interest of

Germandom, that the last [option] is the only corend possible one™

For theCillier Zeitung the decision to fully accept the Entente’s decisand
pledge loyalty to Yugoslavia was the only feasibbey for the German minority in
Slovenia to achieve its desire of full legal eqtyali

Only when we consider ourselves full-fledged citigewhen we wholeheartedly

accept the Entente’s decision, not with joy butdsily and loyally, then we will

also be able to ask that we will be legally accdrded factually allocated all
rights [owed] as German citizeHs.
Though the decision to fully accept the politiczdlity of being a national minority in
Yugoslavia was not the ideal situation for Slovén@ermans, it was, given their
situation, the only feasible one. If, tGdlier Zeitungreasoned, Yugoslavia’'s German
element refused to accept this political realitygyt would be giving the kingdom’s

majority a “terrible weapon” to use against the iBans, who were for many Yugoslavs

“already a thorn in the eyé®

% Cz, “Das Bekenntnis zum Staate”, September 139191
% Ibid.
199 pid.
191 pid.
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TheCillier Zeitungs pledge of allegiance to the Yugoslav state sbaghonly to
placate skeptical Slovene authoritf®sbut also uncertain and agitated ethnic Germans.
After clearly spelling out the negative consequerfaether resistance to the Yugoslav
state would accrue, the paper goes on to readsairpdrt of its German readership that
might have been exceptionally unwilling to heecdattivice. “We Germans are an orderly
element, whose calling was always to build up,taatestroy,” it stated, appealing to the
more nationalist pride of the region’s German-spegagopulation. Trying to walk the
line between drawing the ire of the Yugoslav authes and soothing its German
readership, th€illier Zeitungconcluded:

Granted, this is not a sky-high, jubilatory comnetmhto the state...No one can

today demand or expect that from us...but it is hablerand without reserve. It

is not dictated out of love, but developed out a@litiral insight and
rationality...Our state can earn easily and at oowlthe trust, even the love of
all its German citizens, if it does not thereupay dut to de-nationalize us...We
want to remain Germans and demand that the sigpeats this about our wilf®
Claiming to speak for the “overwhelming majoritytbé German population”, th@illier
Zeitungreflects the circumstances facing the Germandaye8ia in the Fall of 1919.
German-Austria and the German Republic had both He&eated in the Great War and
signed peace treaties as the losing sides, urablietate their will. Despite their

preference for becoming Austrian or German citizéims German-speaking population

of Slovenia had become Yugoslav ones. The reasseithat the Germans would not

192 The editorial claimed that this statement of loyatas the “will of the overwhelming majority ofeh
German population.” Ibid. Despite this pledge bgv@hia’s Germans, the Slovene majority would not
necessarily be willing to fully accept it at facelve. As explained to H. Percival Dodge, Uniteat&t
Ambassador to Yugoslavia: “While in America a Teuts Magyar considers himself an American as soon
as he becomes naturalized as such, in Jugoslésjiafel many of the newly constructed states, iqce
considered first and an often involuntarily acqdioitizenship comes second, the Teuton considering
himself a German or Austrian having little intergshis new citizenship, and often having littlédrest in

the local official language.” Alfred R. ThomsonHb Percival Dodge, August 15, 1922. NARA, RG-59.

103z, “Das Bekenntnis zum Staate”, September 139191
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have to be happy or excited about this fact dematest the strong desire to maintain, as
well as an equally as strong fear of losing, tB@rman identity. The claim that the
Germans calling had “always” been to “build up, tmtestroy” was a way of showing to
the Yugoslav authorities that Slovenia’s Germananiy was willing and able to
contribute to the well-being of the new kingdomut B was also a subtle paean to the
nationalist German attitude that saw its historgiovenia as one of societal and cultural

progress come about only through the work, attitade culture of Germans.

The Treaty of St. Germain-en-Laye held, for SloaenGerman-speaking
minority, several clauses and articles that wo@ddgally-binding and thus help improve
their socio-political situation. The part of Artcl’ of the treaty that stated that all citizens
were equal before the law, meant, @ilier Zeitungstressed, that Germans were
allowed to be politically active. German-speakéds® 00k especial note of the treaty’s
mention of the free use of language in public anbpe, as well as the right to “take care

of” their German culture by assembling culturaloasations™**

Article 8 of the Treaty of St. Germain-en-Laye @eel that the minorities of the
Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes had the sgims as others; that is, the right to
create their own humanitarian organizations, clabsl, facilities for the support of their
fellow “ethnic comrades.” Finally, th€illier Zeitungbreathlessly reported, Article 8
allowed the establishment and maintenance of ntinprivate schools, with the purpose
of “maintaining” theirVolkstum‘unhindered.” A sticking point for some Germanasw
in the fine print of the treaty’s clauses on ediacat Article 8 said that the federal,

regional, and municipal government must pay forn@er humanitarian clubs, facilities,

104 ¢z, “Der Minderheitsschutz Vertrag von St. GermaimLaye”, October 6, 1921.
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private schools, and other public organizatibig.he gap between what the treaty
promised Slovenia’s German minority community arftatwvas likely to be enforced
was not lost on th€illier Zeitung which wryly noted that “it seemed before that the

entire Slovene public lacked any notion of (itgemational commitments*

German Identity in Transition from Multinational Em pire to South Slavic Kingdom

German identity during the first several yearsratte end of the First World War
was heavily impacted by external events and spalities that were out of their control.
The position of the Germans of Slovenia was “nsl&aeing “huddled together” in a
narrow area and, with German-Austria and the WeRepublic concerned with their
own internal affairs®’ utterly dependent upon their own power and resmifé This
notion of being left to fend for themselves, wittither Germany, nor Austria, nor the
League of Nations willing to substantively help moye their political situation, served
to further heighten a certain strand of nationalénong some ethnic Germans in

Slovenia.

105 | pid.
106 |hig.

197 Things like runaway inflation and domestic pokiicurmoil were occupying the Weimar German
authorities at the time. Anthony Komjathy and RedaeStockwellGerman Minorities and the Third Reich
5. See also Ludwig ZimmermarBeutsche Aussenpolitik in der Ara der Weimarer RéikiBerlin:
Musterschmidt Verlag, 1958), 329-352. For more ogirdar Germany and thAuslandsdeutscheee John
Hiden, The Weimar Republic and the Problem of the Ausideutschein Journal of Contemporary
History, Vol. 12, No. 2 (April 1977), 273-289.
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Despite being surrounded by a “loathsome and n&ltyene majority, whose
“national exuberance” was merely a “maneuver” toigh the local German population,
these Germans could yet feel pride; pride that Geemans in the old Austria achieved
cultural and economic value that reached all thapjgeof the monarchy”, that “German
culture” had turned the schools in the Slovenedantb prestigious, sought-after

institutions and made all of the region’s citiesl afllages “clean and modern®

In this way, the social policies that impacted @erman minorities were a way of
singling them out for their unique contributiongaultural worth to the region; the
Slovene nationalists who ran the government wemn@lngealous and vindictive. This
reaction to these social policies — policies tlestricted the right to vote, to assemble, to
use the German language in public — also helpgittoup German-speakers’ spirits as

they contemplated their situation through natisstalnged lens.

The transition from ethnic majority to ethnic miitgihad been difficult to endure
and adjust to. The impact of social policies thaadily eroded German-speakers’
political rights, public presence, and language @riture, began to add up. Initial
reactions of some Germans to the new Yugoslavautbge and hostility in 1918 and
1919 gave way to bitterness, resentment, and yimadariness for others by 1920vou
must be blind, deaf, and without judgment”, rageelMarburger Zeitung“if you do not
want to admit that our public life and all thaissociated with it, is suffering from a

deep and dangerous sickne5¥.The effect of all these social policies on the rGam

109 pid.
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minority meant that, by 1921, German-speakersawedlia had barely any political

rights*?

TheMarburger Zeitungs, with this editorial, lashing out at its Gerrmgpeaking
readership and attempting to maintain the leve&mbtion that had first arisen in the
aftermath of the end of the Great War. The papet®riation of its German-speaking
readership suggests that a substantial amountrof@es had either become too weary of
or were genuinely indifferent to the impact of 8levene regional government’s social
policies on their cultural presence. For Marburger Zeitungas well as those who
agreed with its editorial stance, the “sicknessit thas affecting German culture in
Slovenia was the result of a concerted, purposd#faft. But in lashing out at those
German-speakers who did not view their situatiothis way, the paper also highlights
the identity and cultural divisions among Slovesi@erman minority community —
divisions between conservative nationalists, mdearationalists, and a type of “every-
day” German who merely wanted to live their lifedamas either not aware of or did not

care enough about the politics of the time.

In October of 1920, the League of Nations-mandptediscite was held in
Carinthia to determine the official borders betw&egoslavia and Austria. The
designated “Zone A” south of the Drava river resdlin a decision to remain part of
Austria, with tens of thousands of self-identifi@lbvenes voting for the same choice as
Germans*? The reaction of th€illier Zeitungis a window into the conflicted nature of

German identity. Perhaps somewhat surprisinglyptyeer’s initial response was one of

1 Ferenc and Repe, “Die Deutsche Minderheit in Stoerein der Zwischenkriegzeit”, 165.

12| ampe,Yugoslavia as Historyl13.
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empathy: “The Slovenes”, somberly stated@iléer Zeitung “have lost a not-
insignificant amount of ethnic brothers” due to ghebiscite. “Through this,” the paper
continued, “the fate of the Slovene nation has becmore similar to that of the German
Volk” Slovenes were, according to this perspectivajlar to those ethnic Germans who
lived “under foreign dominance” and among “enenafthe Germans” — that is, in
Alsace, Bohemia, Poland, and elsewhere — and hias tatizens struggle for their most
primitive rights.™3 The paper concluded its article by happily notimat “some public
opinions in Slovenia” had begun to voice the ides the “local Germans should not be

treated overly poorly*

Multiple strands of German identity can be seethe@Cillier Zeitungs reaction
to the Carinthian plebiscite. Its empathetic reseadio the plight of those ethnic Slovenes
cut off from their homeland implies that some Gems)&knowing what it was like to be
geographically separated from those who were censitinational comrades, understood
the sorrow that other Slovenes felt at the re#udlso indicates the extent to which some
Germans’ identities were not completely tied uphieir German-ness; those German-
speakers who perhaps were bilingual, had an etBlovene relative, or simply lacked

the nationalist “awareness” that other German-spresaielt so strongly about.

At the same time, th€illier Zeitungs mentioning of those other places in Europe
outside of the Reich where ethnic Germans werdddda large numbers served as a
reminder to those in Slovenia that the GeriMatk had also been unfairly separated. The

difference between the Germans and Slovenes wsigitel¢he paper’s initial claim of

13z, “Die Karntner Abstimmung”, October 17, 1920.
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49



similarity, that the Slovenes who had chosen tg istaustria had been able to exercise
their right for self-determination, while the Gemmsdiving outside of the Weimar
Republic had not been given that opportunity. Achsthose Germans still lived under
“foreign dominance” by “enemies” of the German pgecpand that included the ethnic
Germans of Slovenia. Mentioning Bohemia, Alsacel, Roland was as much a reminder
as it was a reprimand to those German-speaketswver8a that felt something other than

nationalist joy at having “won” the plebiscite iavior of Germandom.

The issue of neighboring Austria’s treatment ofettenic Slovene minority
residing there had an impact upon Slovenia’s treatrof its German minority:> For
Slovenia’s Germans, being unable to influence tieips that impacted their lives,
Carinthia’s Slovene minority presented a situatidrere mutual, beneficial treatment for
the minority groups on both sides of the bordedd®e pursued® Lamenting that
previous articles on the condition of Austria’s \Boe minority had been “at best
unread” by the Slovene press, idier Zeitungexpressed a sense of injustice on the

part of its German readership by noting how goaif t8lovene minority counterparts

115 Arnold Suppan calls this “bilateral foreign policin which social policies impacting Austria’s @il
Slovene minority tried to be reciprocated by theg¥siav government on their own ethnic German
minority in the borderland between the two coustriehese reciprocal policies had both positive and
negative impacts on their respective minoritieght®lovene national activists in Slovenia and Germa
national activists in Austria sought to exaggeraports of the other country’s ethnic minority irder to
foment irredentism. Neither the Austrian or YugesBiovenian government much trusted the otherén th
1920s, however, and little concrete policies warplemented on either side. See Arnold Suppan,
“According to the Principle of Reciprocity: the Mirities in Yugoslav-Austrian Relations, 1918-193@&",
Paul Smith, ed Ethnic Groups in International RelatioiPartmouth: New York University Press, 1991),
235-274. Ostensibly, however, reciprocal concessinorderland conflicts should lead to their
settlement. See Stefan Wollfjsputed Territories: The Transnational Dynamicsttinic Conflict
Settlemen{New York: Berghahn Books, 2003), 34-38.

118 Another motivating factor in this situation wag tfact that the Yugoslav government had often
“declared an improvement to the situation of thev8he Germans (was) not possible so long as the
Carinthian Slovenes did not receive more generduosrity rights.” Reimann, “Fir echte Deutsche giist
bei uns gentigend Rechte”, 144. Indeed, the Slowenerity in Carinthia played a “decisive role” ing
way the Slovene regional government treated itsrf@aarminority. Néak, Die “Deutschen” in Slowenien
12.
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had it: “In the bilingual part of [Austrian] Carimt, there exist 85 bilingual schools in
which the first grade is exclusively Slovene. Tloguylation is overwhelmingly in
agreement with this system of bilingual schoolsdose the knowledge of both regional
languages is a necessity”The paper went on to detail how the Austrian gorent
had established “purely Slovene schools” in arelasrevsolely Slovenes lived and that

there were a further 42 Slovene advanced trairthga associations?

For some Germans, the difference in treatment Biwee two countries of their
respective minorities was so obvious that it wasost a cruel joke that the Slovene press
could claim otherwise. The “Carinthian Slovenesentll rights” as proscribed them by
the minorities treaties, incredulously pointed th&Cillier Zeitung before claiming that
the “Germans in Yugoslavia would be completely hafgphave the samét*® From this
perspective, that the German-speaking majorityustAa treated its Slovene-speaking
minority according to the international treatiebaid signed — opening Slovene-language
schools and allowing Slovene cultural associatiom&as not simply a reflection of the
lack of similar pro-minority policies coming out 8fovenia, but was also a testament to
the national character of Germans; where Germathpaoiitical power, rights were
upheld, democracy flourished, and order reigied.Slovenia’s German-speakers who
ascribed to this view, Austria’s treatment of itsv@ne minority had only to be

compared with what they had experienced under Skweajority rule to be confirmed.

117z, “Die Lage der Slowenen in Karnten”, January Ba24.
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Slovenia’s Germans continued to seek the fulfillbrefrthe promise of equality
before the law, though they did not have the gaitpower to achieve this without
reliance upon either the federal Yugoslav authesitr outside entities such as the
League of Nations. King Alexander had declared #flatitizens, regardless of ethnicity
or religion, to have “guaranteed, equal rightseeer” — a statement that the Germans of
Slovenia accepted with “trust and confident®.German-speakers tried to bring the
king’s attention to their situation by appealinghie sense of non-sectarian Yugoslav
unity. “The unfair treatment that German citizamshe S-H-S Kingdom receive...must
be astonishing to anyone who looks with clear eyegined theCillier Zeitung “We
German citizens in this area have the same dutigésfaould enjoy the same rights” as
everyone else. Slovenia’s Germans “pay our taxddudhll our military duties at least
as well as our Slavic neighbors”, but nonetheletsafgrieved when it came to school

education policy, cultural associations, pressdoee, and state hiring.

TheCillier Zeitungs previous “cordial reception of the heir to thedne” should
not, however, have been taken as a “sign that we aecepted our current situation”, as
the “leading Slovene press seems to have takefWe.participated so fully with the
heir’s visit,” explained the paper, “because oderand his German subjects...set
complete trust in the capability and reliabilitytbe German citizens in this kingdorf®
Germans wanted to be treated the same as thein Static co-citizens, and they wanted
to utilize their unique skills to help contributetheir new society. By speaking directly

to the king, and making frequent deferential refess to themselves as citizens and

120c7z, “Gleichberechtigung”, September 19, 1920.
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subjects, the German-speaking community was attegt show their desire for
inclusion in Yugoslavia, while at the same time imgkt clear that they still considered
themselves to be separate, with some even fealipgrior. That the&illier Zeitung
would address the king directly and not the loegional government displays the
desperation and frank concern that the German ityriarSlovenia felt at the perceived

erosion of their culture.

The Legacy of the Habsburg Empire in the New Slovea

German identity was, however, as well largely sdapethe nature of the history
of society and culture in the Slovene land<CiRier Zeitungarticle from February 1,
1920, bristled at the accusation that ethnic Slesewho intermarried with Germans, or
who had a Slavic name and spoke predominantly Germere “apostates22 “We
consider it to be the most original right for mixkashguage parents to decide for
themselves the nationality of their children...(amd)he Slovenian language area,

mixed-marriages have taken place for ag&s!.”

The paper explained, “It will not cross any Gernsamind to designate a Slovene
who carries a German name an ‘apostate’, as lohg aspresents the Slovenian culture.”
Under the Habsburg monarchy, “assimilation wasraa”, but the “worst elements were
not it who attached themselves to the German @llghere in order to partake in the

goods of the German culture.” From a certain Gernationalist perspective, when a

122c7z, “Renegaten”, February 1, 1920.
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Slovene joined the German cultural sphere, thisndidnake them an “apostate” from
the Slovene cultural sphere, but rather was mehelyompletion of ascension to a
“higher culture.*®*“We are convinced,” concluded tfBllier Zeitung “that there are
many understanding and quiet-thinking men undeftbgenes who advocate that the
German culture here, as an earlier example and Insja®ild not be chased away but on

the contrary, maintained and promotét?”

Slovene claims of apostasy on those who “joined”@ermans and the
subsequent response of the Germans show much @boutan identity, society, and
culture in Slovenia. Historically, marriages betw&germans and Slovenes occurred with
enough frequency for nationalists among both ettigcto try to exploit these events
and “win” the war of cultures. For many Germans$lavenia, intermarriage was simply
a matter of spending the rest of their life witk fherson they loved. But for some
nationalists, this was an occasion to “increase”rthmber of Germans in Slovenia while
“decreasing” the number of Slovenes, who in ang c@m®uld be happy about this loss
since Slovenes who “joined” the German culture vaeheancing their own. While this
historical trend continued in post-Versailles Slaee the Slovene majority who ran the
government were no longer inclined to accept therpmetation that their culture was

inferior to the Germans'.

Despite the nationalist overtones of Qidier Zeitungs editorial, there existed
multiple German identities in Slovenia in the fisglveral years after the end of the Great

War. Most Germans and Slovenes in mixed-languageagas did not view themselves

2% bid.
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as part of the culture war being waged betweevtbesthnic groups, but the fact that
others did interpret their society in this way me#iat they were stuck between a rock
and a hard place. What did it mean for mixed-mgesawhen Slovenes called you an
apostate and Germans declared the victory of ahighiture? With whom did they
identify? What was their identity? Some considdreinselves Carinthians (or Styrians,
or Carniolans) who happened to speak German oeB8&vOthers could not be moved to
care about the nationalist narratives that otheveies or Germans were pushing on

them.

The historical interaction between Germans ande$les in the old Austria-
Hungary made it difficult for some Slovenes andr@amns to come together in the new
Yugoslavia. The Slovene-language newspdpgoslavijawrote about how “the war is
over...and Austria is fallen (but) the Austrian asgticy remains; there are so many
nobles that they are taking Slovene wom&f For German nationalists in Slovenia, this
kind of article in a Slavic paper only served taghéen their sense that the Slovene

government’s minority policies were designed wigmgeance in mind.

Part of this history had been a strong affiliatwith the Austrian Empire’s
Germanic character, and the contemporary Repubhwstria held much sway for some
Germans in Slovenia. Tharburger Zeitungfor example, in one early 1920 edition
dedicated three articles on the same page to stooigcerning Austria, more than any

other single subjec¢t’Some Germans lamented the times when the “white-tgid [of

126 7z, “Der Krieg ist Beendet”, April 8, 1920.

127 Mz, “Die Zirkus-Briefe”, January 15, 1920. SeemMZ, “Ein Kondolationsbesuch bei Dr. Renner”,
January 15, 1920, and “Die Verfassungsfrage inr@std”, January 15, 1920.
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Carniola] and black-red-gold [of the Austrian Engpiwere symbols of greater national

festivities and were harmless differences in opititg®

Germans resented what they viewed as the hypadr#iance taken by the
Slovene government toward their minority’s opini@igAustria and Yugoslavia. “We
can demand of the Germans,” sarcastically intohe&illier Zeitungafter some German
houses were criticized for not displaying the Yugeglag on a national holiday, “that
they become peaceful citizens in our state[;] wg n@ force them, however, to be
enthusiastic about it and to manifest for {£*On May 27, 1921, a new German-South
Slavic association met in Prague. Ti#ier Zeitungnoted that the “Slovenes have
naturally come into closer contact with the Gerroalture through their earlier
belonging to the Habsburg Empire...The Slovenes, éwe lived an entire millennium

in the German cultural sphere, have grown mostl§igtith it together.**°

Not all Germans saw their historical role from gegspective of a Pan-German or
nationalist viewpoint, however. Rejecting the Pagr@an idea of a culture war between
Slavs and Germans, many German-speakers in Slosymigathized with those Slavic
groups who were also minorities in countries ow@sititheir ancestral homelafith. The

“hate” that some Slovenes had for Germans wasdore, nothing more than a “pure

128 ¢z, “Nationalfarben und Anders”, June 27, 1920.
129 ¢z, “Die Staatsfeiertage und die Deutschen”, 9yl$922.
130 ¢z, “Deutsch-Sudslawische Gesellschaft”, Junel92]1.

131 ¢z, “Das Kapitel Deutschtum”, July 23, 1922.
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fantasy”, egged on by the “German-hating Frenclt’ afiEuropean worldview of

nationalism” that produced “fear of other natioh¥.”

German Political and Cultural Developments

An electoral law enacted just a few months befbesfirst Yugoslav federal
election in 1920 took away voting rights for anyzgn that had declared for a foreign
country at the Paris peace treaties, a stipul@tianhdisproportionately affected Slovenia's
German populatiof®® The stripping of Germans’ voting rights led @#lier Zeitungto
wonder if it “had occurred to anyone in the old &i#s to take the right to vote away
from “citizens of a different nationality or even antire nation?” With bitter irony, the
paper commented that it had “recently been dersetd gonstitute ourselves as a nation”,
but that “it appears that we are considered a nasio long as our exclusion from the

right to vote comes into questiot®

Partly in order to redress the political weakndgh® German minority in
Yugoslavia, a new German cultural association daheSchwabisch-Deutscher

Kulturbund(Swabian-German Cultural Alliance, SDKB) formedtwihe goal of uniting

1832 pig.

133 Many German-speakers in Slovenia had declare@éoman-Austria, which at the peace conference
claimed Lower Styria and Carinthia for its own. $ap, “Zur Lage der Deutschen in Slowenien zwischen
1918 und 1938”, 184.

134z, “Unser Wahlrecht”, March 25, 1920. The Germainority in Yugoslavia was not accorded group
rights, only individual rights. As such, minoritights were formulated in the framework of obligasoof
the state to all its inhabitants. Suppan, “Zur Ldge Deutschen in Slowenien zwischen 1918 und 1,938”
176.
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all German-speaking citizens of the Kingdom of Seffroats, and Sloven&8.The
German reaction to this in Slovenia was extremesitpive. The formation of the SDKB,
which “should guarantee protection and shelteafbGermans in Yugoslavia,” gave the
Germans of Slovenia a “gleam of light in the dafkwr grief” that “warmed and
animated” their hope$® TheKulturbundwas, for Slovenia’s German minority
community, the “first visible sign that we GermansSlovenia also have citizenship”, as
well as giving them the power to “develop our nasibcharacteristics and culture

without being hindered from above or below.”

The formation of th&ulturbundwas a symbol of a unified German identity in
Yugoslavia, which had heretofore not existed. presented a newfound socio-political
power for Slovenia’s German minority, who were Hop#hat it could help stem the tide
of perceived erosion of German culture throughoastifrom the Slovene national
government that, for example, eliminated all myratiadvisory boards in Cilli/Celje
except for culture and education, thereby takifg sontrol over education from the

city’s magistraté®

135 cz, “Genehmigung der Satzungen des Schwabischsbleen Kulturbundes”, May 30, 1920. For more
on the founding of th&chwabisch-Deutscher Kulturburebe Rasimugls Fremde im Vaterland.6-20.

A report from the American legation in Belgraddtie Secretary of State noted that kheturbundwas
founded “in order to counteract this violent anbitrary educational policy on the part of theirand” and
“in an endeavor to protect themselves.” John DynBlence to Frank B. Kellogg, January 25, 1927.
NARA, RG-59.

136 ¢z, “zur Griindenden Hauptversammlung des SchwhHisutschen Kulturbundes”, June 20, 1920.
137 cz, “Konsolidierung”, July 14, 1921.
138 cz, “Die Autonomie von Cilli und Pettau”, August 8920.
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But theKulturbunds power to influence social policy was decidediyited '3

Slovenia’s Germans, who constituted a “considerpbleentage” of the region’s cities,
felt that those same cities projected a decidedigatingual image, and were forced to
watch as German-language signs were removed lyradéfifrom the street and private
businesses and replaced with monolingual Slovers.dn practice, this meant that
German cultural associations and other social atologd not post information about their
organizations in public in the primary languagehsf club itself. The public removal of
the German language gave rise to a fear that Geliteeature would join the German

culture in being “eradicated” from Sloveri&.

German Views of Slovenia and Yugoslavia

German identity was also shaped by views of Slavand Yugoslavia.
Yugoslavia’s failure to “completely approve” of theeaty of St. Germain was compared
with the example of Czechoslovakia, who, in thesayiesome Slovene German-speakers,
treated their German minority better: “There argesdrictions allowed against the free
use of a preferred language on the side of anyl@stavak minority, be it in private

aspects, be it in the religious sphere, the ppsgdjcations of any kind, or in public

139 For one, its links with the Weimar Republi®gutsche AuslandsinstitandVerein fiir das Deutschtum
im Auslandhelped to “create difficulties” with the Yugoslauthorities. Komjathy and StockweGerman
Minorities and the Third Rei¢ti26. The VDA, though a mainstream organizatiametheless “portrayed
foreign governments in a hostile light, as wagirgpatinual war of cultural extermination against
beleagured Germans abroad.” Mazowttler's Empire 40.

140 ¢z, “Fremdindustrie”, June 20, 1920.
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gatherings.*"! That Czechoslovakia’s German-speaking minority thait own
complaints about the state of minority policy iatlcountry*? does not diminish the
substance of Slovenia’'s Germans’ comparison; theep&on of their own state of affairs
in Slovenia as being worse than that of the Boher@iarmans highlights rather just how

poorly Slovenia’s Germans thought they were beiegted.

Due to the overwhelming reliance that the Germamonity had upon the
enforcement of the obligations of the internatiom&tority treaties that should have
protected their rights, Slovenia’s failure to liwe to these expectations influenced as
well how Germans viewed their new country. In Apifil1921, the regional parliament in
Austrian Styria called upon Yugoslavia to “protded Germans” of that country. Lest the
Slovene government object in response to the Aargtitreatment of their own Slovene
minority, theCillier Zeitungissued a pre-emptive declaration: “We Germandauehia
have a vested interest in getting the protectiomadional minorities finally officially
recognized by the state...We will certainly neverita¢s to call for Slovenes in Austria
to have the right to vote in Austria as long as tight is also not the case in our statg.”
Going further on that point, however, the papertamto say that

It is self-evident that the inadequacies in theosz@ment of the internationally-

guaranteed minority protection cannot be of longatdan. Since the principles of

equality of all citizens without difference of liage and of the self-determination
of every individual pertaining to his own natiortland that of his children must

141 ¢z, “Internationaler Minderheitenschutz”, Januagy 1921.

142 czechoslovakia’s German-speaking community, faneple, resented the Czech implication that they
were “settlers” and “colonists.” Smelsé@ihe Sudeten Problem. They also felt aggrieved at the promotion
of the “Czechoslovak” nation above their own, desgieir own history in the region being more clgse
tied to the Czechs than the Slovaks and bein@dt) & larger proportion of the population than $itevaks
themselves. Heiman&zechoslovakia: The State that Fajl€&-68.

143cz, “Schutz der SHS-Deutschen”, April 18, 1921.
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and will, over the course of time, in all demoaratountries, and Yugoslavia as
well as German-Austria will want to be recognizedsach, achieve this
breakthrougHh?**
In attempting to be equally condemning of both Garmustria and Yugoslavia for not
fulfilling their legal obligations inscribed in thaeternational minorities treaties, the
Cillier Zeitungnonetheless goes a step further in both emphgsizenSlovene failure to
fulfill their obligations more so than the Austrjaas well as subtly opining that

Yugoslavia is not and would never be a truly deraticistate until it completely fulfilled

its legal obligations of guaranteeing full equafity its German-speaking minority.

1921 — A New Census and a New Constitution

The census of 1921 was of exceptional importanteedsermans of Slovenia,
and in fact further enhanced the view of Yugoslagsaindemocratic. Since a precedent
had been set under the Habsburgs in conductingisesshat some had perceived to give
disproportionate favor to the Austrian Empire’s @an-speakert’> Slovenia’s
Germans, now themselves a national minority, exqoettte census in the new
Yugoslavia to be implemented in such a way asnurdsh their own number$® This
expectation was partially reinforced when, in Felbyul921, the “radicalugoslavijd

reported that “the German census agents had (tlsee)ell-known Austrian methods to

1 bid.

145 The 1910 Austrian census had identified resporsteationality byUmgangsspraché@anguage of

daily use), which was viewed as increasing the remob German-speakers since many non-Germans often
spoke German at work while speaking their natinglege at home. Heimaifie State that Failed®4.

The empire’s Czech population was the most pergbafian underlying motive to inflate the number of
Germans.

146 cz, “Volkszéhlung”, January 27, 1921.
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the Slavs’ detriment and the Germans’ advantagéierGottschee/Kevje district. In
response, local officials intervened and reappdi@®vene commissars. Thegoslavija
concluded that it was “sad, that even some Slovareeso little self-conscious” that they

“rashly accommodate any pressure and register #leasas German”

German complaints about the methods the censusnesedbased on the major
difference from the way in which censuses were ootetl in Austria-Hungary; namely,
that the Yugoslav census’ designation of “mothagtee” rather than “language of daily
use” unfairly diminished the number of Germans wihiisproportionately inflating that
of the Slovenes. Stating that “10 years ago, Gesmaare majorities in cities” and that
this German urban majority seemed “unshakeableCilier Zeitungincredulously
wondered how it was that, in that same time pefidakburg/Maribor could have gone
from 22,000 Germans and 4,000 Slovenes in 191Q,@0P Slovenes and 6,500
Germans in 1921. The paper went on to accuse theis and Yugoslav governments
of replacing the “German census commissions” wiika iumbers (didn’t) go their
way.” The paper reasoned that the logical expiandor the vastly lower number of

Germans in Slovenia was due to “government interfee and revision*®

147 cz, “Revision der Volkszahlung in der Bevjer Deutschen Sprachinsel”, February 17, 1921. “I
focusing so determinedly on the census result$, sides acted as if the census could have reflected
authentic, essential truth about national relatiorSouth Styria...Both Slovene and German natiotsalis
imagined the situation as follows: authentic memlwérone nation were coerced into reporting thevesel
falsely as members of another nation. Institutiggmabsure from sources...rounded out the explan&dion
why true members of one nation could have ‘gone’dgeanother nation. Yet in the end the censusndid
measure national loyalty but language use, andgimimhabitants of the region seemed to have been
conversant in both languages to switch sides, whatheir reasons.” JudsoBuardians of the Natign
137.

148 cz, “Ramsch”, February 20, 1921.
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While the use of “mother tongue” instead of “langeaf daily use” in the
Yugoslav census undoubtedly had an impact upost#iistical population of Germans
in Slovenia**®in all likelihood the largest single reason foe 8ignificant drop in the
amount of Germans in Slovenia in 1921 from 1910 egsto the previous years’ mass
removal of German-speakers from public and adnmatise positions>° Regardless of
the reasons, however, for why Slovenia’s Germaruladion so drastically fell from its
prewar numbers, the perception among some memb#re German community was
that this was overwhelmingly the result of a pugdabattempt by an undemocratic state
to erase its German presericeSuch a perception at a time when the new South Sla

kingdom was just beginning its newly-establishéel theant that the important project of

minority inclusion into society continued to striggg

Despite the presence of international minoritytiesameant to protect the
cultural and linguistic existence of ethnic miniast the 1921 Yugoslav constitution had
a noticeable lack of explicit guarantees for mityoprotection™>> The 1921 constitution

was partly well-received by Slovenia’s German comity who viewed it as an

149 Karner,Die Deutschsprachige Volksgruppe in Slowen8ii32. Dusan Nk argues that this is the
primary reason for the “statistical” decline in t@mber of Germans in Slovenia. @&, Die “Deutschen”
in Slowenien9.

1591 a report to the United States Department ofeStiohn Dyneley Prince wrote that in Slovenia “the
Austrians counted 100,000 Germans, but the Yugsskskon only 40,000 of these people.” He explained
this “great discrepency” as due to “the fact thahgmreal Germans of this territory, who for comniedrc
reasons are bilingual, now prefer, for obvioustpal causes, to count themselves as Slavs under th
present regime, although they still continue totheeGerman language among themselves.” John Dynele
Prince to Frank B. Kellogg, January 25, 1927. NARA;-59.

51 This perception was reinforced by the Slovene guwent’s counting only “true Germans” as registered
in the census; that is, only those who had a Geffiregmameandlast name, children of “true” German
parents, who had learned German as a first langaadédad been “recognized by neighboring Slovenes as
being German.” Reimann, “Fur echte Deutsche gillitedsins geniigend Rechte”, 143-144.

152 K omjathy and StockwellGerman Minorities and the Third Reich25. The constitution actually
contained no mention of the word “minority” at dferenc and Repe, “Die Deutsche Minderheit in
Slowenien in der Zwischenkriegzeit”, 164.
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“historic” occasion to be celebrated with theirdtic cohabitants.” But the lack of
explicit minority protection guarantees worriedrtheas well as the fact that the
constitution had not received the assent of a nigjof representatives in parliament and
that it had been “almost exclusively written by [Stanguage representatives.” The
“German element in Yugoslavia...through the takinggwf voting rights, was not in a

position to work together on the constitutidn®”

Some Germans in Slovenia felt that, despite thstdotion’s flaws, there were
opportunities to contribute in a unique way. Ortesrt“existence of Germandom” in
Yugoslavia was secured, Slovenia’s Germans wowd He able to act as “agents in the
service of our new Fatherland” to forge “relatioipshwith the ethnic Germans outside
the state” that would benefit both sidé$In this way, a new type of German identity
began to take shape in Yugoslavia. This Germartiigidrad one foot firmly placed in
the ancestral homeland of Germany and Austria, thighother in the new home in
Yugoslavia and Slovenia. By embracing both Germmah&lavic Europe, Slovenia’s
Germans were creating a new type of citizen anidmalist, one who was both law-
abiding and respectful of Yugoslavia while alsonggproud of the accomplishments of

the German culture.

153 ¢z, “Odium”, June 23, 1921.

154z, “Konsolidierung”, July 14, 1921.
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Formation of the Partei der Deutschen and the Election of 1923

In early 1922, so that they would not have to singacept the adverse changes
affecting them that had been implemented over thiese of 1921, thBartei der
Deutschenm Koénigreich der Serben, Kroaten und Slowewas founded. ThPartei
der DeutscherfPDD) was intended to give political voice to Ystavia’'s Germans in
ways that the SDKB could not, without differentrggibetween religion, class, or
province® The aspect of religion was an important one, asyn@ermans in Slovenia,
who were predominantly Catholic, viewed the leakigref the SDKB with suspicion, as
they were perceived to be largely Protestahthe PDD would also help to give a more
realistic weight to the kingdom’s German-speakingudation, whose “economic and

cultural significance” went “well beyond” their hégount™>’

The Slovene press reacted with “unfriendliness” ‘@oudpicion” to the founding
of the PDD'*® To push back against this negative reactionCilieer Zeitungexplained

what the founding of the party could mean for Gersnand Yugoslavia:

[The existence of the PDD] could appear soberimgtfe strife among the
founding nations, what predestined our cultural @omhomic strength...The
party could open the eyes of the founders [of Yiaoa] and make them aware
of the real, that is, the (country’s) social needut.that is just one side of our
duty...We are also clearly bound to play a facilitatae in the spiritual, cultural,
and economic (spheres) between our country andiginy-cultivated German
states->®

155 ¢z, “Wir und die Partei der Deutschen”, Februarg922.

156 K omjathy and StockwellGerman Minorities and the Third Reich30.
157 cz, “Wir und die Partei der Deutschen”, Februarg922.

158 cz, “Von der Deutschen Partei”, February 12, 1922.

%% Ibid.
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ThePartei der Deutscherthen, was to act as an intermediary agent tglabout
resolution between both the kingdom’s own confticigctions and its German-speaking
neighbors. As such, the PDD reflects the stran@deximan nationalism and identity that

developed in response to the adaption to the Yagadhte.

Despite the PDD’s purpose of uniting Yugoslavia&r@an-speaking community
behind a common political party, its founding disiol bare the differences in identity
between Germans in Slovenia and those in the félsedkingdom. The€illier Zeitung
in a reply to alleged Slovene critics who said thatregion’s Germans should not join
the new party because its interests and culture diierent from those in the Banat and
Backa, stated that “coming together to solve econgmiblems helps everyoné®® The
PDD’s emphasis on not differentiating based onscimows that, for many Germans in
Slovenia, their identification with the upper classl wealthier lifestyles contrasted
sharply with the more rural and agricultural idgntf the rest of the kingdom’s German-

speakers.

The motto of the PDD wasStaatstreu und Volkstré@oyal to state and/olk),
representing two different forms of German idengit nationalism in interwar
Slovenia®®* TheVolkstreuserved to placate those German nationalists whsidered
themselves spiritually part of the living body betGermarVolk, while theStaatstreu
reassured those Germans who did not feel suchlilteawards Slovenia and wanted to

contribute to their new state and get on with thigr At the same time, the motto

180z, “Zur Parteifrage”, February 19, 1922.
161 ¢z, “Rascher Ausbau”, March 5, 1922.
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reflects the newer, unique, more ambitious Gerrdantity being fashioned of

intermediary agent in the country.

The political program of the PDD called for the femcement of the
constitutionally-guaranteed basic rights”, incluglithe “freedom of conscience, freedom
of the press, freedom to assemble and form asgm@atcademic freedom”, as well as a
“correct and uninfluenced censu$?As well, the PDD sought the “guaranteed right to
politically organize” itself for the fulfillment ofthe Germans’ “special cultural, national,
and economic duties as an institutiodalkstum” Such a right would guarantee that
“every citizen” would have the freedom to “determiior himself his own ethnic
affiliation.”*®® The desire to declare for oneself one’s ethnidiatfbn was a response to
the so-called “name analysis”, which was an edangtblicy in Slovenia that put
students into Slovene-speaking schools if theyeh&tbvene name, regardless of whether

they actually spoke Slovene or considered themsatfmically Sloven&>*

The federal election of 1923 was the first tim&/irgoslavia that Slovenia’s
Germans were allowed to vote. As such, their exdtidal reaction shows how much it

meant to them to have this fundamental right. Tés four years had seen the Germans,

162z, “Programm der Partei der Deutschen des Koitigseder Serben, Kroaten und Slowenen welches
am ersten Parteitage in Hatzfeld am 17. DezembgeAommen Wurde”, January 4, 1923.

163 cz, “Besonderer Teil”, January 4, 1923.

164 Suppan, “Zur Lage der Deutschen in Slowenien 2vwacl918 und 1938”, 180. As John Dyneley
Prince explained in a report sent to the State Beat in Washington, D.C.: “...that is, whereverg(th
Yugoslav authorities) found family names which sedrno them to be Slavonic among German-speaking
families, the children of such a family were contgelto go to the Slavonic schools. So far was this
arbitrary policy carried out that even parents ndtdeffman and Schultz were compelled to send their
children to Serbian schools, if the school autiesitonsidered that these names could have thaesig
connection with apparently corresponding Serbiasg®al names...Upon the basis of such absurd and
illegal alterations, the children of these peoptauldl be forced to go to a Serbian school.” Johnebsy
Prince to Frank B. Kellogg, January 25, 1927. NARA-59.
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“apparently with success”, viewed as “irredentistsBelgrade. “Our declarations of
loyalty were described with derision as empty wogesslies.” Despite their relief over
being allowed to exercise their democratic votiights, Slovenia’s Germans nonetheless

recognized that their impact on the country’s peditvould be smaft®

The Germans of Slovenia, in response to the eleatiected to form their own
regional party called thBeutsch-Wirtschaftliche PartéGerman-Economic Party). The
new party, unique to Slovenia, would have more i§ipally local political aims. “We
believe that every man is completely aware of thedrtance of this decision for his
personal future, for the present and future othitd and his family, [and] for the present
and future of all Germandom in this country.” Sinito the largePartei der Deutschen
the Deutsch-Wirtschaftliche Partsought to contribute to the “great works of
development of our common South Slavic fatherlafi@.’avoid any ambiguity, the new
party declared itself in no uncertain terms to logdl citizens.**® The Cillier Zeitung
ran large-font ads, urging their readers to votete party:®’ thereby reinforcing the
notion that thdeutsch-Wirtschaftliche Parteepresented the political interests of the
entirety of Slovenia’s German-speaking communist ps theCillier Zeitung

represented the social and cultural expressidheoéntire minority group.

The election on March 18, 1923 resulted in gaimgte (Serbian) Radicals and

Croatian Republican Peasant Party, at the expdribe ¥ugoslav Democrat§® The

165 ¢z, “Zum Wahlkampf”, February 1, 1923.
166 ¢z, “Eigene Wahlwerber”, February 22, 1923.
167 Ccz, “Werfet Eure Kiigeln in die 6. Kiste!”, March 8923.

168 | ampe,Yugoslavia as Historyl35.
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Partei der Deutschegrlected 8 members, with over 40,000 votes. ThenGer
community in Slovenia “achieved what we wanteddbiave: 6,000 men with voting
power have proven to the world that the much-malign Germandom in beautiful Styria
does, in fact, exist.**® While theCillier Zeitungwas jubilant about the 6,000 “men who
did their duty” in the city, it had harsh words tbiose who “were too comfortable, who
could not think through the importance of the métad did not vote or voted for
another party: “We are confident that, at the reacttion, every man will fulfill his

»170

duty.

In this way, theCillier Zeitungrepresents one way in which German identity was
tied to politics — good, patriotic Germans haddhbegy to vote for a German party that
would serve to protect Slovenia’s German cultungt. tBe obverse of this coin is that
there were Germans who did not tie their Germantitjeto theDeutsch-Wirtschaftliche
Partei or thePartei der Deutscherdespite protestations to the contrary, some Germa
speakers who did not identify with the conservatiadonalist worldview were

unconvinced that voting for a Slavic party wouldrhelovenia’s Germans.

The German community established Baditisch-Wirtschaftlichen Verein der
Deutschen SlowenieljBolitical-Economic Association of Germans in &oia) in the
fall of 19232"* The purpose of the new political association via@s‘elucidation of the
Germans of Slovenia in political, national, andremmic affairs and ensuring their ethnic

and economic rights according to the princiBéatstretandVolkstreu” It was

169 c7 “Nach den Wahlen”, March 22, 1923.
170 pig.

171 ¢z, “vom Politisch-Wirtschaftlichen Verein der Disuhen Sloweniens”, September 6, 1923.
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expected that, with the formation of this new ofigation, that every German in Slovenia
would fulfill their “duty” and become a member dietPolitisch-Wirtschaftliche Verein
der Deutschen Slowenienko reassure those who might have anticipatediqedli
reprisals for joining, the leadership claimed thett one has anything to fear, since our
slogan is Volkstreubut alsoStaatstrel” }’? By taking the mottoVolkstreuand

Staatstrel} the Politisch-Wirtschaftliche Vereiwas attempting to unite the disparate
strands of German identity and nationalism in Shi&eén order to form a stronger

political front for advocating on behalf of the G&mn community’s minority right5’

Developments in Schools and thBeutsches Haus

On April 17, 1924, the SDKB was dissolved on recandation by the
Education Minister due to allegedly “oversteppihg statutorily-defined” solely
“cultural activity” prerequisite and for espousipglitical views. The dissolution caused
“deep outrage” among the German community in Slae®ne is generally of the
opinion that the government wanted to, in this &rutay, get back at the German
delegates but at the same time keep the opportopéy to secure the support of the
German delegates” by reinstating the ci(ftSuch political machinations and, from their

perspective, blatantly illegal maneuvers enhanbed/itew prevalent in some quarters of

172 ¢z, “Tatigskeitbericht des Politisch-Wirtschaftiien Vereines der Deutschen in Slowenien”, October 4
1923.

13 The associaton could claim 3,000 members in Mayiaribor only six months after its establishment.
Such political activity gave Slovene nationaliststification for doing more to diminish the German
influence in society, as they were clearly flouitighif they could so quickly grow an organized tioll
entity. JudsonGuardians of the Natiqr243.

174 ¢z, “Auflésung des Schwabisch-Deutschen KulturlesidApril 17, 1924.
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Slovenia’s German minority of the undemocratic ermdtic nature of the Yugoslav

government.

A proposed change in education policy brought ughéspring of 1924 caused a
certain reaction among the German community in @@/ "> whose educational
situation remained different from those of otheri@an-speakers in the kingddi?. The
new law would end the teaching of the German laggua elementary schools in
Slovenia, and only be reinstated in “exceptionales where parents specifically
requested it. For German parents, relying uporighed mood” of the Education

Minister for something that was guaranteed by thestitution was ominous, indeéd.

German concerns about schools in Slovenia hadyéognd of 1924, not relented.
While German students and families had to endweie fithools closing and loss of
language, “Slovene families (did) not see fit todéheir children stop learning German.
Slovene fathers send their children to foreign Gerschools, while considering
German-language songs ‘provocatioh’™For some German parents who had gone out
of their way to show the Slovene government thitdiar children will speak both
languages”, the decree by the Education Ministex wdair but “unsurprising” given the
past several years’ events. “The Slovene leadess todd the Serbs so many bad things

about the evil Germans that the minister perhapevas to have [done] a special favor

175 cz, “Der Volksschulgesetzentwurf”, April 24, 1924.

178 This is not to say that other German-speakersligoglavia were satisfied with minority education
policy. In Serbia in 1921, for example, regionadl aaligious schools were expropriated and Serbtlagg
teachers brought in, with the expropriated propsrgjoing uncompensated. Komjathy and Stockwell,
German Minorities and the Third Reich?27-128.

177 cz, “Der Volksschulgesetzentwurf”, April 24, 1924.

178 cz, “Die Deutsche Sprache in den Slowenischendidithulen”, December 25, 1924.
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with the abrogation of the frowned-upon German leg.*”® The Germans of
Slovenia were simply not politically powerful endutp influence their region’s
education policy, and none of their actions wereugh to change the minds of the, from

their perspective, Slovene nationalists in the govent.

The ongoing issue of tHeeutsches Haumm Cilli/Celje caused some Germans’
views of the Slovene government as radical anddertiocratic to become entrenched.
The “blind hatred of the opposing press and otltip statements” concerning the
Deutsches Haumfuriated some Germans, who resented claimsiieddeutsches Haus
was a “political business of German" nationalighaty. For these Germans, the

expropriation of thdeutsches Hauwas equivalent to a “legal title of theft and rap®

For the Germans of Cilli/Celje, ti2eutsches Hausepresented more than just a
gathering place for cultural activities, but wascalGerman cultural property” which
could not be “(made) Slovenian” by a simple chanfiewnership:®! This view of the
Deutsches Hauwas incompatible, however, with the legal argunienGerman
ownership of the property, as t@dlier Zeitungargued that “since the existence of the
house, only the [city’'s] men’s choir” used it as d@ffice headquarters, and could in no

way be considered a paramilitary organizatigaropfvereii.’®> While theDeutsches

179 pid.
180 ¢z, “Zum Steuer der Wahrheit”, August 17, 1924.
181 Cz, “Eine Richtigsstellung”, September 14, 1924.
182 pid.
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Hausmay have, to the outsider, been merely a commuiat for social gatherings, the

corporation behind its funding was the German matist organization, the Stiidmafk.

The issue of th®eutsches Hauand the dissolution of the SDKB were just one
aspect of a perceived assault on German cultut82d, which also suffered political
setbacks in the Cilli/Celje municipal electionglive fall. Before the election, the Slovene
newspapeNova Dobaexpressed disbelief that the Germans would congideng their
local party with a Slovene one to form a coalitiorthe upcoming municipal election.

The Germans, explained tldlier Zeitung “associate themselves as Germans because

they are everywhere antagonized and discriminagathst as Germans$®

TheCillier Zeitungs adamant refutation of the idea that Germansdcoat vote
for a Slavic party stands in clear contrast torteince during the 1923 federal election,
when they stated that Slavic parties could nevay tepresent German interestd Such
an about-face shows how flexible German identityldde — able to change depending
on the circumstances, on when and how it couldseéuli For Cilli/Celje’s German-

speaking population, the municipal elections regmésd an opportunity to join with the

183 Suppan, “Zur Lage der Deutschen in Slowenien 2veacl918 und 1938”, 185-187. The Sudmark’s
original purpose, when it formed in the late nieeié century, was to “buy up local property anddtile
colonists who spoke one language in regions inbdliy speakers of another language”; the end ressit
supposed to have “claimed” or “taken over” an ethty- and linguistically-mixed region for the Geam
nation. JudsorGuardians of the Natigrl7. Such “protection” of an “imagined borderlaridt the nation
was the purpose of these so-calBahutzvereind=or more, see Pieter Judson, “Die Schutzvereidedas
Grenzland: Strategien zur Verwirklung vionagined borderlandsin Haslinger, ed.Schutzvereine in
Ostmitteleuropa7-19. For more on the role of tBéidmarksee Laurent Dedryvére, “Regionale und
nationale Identitat in deutschen Schutzvereineei@sths im Spiegel ihrer kulturellen Betatigungen
1880 bis zum Ende des Ersten Weltkrieges: Das BtidpsDeutschen Schulvereinsd des/ereins
Sudmark, in Ibid., 42-52.

184Cz, “Zur Wahl”, September 28, 1924.

185z, “Eigene Wahlwerber”, February 22, 1923.
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“Slovene parties, whose representatives are Idika) us”, a “new beginning of real

cooperation.*®

The municipal election ended in a victory for tipposition parties®’ but
Germans were still proud of being able exercisé tight to vote, and to prove to the
rest of Slovenia that they were more than the atimrss that had been hurled at th&fh.
But the election was also a microcosm of the palitand social struggles that Slovenia’s
Germans had endured since the foundation of thgd€éim of Serbs, Croats, and
Slovenes. “To speak of a ‘free’ election in a fstate of law would be absurd”, declared
theCillier Zeitung Individual Germans and German-owned businessgbdéen
“threatened with boycotts and immediate firings veell as “oral threats to destroy
German property” if they voted the wrong way. Foode Germans threatened in this
way, the official election result could be “attrtbd only to the terror” that had reigned in
the days and weeks leading up to the voters gaittiget polls:®® Even after the years-
long struggle to regain the right to vote, somen@ar-speakers in Slovenia felt
themselves, their culture, and their language uattack from a radical, anti-democratic,

and perhaps even militant regime.

Germans felt pride in the accomplishments theyrhadaged over the decades in
Slovenia, and some of them believed these acconmpdiats were due to their inherent

Germanic nature. Such a view would make it diffi¢alfully accept the new political

186 cz, “Vor den Gemeinderatswahlen in Celje”, Septent8, 1924.

187 There were 600 votes for the National Block, a@fl fbr the coalition of German and Slavic parties.
CZ, “Nach der Wahl”, October 2, 1924.

%8 |bid.
%9 bid.

74



reality of being an ethnic minority in a state gowed by those who until very recently
had always been on the lower rungs of society aitdre. Others, however, while still
being proud of their German identity and dearlyhiig to maintain that identity,
reluctantly but purposefully accepted this newestdtaffairs and sought to utilize their
unique skills for the common good and bettermenhefkingdom. The key condition in
both of these contested German identities and matgoms was that the German minority
be able to remain, in some significant way, Germeagulture. Slovenia may be their

Heimat but the German minorities there would not beddrto become Slovenes.
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Chapter Two — Of Democracy and Dictatorship, 1925932

As the 1920s carried on into the 1930s, Sloverti@smans remained conflicted.
Some who had initially been resentful of their ustbn in Yugoslavia from the
kingdom’s beginnings in 1918 remained so, withriegative impact of social policies on
the German language, educational system, and ab#ssociations only serving to
maintain that resentment. Yet there still remaithexte Germans who, while
acknowledging that the situation was still not idégt that the best way to rectify the
situation was through continued democratic appeald therefore maintained hope that
this way forward would be successful. The end ef1B20s and beginning of the 1930s
saw the National Socialist German Workers’ Pariy gapopularity in Germany. This
chapter will address how Slovenia’'s German-spea&urgmunity reacted to domestic

and foreign political events, fascism and dictdigrsn Europe, and the rise of the Nazis.

TheCillier Zeitunggreeted the year 1925 with optimism, despite igethat the
“various powers that in the old year controlled...tate are not changing, are not getting
younger, are learning nothing! They know nothin@afew spirit and new ways.”
Despite this message of doom and gloom over tharappintransigence of the Slovene
majority towards its German minority, the papertowred that “...we drink to the new

year because...we can’t stop hoping for better, tespir knowledge.**°

With the previous years’ experience behind therd,ssome still looking forward
with hopes that their situation would improve, $inoia’s German community had to deal

with the continuing legal struggle over theutsches Hau Cilli/Celje. On January 5,

199cz, %1925, January 1, 1925.
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1925, the “Slovenes, with help from the courts gadernment bureaucrats, took over the
Deutsches Haum Celje. The greatest joy is prevalent in leadsigvene circles over this
change in property'®* That a certain segment of the Slovene populatiouldvhave “the
greatest joy” over this transfer in property reféea view held by some Germans of the
vindictive nationalists in the Slovene governmenhis view, however, was not

projected onto the entire Slovene population, asbeaseen in the “leading circles”

conditional.

The expropriation of thBeutsches Hauwas the last straw for those Germans
who were weary of years of perceived attacks om thdture. “Every cheek must flush
with the terrible thought that even our last publkt of assets, which was built with so
much effort and sacrifice...was simply taken fronit¥.The phrasing of “every cheek
must flush” demonstrates a type of class divideragitbe German minority in Slovenia,
as theDeutsches HaulBad been historically used by wealthy elites, motthe more
working class German-speaking urban residents lbfQilje.**® By saying “every cheek
mustflush”, theCillier Zeitungexposes thatot every cheek was being flushed at the
Slovene takeover of tHeeutsches Hausndeed, while non-affluent German-speakers
might not have been able to bring themselves ttedhe same level of indignation that
their rich German businessmen and industrialistoger theDeutsches Haumcident,

the paper’s description of the injustice of theaiton was as much a declaration of

191 ¢z, “Zum Gedachtnis”, January 11, 1925.
192z, “Den Wahlen Zu”, January 11, 1925.

193 Eor example, in Lower Styria at this time aimo8¥®2of Germans were involved in trade, 21.7% in
commerce, 17.9% in “free occupations” like mediciag, and psychology, and only 14.1% in agricudtur
Though a majority of German-speakers had well-ggyivhite collar jobs, many did not. Bk, Die
“Deutschen” in Slowenien] 1.
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majority sentiment among the city’'s German resig@stit was a plea to convince those

more indifferent German-speakers of this travestjhe German culture in Sloverti.

The Election of 1925

The upcoming national election in February, 1926eghe German minority
community another chance to exercise their comsthpolitical rights. Though the
Germans “could decide nothing” in the electionya@s nonetheless considered by the
Cillier Zeitungto be the “greatest political campaign that waer @vaged” in Yugoslavia.
Despite knowing that they would be too insignificemaffect the election’s outcome, the
paper nonetheless reported that Slovenia’s Gertihape that the political campaign
may bring a result that...can build the foundatiom skecure, peaceful, and honorable
[state] in the interest of all residentS>Notably, the editor of th€illier Zeitung Franz

Schauer-*° ran for election to the national parliament indgsabe®’

Though Slovenia’s Germans wished to express fheference for democracy by
exercising their right to vote in the electiong\tralso feared the Slovene government’s

potential response to this demonstration of Gerpwditical power. “For the upcoming

194 The struggle over ownership of tBeutsches Haus/Celjski Doasted a decade and, after being
brought to the League of Nations, a compromisen@ashed in 1930: ThBeutsches Haugould remain
under Slovene control in exchange for the newlglgdghedSchulstiftung der Deutschen Jugoslawiens
receiving half a million dinars. Reimann, “Fir eeldeutsche gibt es bei uns genliigend Rechte”, 140.
Interestingly, the German minority had for seveesdrs negotiated directly with Yugoslav authorities
instead of going to the League of Nations overisbae of théDeutsches Haysven though they would
have been able to bring forward a great numbeowfptaints. Scheuermanklinderheitenschutz contra
Konfliktverhiitung?283.

195 ¢z, “1925”, January 1, 1925.
198 SuppanBilaterale Aussenpolitik696.
197 Ccz, “Die Deutsche Kandidatenliste”, January 1528.9
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election,” theCillier Zeitungwarned its readers in late January, 1925, “expeests,

house searches, knock arounds, and the preveritpersonal freedom of movement of
citizens.” The threat of oppressive measures wasdime Germans an expected response
in the context of their understanding of the Sl@/government as being composed of
nationalists who held an irrepressible hatredtier&erman minority. As such,

Slovenia’s political atmosphere gave the “feelifigpavlessness and outlawness”, with

the government’s attitude being considered “coveadio “threaten a small, friendless
group due to the exploitation of their civil rightS® From this perspective, the German
minority in Slovenia was the victim of a hostileydemocratic authority that would stop

at nothing to constrict the exercise of Germantjgali rights, merely because of their

German-nes$”?®

The potential for oppression gave Slovenia’s Germaority an extra incentive
to participate in Yugoslavia’'s democratic procégge are fighting for the primitive
human rights that must be fought for all, regarsliefsclass...We all are leading the proof
of our existence,” explained ti@illier Zeitungto its audiencé® The paper also ran
advertisements that stressed the importance oefidpcparticipating in the electoral
process, with sentences such as “We cannot impresspponents through anxiety, but
only through manly advocacy for our good right!” For the German minorities who

feared for the very existence of their presencecaittdre in Slovenia, being able to

198z, “Im Zeichen des Terrors”, January 25, 1925.

199|n a special report on the German minority in Ysigwia, the author noted that anti-German minority
policies had been “contrary to the Yugoslav consth and to the treaty agreements regarding these
minorities.” John Dyneley Prince to Frank B. Kelipdanuary 25, 1927. NARA, RG-59.

2007, “An die Deutschen in Maribor!”, January 25259

201 ¢z, advertisement, January 25, 1925.
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influence the election in a significant way wasiteghe point — what mattered was that
they merely vote in large enough numbers to coabyrgtrove to their detractors that

they, as Germansjd exist and were not going aw&?.

TheCillier Zeitungacted as the German minority’s public advocatipihg
monolingual German-speakers to navigate Sloveeiastoral laws and stand fast in the
face of tricks designed to confuse or block themmfivoting. Warning its readers to
ignore opposition tactics, the paper advised ttia tandidate list cannot be recalled”
and that “Franz Schauer or his candidate list mmtdeen removed and no one would
even dream of doing so.” The paper further madesddership aware that the German
party’s candidate list could “only be declared ilyé&y the authorities due to some kind
of form mistakes2*® Publicly advising its readership reflects not otfig types of
electoral shenanigans that were being pressedthpd@erman minority, but also made
known to those German-speakers who were eitheffénelnt to or unaware of these

tactics that they were, in fact, happening.

A reader writing in to th€illier Zeitungto give his opinion on the election stated
that the “Slavic parties have tried very hard vathkinds of threats, tricks, [and] abuse to
beat the feeling of loyalty to the fatherland ofitis.” For this German reader, the “tribal

membership” to the German nation, along with tietight of the manes of our

202 Thjs sentiment was echoed by an American repraeaiof the Department of State, who stated the
following: “Until the summer of 1923, the Germans¥ugoslavia were deprived of all political rights.
They could not even vote and, therefore, had neesgmtation in the (parliament). Even today [1927],
when this representation has been granted to ey are not allowed to take part as | have already
remarked, in the government of their own commuiligg. object of the Belgrade Government has
undoubtedly been to exclude these Germans comypfeteh public life and it is quite clear that thia®s
do not wish to have any Germans in their parliamigathn Dyneley Prince to Frank B. Kellogg, January
25, 1927. NARA, RG-59.

203 ¢z, “Wahlmanéver, Wahlschwindel, Wabhlterror”, Feary 8, 1925.
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ancestors” and “devotion to our dear mother tonglezhanded that the Germans of

Slovenia “do our duty” by casting a vote. The o@mpiece went on to say

What do we actually want? To pursue a politics@&fman nationalism”? That is
complete nonsense, and anyone who says that orscthat of us...is trying to
portray us in the eyes of the Slovene people, uwttem we have lived for
centuries in peace, as untrustworthy...We Germaivsigoslavia want only to
honorably contribute to the well-being, for theuitishing of our current
fatherland, but for that we must be representeterparliament...And in...this
parliament, we want nothing more than to only aohithe lowliest rights of a
minority; we do not want to deprive our youthsloéit mother tongue...we want
only to have the ambition to live in peace with cespected Slavs as respected
Germans*

On the day of the election, ti@llier Zeitungurgently called on German-speakers of
Slovenia, “as legally and constitutionally equaizens”, to “most honorably represent
your needs, your wishes, your complaints.” The papsperately tried to impress its
opinion of the circumstances onto its German resiuler declaring that the election “is
about the proof of our existence!” From W@#lier Zeitungs perspective, the national
election presented the “most sacred obligationSlmvenia’s Germans to “do (their)
duty”; the paper decried those whose “betrayal” Wdsspite all awareness”, the sin of

staying at home or voting for the wrong p&ity.

Several strands of German identity and nationatiambe seen in these articles in
theCillier Zeitung Referring to the “Slavic parties” serves to enege German-
speakers to vote for theartei der Deutschewhile also attempting to exhibit the
perceived vindictive nature of the Slovene govemninbe those members of the German-
language readership who had, for whatever reasirielh compelled to support the

“German” party over any of the “Slavic” ones.

204z, “Wie Werde Ich am 8. Februar Wahlen?”, Feby@r1925.
205¢7, “In Zwelfter Stunde”, February 8, 1925.
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That the “Slavic parties” would have to “beat theling of loyalty” to
Yugoslavia out of the Germans signifies the extenthich some Germans truly did
strongly affiliate with the kingdorf’® But this phrase also was a means of vindicatirg th
opinion of those German nationalists who felt pensed due to their ethnic identity,
since the use of the word “fatherland” could betlipteted to mean either Yugoslavia of
the German Reich. To “fulfill one’s duty” was totedor thePartei der Deutschen
indicating that, for this contributor, those Gerrsgpeakers who did not vote the
“correct” way were not only voting out of their @rests, but were going against their

ethnic and cultural German comrades.

The opinion piece’s stressing of Germans’ desirgpéace and stability, such as
had reigned in Slovenia before the Great War, cefiestrong current of weariness
among some Germans who wanted to contribute to Maga’'s economy and society.
By rejecting the notion of “German nationalist” piials and once again expressing a
willingness to socially, economically, and politigantegrate into Yugoslav society,
Slovenia’s Germans were attempting to move on fileartiring nationalist back-and-
forth that had marked the region’s previous sewsals. The frequent mentions of
maintaining the German mother tongue shows asthekkxtent to which Slovenia’'s
German-speakers wished to maintain their versidaesman identity, but not necessarily
at the expense of excluding themselves entireinfilte wider ethnic-Slavic majority
society. Such a view was incompatible with the tiaxd war” perspective of some

German nationalists.

208 yse of the word “beat” was not just a literaryuiish — the leader of tHeartei der DeutscherDr.
Stephan Kraft, had been “assaulted by night, dd@gen his motor and his skull fractured, his motor
being at the same time smashed to pieces. He ftdsridead, but ultimately recovered much to the
surprise of the surgeons.” John Dyneley Princerémle B. Kellogg, January 25, 1927. NARA, RG-59.
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The election resulted in a “considerable loss tha German minority in
Slovenia, though Schauer himself was able to wditect mandaté®’ The Slovene
newspapeNova Dobacalled the German electoral campaign a “campajginat the
state...and the Slovenian people”, which was regaageah “infamous and obvious lie”
by theCillier Zeitung For theCillier Zeitung the electoral campaign had been merely a
“defensive campaign” which had unfortunately corpeshort?®® The idea of a
“defensive campaign” gained credence when newsgedenf a plan by 22-year old
Slovene nationalist Ivan Lipnik to “get rid of” Fra Schauer on the day of the election.
TheCillier Zeitungdeclared that Schauer had been targeted “not bedsiendangered
the state in some way...but because this man...steppbé front of a small, defenseless
minority and led a defensive campaign for this milgavithin the framework of the
existing laws and within the framework of the Beldge parliament against an
overwhelming majority.” In highlighting this stortheCillier Zeitunghoped to ensure
“that the world knows what is intended in our otdtied and civilized Slovenia for the

leader of a small, defenseless national minofity.”

A planned assassination of an ethnic German palliggader had the double effect
of validating the notion that Slovenia’s governmesats undemocratic — even though the
plot was hatched by a private citizen and foiledStgvene/Yugoslav government forces
— while also highlighting the specifically Germamacacter of the man being targeted.

The death of Franz Schauer was the potential assageal precisely because he

27 suppanBilaterale Aussenpolitik696. The Croatian Peasant Party was able torigsasuccess from the
prior election, despite its leader being imprisariHtey gained 67 seats, compared to 142 for thécRlad

out of a total of 313. Djoki Elusive Compromises1.

208z, “Nach den Wahlen”, February 12, 1925.

209 ¢z, “Aufdeckung eines Anschlages auf den Deutsdlistenfiihrer Franz Schauer”, February 12, 1925.
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symbolized, from a German nationalist view, asdtigor of theCillier Zeitungand a
leader in a German political party, the politicatiacultural strength of the ethnic German

minority in Slovenia.

This perception of Slovenia as undemocratic andesswvas reflected in an
official declaration by th@artei der Deutscherwho condemned the “electoral terror”,
“serious abuse”, and “countless acts of violenceSlovenia'° TheCillier Zeitungran
an advertisement on the same day ofRadei der Deutschés condemnation of the
events in Slovenia which called upon German vdteftake care of your voting
rights!”** While there were certainly instances of voter saggion and other obstacles
put in the way of allowing Germans from voting, idier Zeitungs fervent reporting
of it suggests both outrage on the part of somaratitference or apathy on the part of
others. Attempting to convince those Germans wiaesstities and worldview did not
match up with the more nationalist one, the papglights in sensational terms the
“terror” being employed against ethnic Germansthyie Slovenes as a way of showing
the nature of this perceived tyranny. To ensure@samans are not only aware of but
actively concerned with the status of their votiigits indicates the extent to which a
substantial portion of the German community wagtipally engaged. But it is as well a
call to arms for those other Germans who had rastqal such importance in the electoral

process or in the Germanic character of their ayemntity.

2197, “Die Beschliisse der Leitung der Partei dertBehen”, March 15, 1925. “The number of instances
of oppression, ruffianism, and violence directediagt the German minority in this Kingdom”, wrotgha
Dyneley Prince “might be citead nauseuri John Dyneley Prince to Frank B. Kellogg, Janu2by 1927.
NARA, RG-59.

211 ¢z, advertisement, March 15, 1925.
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A reader-submitted opinion to tiMarburger Zeitungn May of 1925 elucidates
this feeling. “National sentiment, which has deepts in every noble person, can
however impossibly aim at the extermination of tlaéional sentiment of a neighbor!
That would be completely wrong and would belitthel ffend one’s own national
sentiment.” Comparing Slovenia’s treatment of iexi@an minority to a rebellious child
rejecting both the “gift of (a mother’s) languageid her Heimat, the author wonders
what the mother — that is, the Germans of Sloverhiad done to deserve such

disrespectful and unfair treatment.

In comparing the relationship between GermansSiodgenes to a mother
imparting unacknowledged benefits upon a child ahnor expresses a form of German
identity which viewed itself aslaulturtrager, bringing the superior German culture to
the inferior Slovenes and bestowing upon themdtaatages. Imparting the German
culture onto Slovenes and Slovenia meant thategemn’s cultural and social progress
had originally been entirely due to the efforts &mterent characteristics of Germans.
To then be treated in a way that was felt to dgesthese basic facts about society and
history in the Slovene lands would have incensedd3arman nationalists who held that

worldview.

22 \z, “Volkerliebe und Volkerhass”, May 1, 1925.

213 This notion of unique characteristics inhererthi@ German character can be traced back to the late
nineteenth century’'s Wilhelm Heinrich Riehl’s idefaDeutsche Arbejtwhich was also linked to the
concept oKulturarbeit These ideas combined with a vision of “uniquerart essence” calladlkisch
thought. Liulevicius;The German Myth of the Ea®19-100. The perception of GermanKadturtragerin
Eastern and Central Europe is reflected in theWdhg declaration by a leader of the nationalist
Ostmarkenvereiim describing Posen: “...this land has been conglfenethe German people by sword
and plow, it has been fertilized by German blood sweat, and owes its culture to Germans. For these
reasons, we are the masters here.” Ibid., 118.
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Yet, theCillier Zeitungwas still willing to claim to speak for the majiyrof
Germans when, exasperated, it addressed the d¢lairBlovenia’s German minorities
were disloyal. “We have concerned ourselves smafii¢h the question of loyalty, as
well as disloyalty, and have in no uncertain tepr@ounced our belief.” Pushing back
once more against the idea that the German mineagyactively working against the
state, the paper declared that “we are loyal becasshave, as reasonable people,
accepted local relations [with Slovenia]...Everyorteovinas stayed within the borders of
this state have, for a long time already, cometms with it.” “What do you actually
want from us?”, the paper rhetorically asked. Haffwe spit on our history and our own
people?” In what it hoped was a final, conclusix¥planation of German affiliation to
Slovenia and Yugoslavia, the paper declared, “Véda@yal to the state and loyal to our
Volk...If we were not loyal to ourselves and &wolk, then our loyalty to the state would

also not be worth a damA**

The sentiment expressed in this article inGlileer Zeitungreveals the fatigue
that some Germans were experiencing after yeassaml policies and lack of political
progress in the areas they wanted to see imprdwa. Certain Slovenes were still
skeptical of the Germans’ loyalty to the state exfter multiple public statements and
peaceful, democratic participation left many ofithkeeling as though nothing they could
do would ever be enough to definitively prove ttiglelity to the South Slavic kingdom.
Reaffirmation of the split German affiliation tothcstate anolk illustrates the
continuing tension between the different strandSefman identity and nationalism.

Those German-speakers who implicitly rejected thaie Slovene character of the

24 ¢z, “Wieder Einmal die Loyalitat”, December 20,28
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region would have appreciated @#lier Zeitungs confirmation of being/olkstrey

while others whose identities did not mainly reeméround their German language or
culture would have better understood the papeictadation of loyalty to the state. That
the motto of théartei der Deutschesought to please its Slavic critics and German
supporters at the same time does not reduce théicigce that it also sought to please

its German-speaking detractors and partisans alike.

German Identity and Nationalism between Culture Wais and Cultural Peace

Addressing the issue of minority rights in bothsérian Carinthia and Slovenia,
an opinion piece in th€illier Zeitungwrote that “...we see here, in the soul of a people,
a cultural war happening that in its tragedy densamd participation.” Recognizing that
“we Germans also barged into the...cultural natiemaliof the previous “30 to 50
years”, the writer opined that “we Germans musehiine courage to have objective and
compassionate self-criticisni*® That the author of this opinion piece calls botrs#ia’s
treatment of its Slovene minority and Sloveniagatment of its German minority as
examples of a “cultural war” exhibits the enduretgnic antagonism that had intensified
during the Great W&*® Yet, the author is willing to move on from thelstaationalist

conflict and try to come to some meaningful compeanbetween the two major ethnic

25z, “Grundsazliches zur Minderheitenfrage in Kamtnd Slowenien”, January 1, 1926.

18 Jerca Vodu$ek-Starilescribes the following example as a “Kulturkampiéntality between Germans
and Slovenes: “To show how deep these feelings,Wwesttone example. In the early twenties the Frenc
Consulate from Zagreb sponsored and took partundimg French clubs in towns throughout Slovenia,
one of such was in Ptuj [Pettau]. The French weepgred to invite the local Germans into the cas,
well, in order to be able to promote their propatgaamong them. But the Slovenes would hear nottfing
it; they regarded the French as their allies, miitine Germans.” Jerca Vodusek-StafThe Beginning of
the ldeological Dispute and its Consequences om&@eiSlovene Relations”, in Heppner, eklgwenen
und Deutsche im gemeinsamen Ralif2-168.
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groups of Slovenia and Austria. By admitting thee German side had “also” been guilty
of the previous “30 to 50 years” of “cultural natadism” conflicts, he endorses the view
of Germans as having tried to force their cultunéStovenes. Through his attempts to
move the discussion beyond the “culture war” happebetween Slovenes and
Germans, the author is appealing to those Germaonshad rejected the notion of a
“culture war” or had never been as stridently entigha their German language or

culture as other nationalist activists would haked.

The Germans of Slovenia called upon the Carintregional government in
Austria to “give the Slovene minority...full culturalitonomy.?!'In addition to being a
plea to the Slovene regional government to recgimany progressive policy of cultural
autonomy in Austria, this demand from Slovenia’sr@ans to the Austrian Carinthian
government is a recognition of the cultural eqydi¢tween the Slovene and German
cultures. Those German nationalists who viewedlbgene and Slavic cultures as
inherently inferior to the Germans’ would have digged with the sentiment of cultural
equality, but for many Germans in Slovenia thi©gggtion was nothing more than the
simple acknowledgement of reality — there wastliese Germans, in fact no culture war

going on in Slovenia.

Other Germans, however, felt that, after yeamsiabrity policies that removed
the German language from the public sphere, snifly reduced the teaching of
German in schools, and expropriated property hgldtbnic Germans, the “minority

policy in Slovenia up to now” had been a “systempblitics of de-nationalization

217 cz, “Die Denkschrift des Politischen und Wirtsdliahen Vereines der Deutschen in Slowenien an die
Karntner Regierung”, January 17, 1926.
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[Entnationalisierungspolitik”**® Entnationalisierungsignified more than just the
physical removal of the German cultural presenc®avenia — that is, it meant more
than the street signs and language of educatiamgaingifrom German to Slovene. For
those Germans who felt strongly that they were,tdubeir German language, heritage,
and culture, an integral part of the spiritual badyhe Germawolk, a “politics of de-
nationalization” represented the spiritual as aslphysical and legal removal and
transformation of the German element in Sloveniarddnoving the physical presence of
Germandom in Slovenia — books, street signs, sshbakinesses — as well as the
cultural presence — language, education, and povwarethnic affiliation — the Slovene
government was severing the spiritual link thatrerted Slovenia’s Germans with the
rest of Europe’s Germandom. Not only was this “d@emalization” a purposeful policy
whose goal was to remove the German presence flover8a, it also was viewed as
ultimately turning Germans into Slovenes, weakenimegGermanvolkin its culture war

against Slavic Europe.

Seven years after the tumultuous events of “MasuBloody Sunday”, the
Cillier Zeitungreported on an article in the “Slovene nationapsiperJutro™® that
claimed that the Yugoslav soldiers in 1919 haddotg of self-defense. “This
publication”, the German-language paper angrilpsipd, “displays a completely absent
willingness to understand on the part of certanv&he circles who, through the

reference and newly-fraudulent portrayal of anyrdssful event, seeks to open up old

218 ¢z, “Begleitschreiben, mit welchem das Memorandiem Unterrichtsministerium in Beograd
vorgelegt wurde”, January 17, 1926.

29 glovenia’s German-language press certainly consitigeJutro to be a Slovene-nationalist paper.
This, however, is merely their opinion and therads enough outside information available to meitber
confirm or deny this allegation.

89



wounds in the hearts of all Germandom in SlovefaThe paper then went on to give
its version of the event, in which the unarmed Garmprotesters had been innocently
shot upon by Yugoslav troops. While German natishaktivists would certainly have
much to agree with this portrayal of the incidenMarburg/Maribor in 1919, th€illier
Zeitungds reminder and portrayal of the event as beingted by a “nationalist” Slovene
newspaper and “wound in the heart of all Germango8lovenia” was as much a
statement of a German-nationalist worldview asasan attempt to convince other
Germans in Slovenia of the veracity of its intetatien. That “certain Slovene circles”
actively wanted to “open up old wounds” indicateatttheCillier Zeitungis conveying
the notion that the Ljubljana government — whicld blaimed power and thus
responsibility in 1919 — had been openly tryingxploit a terrible event for German-

speakers in the country in order to dispirit orabkréhem up.

Despite marking the anniversary of an activisttjwall protest in which ethnic
Germans had been killed, the German minority conityiim Slovenia had changed the
way it approached political action in the intervenyears since 1919. The n@artei
der Deutschernabled them to represent themselves in a denathgtelected
parliament. “ThePartei der Deutschestood and stands today outside of the narrow
oppositional block and always gives independentianéirtial opinions...on the
political, cultural, and economic treatment of thimorities.””** The change in emphasis

from the violent confrontations and calls famschlusswith Austria of 1918-1919 to a

220z, “Zum Siebenten Jahrestag des Marburger Blestaglanuary 31, 1926.

221z, “Die Deutsche Partei in der neuen Parlamestthen Session”, October 14, 1926.
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desire for peaceful, democratic political action & seen in thRartei der Deutschés

statement on the national election of 1927:

ThePartei der Deutschegreets the announcement of elections [of 1927]thas
beginning of a renunciation from the arbitrary @oethmisarist methods of our
political administration that had great harm andhhiation for the population as
a result, as the beginning of a modern era of desticadministration in which
the population will be called upon to an ever-widgrextent for the direct
participation in administration and contributionsdecision-making...(The
Germans) will provide proof, through loyal and ees cooperation with the
important duties of (the parliament), that they e for the...right of self-
government.*

ThePartei der Deutschés references to the “beginnings” of a “renunciatfoom the
arbitrary...methods” and a “modern era of democradiministration” indicate a
pervasive view among the Germans of Slovenia Hidterto, the Ljubljana government
had been acting in an unconstitutional, undemagratid discriminatory way. The
phrasing and tone of the statement suggests th&¢hman minorities and tiartei der
Deutscherhad been the cultured, modern, and democratic cnemt of Slovene society
for the past several years while enduring the &ffeta backwards, vindictive, and
tyrannical Slovene government lashing out at issdvantaged yet superior German
community. Through this frame of thinking, a forfnGerman national identity in
Slovenia can be seen — one that views ethnic Gexashaving an inherently “orderly”

and “civilized” culture with the opposite view agxd to the Slovenes.

Though a paternalistic-nationalist identity waggent among some Germans in
society, many members of the community in Slovéiaid, by the late 1920s, come to the
decision that the way forward in advancing theialg®f increased minority rights and

protections was not through foreign help — fromr@amy, Austria, or the League of

#2227, “Die Wahlentscheidung der Hauptleitung dertélater Deutschen”, December 9, 1926.
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Nations — or from their own domestic resistance tbrough proving their worth to the
Slovene and Yugoslav majorities. “Loyal and serioosperation” would provide

“proof” to the regional and national governmentsrafjoslavia that the ethnic Germans
of the kingdom were not irredentist or disloyal bather were capable and willing to
contribute and participate in wider society. Sud¢reasformation in political thought —
from the violent and turbulent upheaval of the indrage post-war period to the late
1920s — represented a growth among the German itgicommunity of a desire for

peace and stability over other, more radical foofraction??

An advertisement in th€illier Zeitungfrom July of 1927 expresses this new
political development among the German-speakingnoonity in Slovenia: “Ethnic
brothers! Join, without fail, theolitisch- und Wirtschaftliche Verein der Deutsclien
Slowenierand support it with your best power for its futfient of its greatest duties!
Because it is the only shield and sponsor of ytlumie cultural, social, economic, and
political interests!*** ThePartei der Deutschés claim to be “the only shield and
sponsor” of Slovenia’s ethnic German interestsasgnts a strong turn away from
expectations of receiving aid from the foreign Ganrspeaking nation-states or the
League of Nations. But its pleading for higher menship indicates that there was a not-
insignificant section of the German community twas politically unengaged, favored a
different political party, or harbored hopes thar@any or Austria would still come to
their rescue. That theartei der Deutscheformed itself explicitly to advocate for the

interests of Yugoslavia’s German minority and yeswlisappointed in lower voter

222The American legation in Belgrade noted, in a refiothe Secretary of State, that “(as) a mattéact,
the German population has never attempted polyitaloppose the Yugoslav state.” John Dyneley ¢#&in
to Frank B. Kellogg, January 25, 1927. NARA, RG-59.

224 ¢z, advertisement, July 10, 1927.
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turnout and community support demonstrates thatneny German-speakers, their

identity and cultural affiliation did not begin end with their mother tongue.

Germans had become tired of Slovene attacks trestigpned their loyalty to the
state or accused them of pursuing nationalist g@a#ing out the Slovene Democratic
Party for having “German hatred”, tllier Zeitungdeclared that, in contrast to alleged
claims of being staunch nationalists, Slovenia’sn@as were “businessmen,
manufacturers, (and) private retirees.” Fatigue exasperation can be heard in the
paper’s voice, as the title of its article asked®lovene critics “Do you all really have
nothing else??®> Descriptions of ethnic Germans as “businessmed™manufacturers”
was a way of showing to the Slovene majority théssiind characteristics of the
minority community, and intimating that these Gensavere ready and willing to
contribute to the wider ethnic Slovene majorityistycif given the chance to do so. That
theCillier Zeitunghad been publishing articles making this pointdionost 10 years
without a satisfactory acknowledgement by some &leg explains the paper’s weary
tone. Yet this weariness with unsuccessful attetpistegrate into Yugoslavia’'s society
and economy would come with a price; weariness @give way to a feeling of
bitterness that would leave open the door to anpielieoutside force with the power to

uphold their wants, wishes, and rights.

2257, “Habt Ihr denn wirklich nichts anderes?”, Jarw20, 1927.
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The Regional and National Elections of 1927

The election for the regional parliament in Slowetdok place on January 23,
1927. The election, according to tGdlier Zeitung should have been “clear for
everyone” that they “cannot be indifferent, espciar the members of a national
minority.”??® Previous years’ electoral results had so undemwbelthe paper’s
expectations of Slovenia’s ethnic Germans bandiggther in a unified community to
showecase their political strength that it souglghiame its readership into realizing the

seriousness of the election’s consequences.

Germans wanted equality and justice from the mlectIf we want to find
understanding for the cultural, social, and ecomameieds of our population, (then) the
representatives must allocate justice,” declareditlier Zeitung The paper went on to
condemn the “hatred” it felt had been shown to@Gaeman minority, and extolled the
virtues of full legal equality. Underneath thisielg, the paper also printed in enormous
letters “Everyone in Celje vote for the first bd¥éd one stay home! This is to go against
our common enemy#*’ While Slovenes would certainly not have appredéteing
designated the Germans’ “common enemy”, this desan of the region’s ethnic
majority was intended by th@illier Zeitungto stimulate ethnic Germans’ sense of
nationalist patriotism. Repeatedly demanding thlitCelje’s German-speaking
population turn out in greater numbers as wellas Yor the “correct” party reflects the
high hopes and depths of disappointment in rougiagegion’s minority community that

the paper had experienced in prior elections.

226 ¢z, “An unsere Wabhler in Stadt und Land!”, Janu28y 1927.

#21cz, “Von Gerechtigkeit und von Einsicht”, Janu&s; 1927.
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The election ended in a loss for the Independemd@xratic Party and a win for
the United Economic List, which had stressed ecoc®uover social policies, and the
socialists. The€iller Zeitungwas relieved: “The occasional exaggeration oftetat
agitation,” it declared, “has recededd®Though the paper clearly meant the Slovene
“nationalist” press’s “exaggeration of electoraitatjon”, its omission of its own part in
inflaming tensions does not take away from the flaat both Slovene- and German-
language nationalists had portrayed the regioratieins in a sensationalized, epochal

light.

An election for the national parliament in Belgeaslas to take place in
September of 1927. Despite remaining a politicadsignificant force, Slovenia’s
Germans hoped that they would be able to “seethaitwe also find a comfortable home
in the new house (of Serbs, Croats, and Sloven€kgCillier Zeitungdeclared that
Slovenia’s Germans “enter the electoral campaiga\ask, not as a party”, and once
again stressed that only tRartei der Deutschenould protect Yugoslavia’s German
element?® ThePartei der Deutscherfor its part, included in its party platform the
“‘compensation of all the serious injuries to tlghts and equality of the German
minority”; the “protection and realization of conepé civil equality in political, cultural,

and economic life”; and the ability to participategoverning?°

Once again, on the day of the election@iléer Zeitungdid all it could to stress

to its readership the seriousness that the eleatoartdd have for the German minority in

2287, “Des Volkes Stimmes”, January 27, 1927.
229 ¢z, “Ein Geleitwort zu den Septemberwahlen”, Augls, 1927.

#0c7, “Die Politischen Forderungen der Partei dent®ehen”, August 28, 1927.
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Slovenia. “The day of duty is here, the day of Tapeoclaimed the paper. The election
would “decide the future of owolkin our beloved oldHeimat” The 1927 national
election was “incomparably more” meaningful thantfee Slavic parties, since such an
election was for the German minority a “confirmatiof their “Volkstum our existence,
the validity of requests, without whose fulfillmempeople cannot live* Essentially a
full-page advertisement for thiartei der Deutschenn large block letters on the front of

that day’'sCillier Zeitungwas listed the party’s electoral demands:

We demand, in order to be able to live, Germanaishor our children! We
demand that we are able to continue to live ingtteater cultural sphere of our
Volk We demand equality in all areas of life that eneed us as loyal,
resident...citizens! In order to achieve these funelatal necessities, however,
we must all fulfill our duties on September 11 l&kenan! We must vote on this
Sunday for the representatives of our good cawgssse choice alone confirms
our existencef*?

The fear of some German nationalists of having th@ritual connection to the German
Volk severed can be seen in tartei der Deutschés call to “continue to live in the
greater cultural sphere of oMplK’, as well as the repeated references to the threat
facing the German minority’s “ability to live” arglen its very “existence.” Equating the
“fulfillment of duty” to acting “like a man” was aher tactic of the nationally-aware
Partei der DeutscheandCillier Zeitungto shame or goad its readership into
participating in the election and voting for theght” party. ThePartei der Deutschés
exclamation that voting for it would “confirm” tHexistence” of Slovenia’s German-
speaking minority indicates that not every Germasaware that they were part of a
wider cultural community, or, if they were aware] dot identify strongly enough with

that wider community to politically engage with it.

B¢z, “Wir miissen!”, September 11, 1927.
22 hid.
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ThePartei der Deutschesaw their share of seats in the national parliamen
decrease from 8 to%° Despite theCillier Zeitungds urgent calls for Slovenia’s German
minority to fulfill its duty, the paper blamed theck of German representatives on those
German voters who did not heed its previous adwigearticipate in the electoral
process. “It is so bitterly sad,” complained thegra “that the fulfillment of almost 6,000
valiant men’s duty was forced to collapse due sintierest.*3* Out of a total population
of over 41,000 native German-speakers in Sloveaagiving only 6,000 votes must
have seemed quite lof¥> While electoral participation rates of eligibleters is not
available, it can however be assumed that there mere than 6,000 eligible voters
among Slovenia’s German-speaking minority. Thdy 6r000 voted for th€artei der
Deutschersuggests that those who did not stay at homealapdthy or indifference
indeed voted for a different party. The continuchgappointment that th@illier Zeitung
expressed after another election in which the Gertmanout was lower than expected is
a testament to the enduring national indifferemcebiguous nationalism, and soft- or

non-German identities that the minority communipptined.

#3The Radicals increased their seats from 108 toWitA the Croatian Peasant Party decreasing frém 6
to 61. The Democrats, Slovene People’s Partyosimer smaller parties also saw a loss of seatditidoa
building proved difficult and led to only a weakmority government, which would add to the factors
influencing the eventual royal dictatorship in 19P@8mpe,Yugoslavia as Historyl56-157.

24z, “Im Vorwértsschreiten!”, September 15, 1927.

%5 This is according to the 1921 Yugoslav censusckvihould not necessarily be taken as wholly
accurate. Ferenc and Repe, “Die Deutsche Minderm&twenien in der Zwischenkriegzeit”, 163.
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Developments in Education Policy and German Schools

Schools continued to be an issue for German-speak&iovenia. Th€illier
Zeitungreported in March, 1927, on a speech by Stephaift,Keader of th&artei der
Deutschenn the national parliament. “For a national mitygfibegan Kraft, “there is no
greater branch of determining factor of public tif@n the education system, given that a
national minority entrusts the education systeitstgoung offspring and with that, its
national language and cultural future, its contthagistence 2*° Kraft emphasized that it
was “just as important and justified to learn tteeslanguage” as for the minorities to be
able to raise their children in their own cultuttdow should teachers for German
schools”, Kraft asked, teach their students impurtapics, such as science, if they could
not speak German well enougf?Without a complete understanding of the soulhef t
child,” continued Kraft, “and without love, thengegogic successes are impossiBfé.”
Kraft expressed a visceral fear for Yugoslaviate Germans being realized when he
exclaimed, “Our German education system, for b&gmentary and middle schools, is

thus effectively destroyed

Even after the Yugoslav Education Minister Kumanralaiogated the previous
school policy which had given the local governmamd not the parents the decision for

where to send their children, Slovenia’'s Germansaired extremely skeptical that this

26z, “Ober das Deutsche Schulwesen in Jugoslawidatch 20, 1927.
7 ¢z, “Ober das Deutsche Schulwesen in Jugoslawidatch 27, 1927.
238 hid.

239z, “Ober das Deutsche Schulwesen in Jugoslawidatch 31, 1927.
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would actually be implemented and enforced in thain school$*° “A provision that is
gualified as unjust in the Bla, the Banét, and the Baranja is supposed todbéigd in
Syrmia and, above all, in Slovenia?®Years of the Ljubljana government ignoring or
bypassing federal law and international treaty wineating its German minority had left
many Germans bitter and resentful that any poli@gnge that did not come from the
regional government itself would actually be catrgait. Such disaffection with the
effects of political action marked a change froravious years’ hopefulness and
optimism that the Germans’ situation would improiveéhe League of Nations, Germany,
Austria, and the national Yugoslav government ailld not significantly alter the plight

of German-speakers in Slovenia, then what would?

Education policy had become, for Slovenia’s Germamority, generally
intolerable by the end of 1928 — 10 years afterodlayia had declared its
independencé&®? Ethnic German politicians in the national asseniblBelgrade
attempted to pass their version of minority edusapolicy changes. The proposed new
policy sought a middle way between respecting threeat government’s policies

towards their South Slav constituents on the otie ahd needs of the minorities on the

249 yntil 1929, Yugoslav education policy was, exdeptSerbia, based entirely off of ministerial orsler
Bundesministerium fiir Vertriebene, Flichtlinge Wrikgsgeschadigtd)okumentation der Vertreibung
der Deutschen aus Ost-Mitteleuropa, Band V: Dadc&shl der Deutschen in Jugoslawjdrheodor
Schieder, ed. (Munich: Deutscher Taschenbuch Vetlagl), 23E-24E.

241 cz, “Zweierlei Gerechtigkeit”, November 10, 1927.

242 Going beyond banning the German language fromgiteinght in schools, German and Austrian history
were also “strictly forbidden in the local schobla.member of the U.S. legation in Belgrade repdteat
such “shortsighted policy can only be disastrouddture generations, because German has beertithnd s
is the only medium of communication between allitifeabitants of Slovenia and the outside worldt &s
almost hopeless to expect foreigners to learn iffieudt Slavonic idiom.” John Dyneley Prince todirk B.
Kellogg, January 25, 1927. NARA, RG-59. As wellwias practically impossible to obtain a higher
education in the German-language, afterRealgymnasiurm Novi Vrbas/Neu Verbas had its upper
classes shut down in 1925. Komjathy and StockwBgkman Minorities and the Third Reich28.
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other side. The German deputies’ proposal envisidine minority schools being
“completely independent from the other administisitas well as granting the minority
“full participation in the running of the schoo&'® German-language parallel classes
would be reinstated, with exams being taken irf‘thether tongue of the child.” These
changes would also see the Serbo-Croat languagbtttam grade 3 on as a
requirement in German parallel classes and schltgrity schools would be
constructed when the minorities affected commueat#@t writing to the local
administration their intent to d8? The draft of the bill called for the right of natial
minorities “to construct, manage, and inspect sthod other educational facilities with
the mother tongue as language of instruction thraudtural organizations and private

means.?*°

This proposed minority education policy was des@jto appease both the South
Slav majority and its German-speaking minority.of&ling minority participation in the
running of the schools would be enough to satisiy lminority calls to have a say in
how their children were being taught while also/ieg the Yugoslav majority in overall
charge. While the German language would be reintred, thereby easing German fears
of having their culture erased and “turning intd\#®nes, the teaching of the “state
language” remained mandatory, thereby demonstratimgc Germans’ loyalty to the

Yugoslav national framework.

243z, “Der Schulgesetzentwurf des Deutschen Abgestrtklubs”, December 30, 1928.
244 ¢z, “Der Deutsche Minderheitenschulgesetzentwiuidhuary 3, 1929.

245z, “Der Deutsche Minderheitenschulgesetzentwiidhuary 6, 1929.

100



Within the first few months of 1928, a new natibmanority education policy
allowed for parents in the Marburg/Maribor admirasive district, following the
precedent set in the Bea, Banéat, and Baranja, to choose the nationditieir child
and therefore to which school they would go. Thadation Minister, in announcing the
change in policy, stated that it was “so that tleedom of cultural development is also
made for the national minorities and with it thipslation that the learning of the state
language is maintained*® German-speaking parents were relieved and ovetjdyeat
the “right to decide for themselves the nationadityheir children” had been taken from
parents had been “the heaviest burden that haditmgxEsed on the German minority” in
Yugoslavia. “How many tears...the question of schaphad condemned our children to
does not need to be fleshed out...It is enough (tavirthat the majority of children
that...went through middle school in these years chgpeak and read German. They

have been excluded from the enormous cultural séeturVolk.”?*’

That the new national minority education policpdully agreed with the
framework laid out in the one proposed by the Gernelegates symbolizes a small but
significant victory for German politics in interwaugoslavia. The very real and deeply-
held fear by some German parents of losing theldi@n or even their community’s
culture is seen in their exultant and relieved tieacas well as their sadness over the
“majority of children” who were cut off from the @aanVolk after being unable to learn
how to read or speak the German language propiérlg.new policy was a partial

fulfillment of the minority protection treaty thatugoslavia had signed after the end of

246 ¢z, “Eine Wichtige Verordnung”, March 15, 1928.
247 1bid.
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the Great Waf*® Nonetheless, German-language education in Sloveniained more

restricted than for the rest of Yugoslavia’s Germpaaking minority*°

Response to the Rise of Fascism and National So@at in the 1920s

As events in fascist Italy in the late 1920s depeth theCillier Zeitung
responded with disgust at the loss of “freedontaty1, in addition to decrying the “end
of parliamentarism” in that country. The paperNovember of 1926, described
Mussolini and his fascist allies as “agents of pomragies”, “liars of right and freedom”,
“Rome’s barbaric conquerors”, and “adventurers wiittbelief and law??° Slovenia’s
ethnic Germans’ response of shock and revulsidimeatindemocratic and authoritarian
events in neighboring Italy could perhaps be urtdetsas an attempt to prove their pro-
democracy bona fides to the Yugoslav majority skapof their intentions. But their

reaction more convincingly points to a real sentibned disapproval of fascism,

248 Dokumentation der Deutschen aus Ost-Mitteleur@#E-25E.

249 private education in the German-language remaiaeded in Slovenia, which was not the case for the
other parts of Yugoslavia with significant Germamaonities. Komjathy and StockwelGerman Minorities
and the Third Reichl28. For example, tHechulstiftung der Deutschen des Konigreiches Jaggshwas
only truly active in the Vojvodina, while the imphentation of ethnic German teachers for paralkssts

for the most part ended up only in theavska Banovingencompassing Ljubljana and its surrounding
areas but not the more urban cities of Cilli/Celjel Marburg/Maribor. Reinhard Reimann, “’Fur echte
Deutsche gibt es bei uns gentigend Rechte’, 1367t8Yugh the number of German parallel classes had
risen from 35 in 1928 to 46 in 1932, the Sloveneegoment still distrusted the German minority, whey
saw as “always (looking) towards the northern bopdéth Austria].” Suppan, “Lage der Deutschen in
Slowenien”, 207.

#0cz, “Ende der Freiheit in Italien”, November 1826. “Ende des Parlamentarismus in Italien”,
November 11, 1926. By 1925, Italian fascism hasegicontrol of the government and suppressed all
other opposition parties, as well as essentialhtrodling the entire press. After several unsucitgss
assassination attempts on Mussolini in 1926, aitfascist parties, organizations, and newspaperew
officially disbanded. Court proceedings began tatgough a “special tribunal” which did not allow
defense witnesses, a jury, or right to appealtiPalileaders of the opposition who refused to géed
allegiance to the fascist government were banisinedexiled. F.L. Carsteithe Rise of Fascism
(Berkeley, California: University of California Fyg, 1967), 73-74.
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dictatorship, and undemocratic principles that &lsd been evident in certain responses
to the, from their perspective, undemocratic alegjdl social policies implemented

against Slovenia’s ethnic minorities.

TheCillier Zeitungs report on the 1928 Reichstag election, in wihichleft-
wing Social Democratic and Communist Parties gamede than 40% of the total vote,
barely mentioned the National Socialist German WoskParty, who lost 100,000 votes
from 1924 in receiving just 2.6% of the vété The new government led by the Social
Democratic Party, who were so hated by Hitler's M&Dwas accepted by tl@llier
Zeitungwithout a fus$>? Thepaper’s detailed analysis of the center-right metidiberal
Deutsche Volksparteind its subsequent fall in the share of votes filoerprevious
election demonstrates that an important segmeitg ofadership was generally of the
same type of ideology and identification. Theutsche Volkspartdiad split from the
left-wing of the former National Liberals, tieutsche Demokratische Partaiter
World War | and initially favored a constitutiomalonarchy over a republic. The party’s
platform called for a larger commitment to freeegptise and stronger emphasis on
improving big business as a way of strengtheniegnitdle clas$> Affiliation to a pro-
business, pro-capitalism ideology among Slovera@sman population makes sense,

considering their share of ownership in industrggé, and banking.

%13, Noakes and G. Pridham, ed¢azism 1919-1945, Volume 1: The Rise to Power,-1984 (Exeter,
United Kingdom: University of Exeter Press, 1998), While the Left's share of the vote rose, thghRi
saw a decrease in seats. But the centrist pazigedrum theDeutsche Demokratische Partand the
Deutsche Volksparteill lost seats.

2z, “Der Neue Reichstag”, May 24, 1928.

%3 Thomas ChildersThe Nazi Voter: The Social Foundations of Fascisi@érmany, 1919-193€hapel
Hill, North Carolina: University of North Carolimaress, 1983), 38.
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The possibility of arAnschlussvith Austria, so favored and prevalent among
Slovenia’s German population in 1918, had by 19%8eto be rejected as unfeasible, as
its hypothetical completion might very well leadviar. “It is clear,” wrote th€illier
Zeitungin August of 1928, “that...the...threat of war canhdhg about any special
effect.””>* With the treaty of St. Germain-en-Laye signed, tasvas not in a position to
do more than conduct diplomatic action to addrees toncerns over the republic’s
territorial boundaries and the German-speaking nitinm Slovenia. Having experienced
four years of brutal, bloody warfare as part of iHesburg Empire, followed by several
months of paramilitary fighting in the borderlanttss idea of unintentionally inciting
another European war was not appealing. But thaseamother sentiment found among
Slovenia’s Germans other than peace: a desirgdbilisy. Through the first several
years after the founding of the Kingdom of Serbmats, and Slovenes, ethnic Germans
endured in rapid succession various policies tbatptetely changed the region’s social
landscape to which they had in their daily life h@ecustomed. While unhappy about the
current state of social and political affairs im\&#nia, Germans no longer sought any
kind of rapid, radical change, instead preferrimg peace and stability that they had

missed out on for so many years.

A strong strand of German identity and nationalisrBlovenia was connected
with a cultural awareness of the accomplishmentusbpe’s German-speakers. When
the Graf Zeppelin made its first intercontinentagtt across the Atlantic Ocean,
Slovenia’s German-speakers were exultant oveiféhisof German scientific progress.

“For all Germans in the world and also for us,” tertheCillier Zeitungon the occasion

#»4¢z, “Anschluss...”, August 9, 1928.
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of the successful flight, “the flight of the ‘Graeppelin’ is a joyous symbol. As the
German airship, the German soul on board, flewrsgdine storms and proved its
capability in this hard approach and fly-throught@o does the Germasolk grind out
its history in the most terrible storm nights, tBerman soul on board, the way leading

forwards and upwards?®”®

The case of the Graf Zeppelin was, for some Gemagionalists in Slovenia, a
testament to the progress that the German culauiel dring about. But the airship was
more than simply a feat of German scientific acbieent — it was also a symbol of the
living body of the GermaNolk The “German soul” was on board the dirigible e th
same soul that inhabited the Gernvaik of “all Germans around the world” and led the
world “forwards and upwards” in cultural progre$ge Cillier Zeitungs reaction to and
description of the Graf Zeppelin’s flight simultanesly represents a German nationalist
worldview while also serving to project an ideaaofindissoluble spiritual body of
Germandom upon those ethnic Germans in Sloveniahatloot yet been convinced of

or made aware of their affiliation with this body.

Under a Royal Dictatorship

On January 6, 1929, King Aleksandar dissolved #tenal parliament, abolished
the constitution of 1921, and banned political ipartvith any ethnic affiliatioR>®

Renaming the country from the Kingdom of Serbs,a®pand Slovenes to the Kingdom

#5Cz, “Bei jedem Wetter!”, October 18, 1928.

%8| ampe,Yugoslavia as Historyl60-162.
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of Yugoslavia, the king intended to run the counitmpugh his sole power as a nation-
state, in the wake of political gridlock and ethsidfe that had resulted in the shooting
death of the leader of the Croatian Peasant Patjgpan Radi The kingdom’s name
change went along with a corresponding re-ordevifrtgrritorial districts called

banovinaswhich, in theory, formed geographic and not ethmiandaries>’

The royal dictatorship, as it was called, was &enapt by the monarchy to fix the
kingdom’s nationality problems between Serbs angh€t, and in the process bring about
national unity and social stability. Thus, Serbsydis, and Slovenes ostensibly became
Yugoslavs?®® The news that the king was taking over the runuoififpe country and
turning it from a democratic state into a dictahgoswvas received by th@illier Zeitung
with a neutral or even positive tone, who simplyared the event as if it were talking
about the weathér® This non-confrontational tone reflects the papegstion about
what the political consequences of coming down & gide or another in the immediate

aftermath of the king’s seizure of power might be.

In the days after the king’s announcement, howeserman reaction was split.
In an article discussing the new situation in Yugas, theCillier Zeitungbemoaned the

country’s experience thus far with politics andipcdl parties. While on the one hand

%7 Djoki¢, Elusive Compromise&’2.

%8 1bid., 73-74. The following anecdote from a refosm the American embassy in Belgrade attestheo t
difficulty the kingdom would have in forging a commYugoslav identity: “| visited Krain (Kranj)
[Carniola] in Slovenia yesterday...l found the pedpiaked to very reticent and sullen, as they sedio
regard my Croatian language as a sign that | wae sort of Serb. The ignorant Slovenes do not
distinguish between Croatian and Serb and lumghalldioms under the latter category...l was informed
that the district is a unit against the Belgradeegoment and especially against the nomination itéirM
Srankich as premier whom they regard as a terranidtan anti-Catholic...The substance seemed toabe th
Belgrade is the enemy of the Catholic Church aedetiore of Slovenia as a whole.” John Dyneley Rrinc
to Henry L. Stimson, July 16, 1932. NARA, RG-59.

%9z, “Manifest des Konigs an das Volk”, January 1929.
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passively supporting the seizure of power in thedisaof one man, the paper at the same
time noted that the dictatorship was “not forevarrig would “look forward...full of

hope” that in so doing, the king would soon be ablbring order and stability back to
the country’® Slovenia’s German minority community had overyears witnessed not
only minority policies that negatively impacteditteocial lives, but also the political
strife and ethnic tension at the heart of the $dic@anework of the Yugoslav stafé! The
Cillier Zeitungs article demonstrates a tension among Slove@aisnan community
between supporting a dictatorship versus suppogidgmocracy. But this tension was
also present in, on the one side, conservativemaists with a disparaging view of
Slavic culture and, on the other, less ideolodi@atman-speakers who wanted

Yugoslavia to live up to its potential as a mod@inyalistic, and democratic state.

There is yet a third dimension in the German ieadb the royal dictatorship,
however. While there were both those who suppatetidisagreed with the king’'s
seizure of power on principle, there were also s@asnans who supported it simply
because they had become weary of the, from thesppetive, disadvantages to
democracy: too many divergent political partiegraption, political impasses, and
insufficiently tangible policy implementation medhat the end of a working democracy
would lead to a better, more efficient state. Sdishffection with the downside of

democratic governance was a major driving forcarukethe radical and revolutionary

2607, “Der Neue Stand im Staate”, January 13, 1929.

%! Continuing tension and failure to resolve the éssfiCroatian autonomy and Serb centralizing
tendencies climaxed in the shooting death on thar f the national parliament of Stjepan Rauly
Serbian nationalist politician PuniSadRa Lampe,Yugoslavia as History157-158.
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right-wing in Germany and Austria, whose influemgeuld be felt upon Slovenia’s

Germans when the National Socialist movement gaimgopularity®®?

Due to their weariness with politics and politipalties, as well as the increasing
ethno-political conflicts between Serbs and Croestjat was “unsurprising” when, in
January 1929, theartei der Deutscheand theSchwabisch-Deutscher Kulturbumgere
both banned® Disbanding both thPartei der Deutscheand theSchwébisch-Deutscher
Kulturbunddrastically reduced the political and organizagigmower of Yugoslavia’'s
German minority. But, in practical terms, it alsverely limited the ability for the
different local branches to coordinate their eBavith each other, thereby compounding
the problems facing the two ethnic German orgaitratin unifying the kingdom’s

diverse German populatiéf’

%2 Eor activists on both the Right and the Left iteimar Europe, “unambiguous support for democracy
was thin on the ground.” Communists and consergatalike despised parliamentary democracy, and both
would find authoritarian rule appealing. Many ir tholitical center began to gravitate towards aanor
authoritarian type of government out of fear of coamism. Many right-wing conservatives yearned for a
less egalitarian society, one that reserved powreglites and placed more emphasis on communalahdy
nationalist spirit than individual rights. Mazow@&ark Continent24-25. For more, see Matthew Stibbe,
Germany, 1914-1933: Politics, Society and Cult(Harlow, United Kingdom: Pearson, 2010), 78-83 Se
also Jeffrey HerfReactionary Modernism: Technology, Culture, andtislin Weimar and the Third
Reich(New York: Cambridge University Press, 1984), B3-dnd John T. LauridseNazism and the

Radical Right in Austria, 1918-193€openhagen: Museum Tusculanum Press, 2007).

23z, “Aufldsung der Partei der Deutschen”, Janigiry1929. Thé&ulturbundhad only 9,000 members
(1% of the total ethnic German population in Yugo#&) in 1929. Komjathy and StockweBgerman
Minorities and the Third Reigl26.

%4 RasimusAls Fremde im Vaterlandi29. Despite being initially banned in 1929, bg Spring of 1931,
new meetings were allowed to take place forkhurbund Reimann, “Flr echte Deutsche gibt es bei uns
geniigend Rechte”, 141.

108



The Cillier Zeitung becomes théeutsche Zeitung

In February of 1929, th€illier Zeitungwas ordered to change its name due to the
continuing use of the German name for Celje inpidyger, which went against the law
forbidding use of a non-state language in publiesjiite the “bad times behind itself”,
theCillier Zeitungnonetheless felt that it had “maintained itselaasipstanding,
courageous, honorable fighter in defense” of thex@a minority. “We do not favor
parting from our old name, and not voluntarily..dtnot a goodbye, however...What it
was as th€illier Zeitung it remains in the next period and in all thoséhia future. It
remains the loyal German paper of our minority eweder the new name.” The paper’s
new name had not been “an easy” decision, but avae talled “simply what it is for us

all, as well in the eyes of our opponents: Breaitsche Zeituntf®

The newDeutsche Zeitunglaimed to be the “mouthpiece for the German
minority in Slovenia.?®® This transformation of th€illier Zeitung though forced upon
them,signified another stage in its attempts to unieedbntested identities and multiple
nationalisms of the German minority in SloveniaeTnevious name @illier Zeitung
was a reference to the city and therefore regidroefer Styria that had for centuries
contained a German-speaking presefigdier Zeitungsignified a type of regional
identity in which ethnic Germans and Slovenes ctwlh appreciate the German-

language press without the distorting effects ¢iomalism. Though “not an easy

%5z, “Zum Letzenmale ‘Cillier Zeitung™, Februaryl21929. Changing the name to something so
explicitly German stood in stark contrast to Marburger Zeitungwhich had also been ordered to change
due to its use of the German name for MariborMlagburger Zeitungsimply became th®lariborer
Zeitungin 1929, apparently because it was not as offebgidtie use of a Slovene name for the city. Peter
Vodopivec, “Die Presse der Deutschen in der Urg@snark und in Krain”, in Corbrea-Haé, Lihaciu,

and Rubel, edsDeutschsprachige Offentlichkeit und Presse in Mitte und Stidosteuropa46.

%6 Deutsche Zeitunghereafter to be signified by “DZ”), “Deutsche #Heig — Organ fiir die Deutsche
Minderheit in Slowenien”, February 24, 1929.
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decision”, changing the name of the newspap@&retatsche Zeitun@wvhich was not
mandated but chosen by the owners) representaft &@im the regional to the

nationalist identity for German-speakers in Slogaeni

By bluntly displaying the German name of the papie¥,newDeutsche Zeitung
was claiming a nationally-aware identity for all®ibvenia’s German-speaking
population that was affiliated with the greater @anVolk To appease the various types
of German identities and nationalisms in Slovent®nrservative nationalism, soft
nationalism, indifference, apathy — theutsche Zeitunglaimed to be maintaining its
core from theCillier Zeitung But by explicitly proclaiming to be the “moutlegie” for
all German-speakers in Slovenia, as well as ndtiagin doing so it was merely
responding to the characterizations its “enemiesl’ bestowed upon it, ti@eutsche
Zeitungwas also making a political claim over the se##itty and nationalisms of the

German minority community.

The newDeutsche Zeitungtarted displaying “German commemoration days”,
highlighting events such as the founding of thetN@erman Confederation in 1870, the
victory of Prussia over the French in 1871, andhiingh of Habsburg Emperor Franz
Josef | in 183G°%' In addition to these commemoration days,Deetsche Zeitunglso
put the spotlight on the fact that the “600-yeamniaarsary” of the Gottschee Germans
was also being celebrated in Germaf\Such emphasis by the paper on important
events in German history highlighted and attempteshow the connection between

Slovenia’s German minority and the wider cultuiathere of European Germandom.

7Dz, “Deutsche Gedenktage”, August 15, 1929.
%87, “Die Gottscheer 600-Jahrfeier wird auch in Behland gefeiert warden”, July 6, 1930.
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Using geographically disparate events — the Nogm@n Confederation, Prussia, the
Habsburgs — was a means for Beutsche Zeitungf shoring up German nationalist
sentiment while illustrating for more ambiguousgjfsdentified German-speakers in

Slovenia the alleged strong ties that they helth whie wider German world.

The lack of discernible progress in gaining magéts, autonomy, and
maintaining their identity led some of Slovenia’sr@®ans to look outside Yugoslavia for
help2®® After Reich Foreign Minister Dr. Gustav Stresemdied, theDeutsche Zeitung
praised his support for the ethnic Germans livintsmle Germany: “...foreign
Germandom throughout the world will keep the meemof this flawless person, this
tireless fighter for a better present, this powleffarward-pushing leader...in loyalty and
gratitude.?’° Stresemann had been notable for originally beipgraGermanist and
fervently believing in a strong German foreign pglihat supported Europe’s German
minorities. This support translated into increagedernment funds for tiéerein fur

das Deutschtum im Auslaaad theDeutsche Auslandinstitat!

That theDeutsche Zeitungonsidered Stresemann “flawless” due to his ‘&ssf
efforts in support of Germans outside of Germanyalestrates a strong current among
Slovenia’s Germans of seeking help from outsideoélayia that would aid their cause.
But the paper’s highlighting of Stresemann’s efarnt support of “foreign Germandom”

also was a demonstration to nationally-indiffer&ermans in Slovenia who had been

%9 Reinhard Reimann argues that, due to the failfiee“tasting balance between Slovenes and Germans”
in the 1920s, it was therefore “understandabletti@aiGermans in Slovenia looked for possibilites to
improve their societal position, and it is legititadhat they as such were on the lookout for helmf
abroad.” Reimann, “FUr echte Deutsche gibt es bgigentigend Rechte”, 144.

219Dz, “Der verstorbene Reichsaussenminister Dr.sétrenn und die Auslandsdeutschen”, October 13,
19209.

271 K omjathy and StockwellGerman Minorities and the Third ReicB-4.
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unaware or apathetic to the efforts that their atraemother country had been partaking

on their behalf.

Reaction to Nazi Electoral Success, 1930-1932

In Marburg/Maribor, the local German-language papgorted on the September
1930 Reichstag election, in which the National Sl&ti German Workers’ Party
massively increased their votes from the previdestien and became the second
strongest party behind the Social Democf&tsTheMariborer Zeitunginformed its
readers that the “victory of the extremist partieatl been “surprising” and thus served to
make Germany’s domestic political scene even miffiewdt than it had been. In listing
the Nazis’ post-election conditions for entering tfovernment, the paper adopted a
severely disapproving tone in acknowledging thitHese conditions are not accepted,
(the Nazis) would...turn to obstruction” in the oppias. For theMariborer Zeitung,
that the “new parliament (would) have to overcomeagdifficulties in order to put
together a stable governing majority from the [pcdil] center” was not only a
disheartening and disappointing failure of Weimars-democracy parties, but also an

alarming threat to the cherished notion of demagcitself>"®

272 The NSDAP gained 18.3% of the vote, behind the’SRB.5% but ahead of the KPD’s 13.1% and the
CatholicZentrunis 11.8%. The Nazis’ almost six and a half milliestes was an increase of the slightly
more than one million they had received in the jonew election. The 1930 Reichstag election saw the
seats rise by 95 to 107, just behind the SPD’s W8, had actually declined by 10 seats. The liberal
parties, the DVP and DDP, received a combined 11v@%ch was also a decrease. StilBermany,
1914-1933168.

23z, “Sieg der Extremisten”, September 9, 1930.
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In the days after the election, thkariborer Zeitungexpressed further alarm at the
street fighting and violence occurring in the Retailing the dead and wounded that
had resulted from the “bloody...confrontations” betweNational Socialists and
Communists, the paper emphasized the extent tawitiad taken the police to “restore
order” and bring about “relative peace” — it hadyaome about as a result of “strong
police detachments” who had been “patrolling theess all over ** TheMariborer
Zeitunds shock and alarm at the surprising electoral gfon the Nazi Party and the
subsequent violence that accompanied those gaglakspo the strong current among
Slovenia’s Germans for peace and stability. Palitstrife and social instability had been
front and center for Yugoslavia for years. Theutsche Zeiturig passive acceptance of
the royal dictatorship suggests that many werengilo approve, however hesitantly, the
temporary end of democratic governance if it meeaice and stability, but not if it was
accompanied by violence as was the case in Gerriaoygh desperately wanting to see
an end to political and social instability, Slov@siGermans nonetheless were open to
the idea of a dictatorship to bring about a moretggtate of affairs — a sentiment that

would gain exponentially in importance after 1933.

Germans’ desire for peace in Slovenia and Eurepéeced on an end to violence
and war, in stark contrast with the ideas of theislaNhile Hitler's plans for the
National Socialist revolution called for Germanrmaament and aggressive expansion,
in Slovenia the German minority community felt tktae “path to Europe’s pacification

and recovery” lay in the world conference on disamant to be held in Geneva in

274 Mz, “Hitler Siegreich”, September 15, 1930.

25 Rich, Hitler's War Aims, volume, 183-85.
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February of 1932’° The Great War and the violent upheaval that oeclim its
aftermath clearly had an impact upon Slovenia’sni&r minority, as their support for
and understanding of disarmament being the “onfly"dar European stability

demonstrates.

A new census was to be taken in 1931. Similainécl921 version, thBeutsche
Zeitungadvised its readership to resist influence from@on-Germans about how to
correctly inscribe their ethnicity in the forfi’. For German nationalists who were
concerned about the disappearance of their cudindepresence in Slovenia, the census
represented both an important yet terrifying opyoaity to display their existence. If the
numbers of German-speakers were too low, thenatbigd prove that the German
presence was on an inevitable path to decline easiiee. If, on the other hand, German-
speakers showed themselves to be residing in Swegreat numbers, they would
therefore be able to secure the preservation af¢bure through this demonstrably and
verifiably clear method. The results of the cersuswved the number of Germans in
Slovenia declining from 41,514 in 1921 to 28,998 @81, a slip from 3.9% to 2.53% of
Slovenia’s populatioA’® In Cilli/Celje, the number of Germans fell by hatiaking their
share of the city’s population there only 5.9%. Bwrman share of population in

Marburg/Maribor fell from 21.5% to 8.3%°

28Dz, “Um die Weltabriistung”, August 2, 1931.
2" pz, “Volkszahlung”, March 29, 1931.
2?8 Ferenc and Repe, “Die Deutsche Minderheit in Stoarein der Zwischenkriegzeit”, 163.

29 |bid.
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By the spring of 1931, the Great Depression hadired Slovenia.
Unemployment increased steadily until 1933, ang oahched its pre-Depression level
in 1938%%° Austria’s Creditanstalt failed in May of 1931, uéisg in Yugoslavia losing
millions of dollars?®* “Our whole continent,” wrote thBeutsche Zeitunm May of
1931, “especially its center, but also its east,uarder the crushing pressure of economic
desolation and therefore an uncertainty reachesaintost every family?®?> Economic
problems added to the already-strained German ityriorSlovenia, who were still

dissatisfied with the current state of minority ealion and political rights.

Despite recoiling from the end of democracy itylnd violence in the streets in
Germany, Germans in Slovenia welcomed the stabiiaytheir own royal dictatorship
had brought. “We Germans,” wrote tBbeutsche Zeitungh October of 1931, “having
always proven to be an element of order, of consbm, of economic progress, are
above all interested in” the “well-being of allizgns” at a time when the worsening
continental economy was causing hardship for nm#liorhe paper expressed support for
the royal dictatorship, since it was no longer “key@ed by party struggles.” “We would
like to keep this state of peace and order”, wtloéepaper, “and so...we will vote for the

state!’™®® Despite massive abstention from non-Serbs, thé #8tion brought 306 new

20 Toussaint Hoevar, The Structure of the Slovenian Economy, 1848-18€8v York: Studia Slovenica,
1965), 131.

281) ampe,Yugoslavia as Historyl68-169.
82p7, “Traurige Erkenntnis”, May 24, 1931.

23pz, “Wir wahlen die Staatsliste!”, October 29, 193
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deputies to the national parliament, little morartta front for democracy under the

king’s personal rulé®*

In November of 1931, thBeutsche Zeitungrote an article addressing the rapid
political rise of the National Socialist movementle German Reich. Noting the
incredible gains of the NSDAP in only a few shatis, the paper expressed a mix of
shock and awe at the increase in mandates forahendl Socialists “from 12 to 107”
and “six and a half million votes for Adolf HitléWhile recognizing that
“parliamentarism is rejected by the Hitler partifie paper nonetheless could not help its
amazement at how “every type of class...from the Braplunteer over [to] the
bureaucrats and farmers, to the academics andtedti¢tead been convinced to vote for
the Nazis. Th®eutsche Zeitungzas aware of the implications for European diploynac
and stability that the election of the National i&bsts would bring: “It is obvious that

this would be of enormous meaning for world positic

“What, then, do the “Nazis” want...?” asked the pajfteavent on to describe the
party’s program, emphasizing the “liberation” amdrfewal of the German people” in
“racial, political, economic, and cultural” termiditler’s claim to include all Germans in
one state, along with his plans for reducing uneyrmpkent, was also stressed. Finally, the

Deutsche Zeitungoncluded its assessment of the Nazi Party bygdtiat “it was they

24 The new constitution of 1931 had allowed electdbmembers from open ballot, and gave the king the
ability to veto any legislation while disallowingléautonomous municipal governments in Belgrade,
Zagreb, and Ljubljana. The new parliament “passedateworthy legislation and made no appeal to an
opposing minority that included representativestftbe seven major parties from the previous decalte,
still formally illegal.” Lampe,Yugoslavia as History166-167.
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who first confronted the Social Democratic tertungke it, and today are wresting away

thousands of members from the Marxi<ts.”

Yet during the campaign for the new Reich PredideeDeutsche Zeitung
observed that “no one seriously believed” that A#biller would defeat “the old Field
Marshal” Hindenburg. “For that”, the paper statéldere would have had to have been a
revolution of the soul of extraordinary kind thabwever, is still unimaginable in the
peaceful, order-loving German people, despiteeitstle experiences.” The paper went
on to express relief that Hindenburg would “rematithe head of the Reich”, meaning
there would be “no rash, adventurous developm&drietheless, thBeutsche Zeitung
also remarked that “Hitler has doubled his votesd tat against Hindenburgf®After
the second round of voting concluded, the paperessed its relief that the “venerable,
legendary form of Hindenburg” would remain at tlead of the Reich, and that what was
“even more important” was that Hitler’s failurewon was seen as a setback for the

National Socialist&®’

“Hitler's National Socialism has become”, declatedDeutsche Zeitungn July
24, 1932, “one of the most violent movements teahiaking the German world...It is
the ideology of Hitler and his supporters that...nmhesgrappled with?*® Revulsion at
the violence that accompanied the National Sotial®/ement in Germany but tacit

approval of the end of democracy, as displayecbipeutsche ZeitungndMariborer

25Dz, “Der Deutsche Nationalsozialismus”, Novemb@y 2931.
26Dz “Die Deutschen Reichsprasidentenwahlen”, Mdrgh1932.
7Dz, “Nach der Deutschen Prasidentenwahl”, Apri| 1832.
887, “Deutsche Zukunftswirtschaft”, July 24, 1932.
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Zeitung demonstrates the tensions and conflicting opseoimong Slovenia’'s German
minority community. Some German nationalists werazed at the astounding political
rise of Adolf Hitler and the National Socialistshavthey saw as embodying their
worldview of a living Germawolk and German cultural superiority. Others of a more
conservative nationalist persuasion agreed wittspdwhat the National Socialists were
advocating, but disavowed its violent tendenci¢idl. @hers who may have had
favorable or unfavorable views of the NSDAP itdefl reservations over the party’s
violence but had stronger concerns over the palititstability its electoral success and
party program resulted in. Such a wide spectruwiefs on the National Socialist
movement mirrors the type of reactions Reich Gesihemselves heff? and displays

the various types of German nationalisms prese8taaenia.

After the July 1932 Reichstag elections in Germahich saw the NSDAP gain
the largest share of the vote but not a majétityheDeutsche Zeitungxpressed its
“wonder” at the way “all of Germany” had been grby “election fever.” The paper
gushed about how “there are now 13,722,748 NatiSnalalist voters!” Most notable
was theDeutsche Zeiturig concluding thoughts about the election: “(Wistimportant

for Germany is the overwhelming proof that thiscgten has brought, that the German

289 National Socialists were “determined to transcémsé widely accepted restrictions on their poténtia
constituency to become the first genuine party agsnintegration in German political history.” A<bu
they focused on garnering support in every aspe@Geoman society — class, religion, economy, and
region. As the Great Depression took its toll omr@ny in the early 1930s, “traditional loyaltiesthin

the middle-class electorate” fell away and the Blazre able to achieve “significant breakthroughs i
each of the major elements of thiételstand” The core group of NSDAP voters, outside of tbvér
middle class, were “small farmers, shopkeepers jratependent artisans” who had “fear of social and
economic displacement associated with the emergefno@dern industrial society.” Childershe Nazi
Voter, 262-264.

299 The NSDAP achieved 37.3%, only four years afteail received slightly more than 2%. The
Communists gained votes, while the SPD Zedtrumwere able to maintain stable core constituencies in
getting 21.6% and 12.4% respectively. Ibid., 208-20
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Volkis disposed towards national, fatherland-ish, rmadculine in its dynamic and
youthful parts. When a people in the situationhef German people give 37.3 percent of
its voters to so sharp a fatherland party, thehigha sign of healthy, lively freshness.

Every German abroad must be happy about tiat.”

TheDeutsche Zeiturig disdain of the disorder the democracy coulddwas
seen in its reaction to the NSDAP’s electoral ridla one other than the leader of the
largest...German party, Adolf Hitler, has denouncadipmentarians as well as
parliamentarism as sharply as he did in his bdein Kampf’ The German people
themselves, after the November elections resuftedslight loss for the NazfS? had
“decisively...shown” that the “Reichstag cannot rulaid was “incapable of working, as

it was earlier.?®®

While theDeutsche Zeitungas largely approving of Adolf Hitler and the risk
National Socialism in Germany, tivariborer Zeitungexpressed different views. A few
days after the July election, the paper commenpet the possible participation of the
CatholicZentrumparty in a right-wing coalition government. Phragthe article as
“Zentrumagainst Dictatorship”, the paper saw the partytsance into a coalition with
the NSDAP as helping to bring stability and legdicy to what would otherwise prove to
be a disaster for the German RepubifdUnlike its counterpart in Cilli/Celje, the

Mariborer Zeitungemphasized the NSDAP’s electoral decline in thedvaber 1932

#1pz, “Die Deutschen Reichstagswahlen”, August 8219

292 stibbe, Germany, 1914-1933.86.

293z, “Parlamentswahlen gegen den ParlamentaristNm/ember 10, 1932.
294 Mz, “Zentrum gegen Diktatur”, August 5, 1932.
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Reichstag elections. Especially important for Meriborer Zeitungwas that the election
had taken place in “complete peace” and througttbetentire Reich”, demonstrating
that the German people had not been unduly infleéhy other factors in expressing

their will against a Nazi majorit}?>

The Nazis’ electoral gains through the end of 188@ produced mixed reactions
among Slovenia’s German minority. While t@#lier ZeitungDeutsche Zeitungpoke
for some in its exultation and awe at the Nazistypplatform and incredible gains made
over such a short time, there were still pocketskeptics to be found in ethnic German
perceptions of the NSDAP. Some Germans had seestahiity that had been brought
about by the royal dictatorship in Yugoslavia apgleed that logic to the politically-
deadlocked Weimar Republic. Others were revoltethbyNazis’ use of violent tactics to
sway public opinion, or were not convinced by arguais in favor of a living
Volksgemeinschatif Germans in Europe. Though some German natgisah Slovenia
were taken up in passion by the rise of the NSOXAB,had only come about after their
initial explosion onto the political scene in th@30 Reichstag election. The effects of
the Great Depression and continuing lack of praginesegards to minority education,
rights, and protection in Slovenia added to thaftestion that some Germans in

Slovenia felt for the Yugoslav state.

Throughout the 1920s, however, there remainedsaceramong Slovenia’s
German minority — a tension in identity, nationadjsand views of Slovenia and
Yugoslavia. While some Germans remained optimthtit they could achieve social and

cultural progress through political means, otheasntained their conviction that they

25 Mz, “Die Nationalsozialisten Geschwacht”, NovemBed932.
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were being persecuted by a nationalist Slovenenihagovernment due to their ethnic
German character. While German nationalist actwishided by, at times, ti@llier
ZeitungandDeutsche Zeitung attempted to convince their fellow German-speaiteat
they were a part of a wider Germdalk whose very existence was under threat, the
reality of German identity and nationalism was mawanced. Many German-speakers
were unconvinced that voting for tRartei der Deutschewas in their best interest, or
indeed, that voting in the election was importdrdla The repeated attempts of German
nationalists to control the interpretation of Gemidentity in Slovenia were

unsuccessful, attesting to the persistence of malt@mbiguity in self-identit§®

298 This indifference to national affiliation was retclusive to Slovenia’s Germans. “There was alsdna
most polities, a relatively indifferent, apoliticaass in the center Molksdeutschésilent majority’, which
left politics to the leadership and the activisig accepted the political flow passively, wheretenight
take them.” Lumangilimmler’s Auxiliaries 28.
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Chapter Three — In the Shadow of the Third Reich, 233-1941

Previous scholarship has shown that, after thed\&age to power in 1933,
particularly the Germans of Slovenia became Nagjfiieeginning a period of staunch
support for National Socialism that would last thgh to the war years of the 1940s.
Were all Germans supporters of the Nazis though®tifthen who were the Germans
that were not supportive? What was, or was notagipeal of National Socialism? How
did the Germans in Slovenia view political devel@mts in neighboring Austria? What
can this reaction show about German identity atidmalism? This chapter will examine
the reaction of the German minorities in Slovenighe rise and the rule of the Nazis in
the 1930s, then analyze what this reaction showataberman identity and nationalism

in Slovenia, and explain why National Socialism wasappealing to some.

Adolf Hitler, who had been publicly declaring higentions to “intern
Communist and Social Democratic opponents in canggon camps” should he receive
the power to do so, became Chancellor of Germadgmuary of 1933 due to his own
political maneuverings, as well as a “complex pssoef bargaining and intrigue” from
other factors. Kurt von Schleicher and Franz vopeg fatefully-misguided
assumptions of being able to control Hitler, orc®@he “cracked under the strains of
government”, take control of the German governmiegeliped to manufacture the

opportunity for the leader of the National Sociali® come to power”

297«Those who had engineered Hitler into the chawoesiiip imagined that they had finally achieved a

viable conservative coalition, with the Nationak#dists alongside the German National People’'syPar
and the Stahlhelm, together with a scattering peexministers. Papen exuded confidence that Hitheitd
be contained, marginalised, and dropped beforergavent reverted to those who thought they had an
entitlement to it.” Michael BurleighThe Third Reich: A New HistofNew York: Hill and Wang, 2000),

149-151.
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Shortly after Adolf Hitler was appointd@ieichskanzleon January 30, 1933, the
Mariborer Zeitungexpressed skepticism about the wisdom of givingltesive power”
to “one single man” whose placement had been ftagil” faster and earlier than “one
may generally have thought.” The paper went orxfiagn, in a reassuring way, that the
Reichswehremained separate from his control, and that deeaEDemocrats would “set
themselves in the harshest struggle against theHisy regime...with all available
means.?*® Predictions of left-wing resistance to the Narisé to power were
immediately proven accurate, as members of the KIRDSPD, who had long been the
objects of fanatical hatred of National Socialdising the years of the Weimar
Republic, engaged in street fights, produced aatitldublications, and otherwise
“‘engaged in mass resistance” in the first yeandbtbrship. Reprisal and repression was
quick and ferocious; thousands of left-wing oppdsai the Nazi regime were
imprisoned, detained, tortured, and brutally magied in the months after Hitler and the

National Socialists gained control of the Reich govment®®

Similar to theDeutsche Zeiturig previous alarm and exultation at the
surprisingly rapid rise in the electoral fortundéshe National Socialist German Workers’
Party, theMariborer Zeitungs critical appraisal of Adolf Hitler's appointmetd

Chancellor of the German Reich reflects varied gindsiamong its German-speaking

readership in Slovenia. Reflecting on the “exclagmwer” being given to “one man”

298 \Mz, “Hitler als Kanzler”, February 1, 1933.

299 Niikolaus Wachsmann, “The policy of exclusion: egsion in the Nazi state, 1933-1939", in Jane
Caplan, ed.The Short Oxford History of Germany: Nazi GerméDyford: Oxford University Press,
2008), 123. For more on left-wing resistance toNlazis, see Karl Dietrich Brachérhe German
Dictatorship: The Origins, Structure, and Effectd\ational Socialismtrans. Jean Steinberg (New York:
Praeger, 1971), 370-379. See also Richard J. EVaesComing of the Third Rei¢New York: Penguin
Press, 2004).
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who had gained that power in a rather quick fasisat once a lament for the fall of
German democracy and an expression of supporéoend of a perceived-unworkable

parliamentary system.

For those German-speakers in Slovenia who felhgtyan the tenets of
democracy, the rise of the extremely anti-parliatagnNSDAP could only be a step
backwards for stability both in Germany and in Ea&oOthers, who had seen the years
of fragile coalitions of Weimar politics and obd&scto strong governance, felt that
Hitler's appointment and the strength of the Neait{?would bring about a more stable,
stronger German nation. Mentioning the oppositiBSjives a signal to both supporters
and detractors of the NSDAP alike; for detractthis was a sign that the Nazis would
not have it all their own way, while supporters Icosteel themselves for the coming
attempt to crush left-wing forces in Germany. Botlhese currents, pro- and anti-Nazi,
were among the members of the German minority conitjmin Slovenia on the eve of

the beginning of the German dictatorship.

The Reichstag Election of March 1933

The German Reichstag election of March 5, 1933iltes in a slim 52% majority
for the Nazis and the DNVP, giving them 340 ou647 seats. Despite expectations for a
better result, the lack of a more widespread sugdpothe National Socialists’ revolution
meant that the two-thirds majority necessary terdle constitution failed. Even with

various methods of disenfranchisement and polibp@ression of other parties, the
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National Socialists faced a country that had mothée end, given it full trust to control

the country’®

TheDeutsche Zeitungas firmly on the side of the new National Sosiali
government® In an article titled “Maker of Poison: The Figlgainst the Massive Lies
of the Press”, the paper explained how a new “eerergdecree” that contained
“significant tightening of existing penalties foeason” was necessary to counteract the
communications broadcast to foreign countries wiyose was to “slander and damage
Germany.” From th®eutsche Zeiturig perspective, the Reich government had “special
reason to defend itself” against “how many occuwesrhappen abroad”, and was thus
justified in its “fight against the untrue news” iwh had resulted in a “poisoning of
public opinion.” The problem was, as the paperipubat “the public will always believe

these false, sensationalist news reports overatergruth.*%2

TheDeutsche Zeiturig vindication for the Nazis’ press censorship abpeé to
German nationalists who were already supportivib®National Socialist movement and
government. But the paper’s lengthy explanatiothefpurpose of the censorship was
also an attempt to persuade skeptical German-speigk8lovenia of the legitimacy of
the Third Reich’s new governmental policies. Bemogside of Germany, German-

speakers in Slovenia would have been open to othertries’ interpretations of the

309 These methods included discounting the “votesgiftg-one Communist deputies” and changing
procedural rules of the Reichstag to count abseptities as present. Burleigiiazi Germany153. The
Nazis and their allies were also able to commatallyoall media and had the police and SA to sugpre
political opposition. StibbeGermany, 1914-1933.94.

301 The editor in chief, Erich Petschauer, was knowhe an “organized National Socialist” and “notogo
opponent of Austria.” DuSan Nak, “’'Die Deutschen’ in Slowenien, 1938-1948" Stowenisch-
Osterreichische Beziehungedv5.

302pz, “Giftmischer”, March 5, 1933.
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Nazis’ policies and, in the words of tBeutsche Zeitungnight be led to “believe these

false, sensationalist news reports over the sob#r.t

After the March 5 election, tHeeutsche Zeitungeported on the “German
wonder” that “Adolf Hitler’s liberation movement’ad achieved. Noting how much
larger the National Socialist share of the vote gy its nearest competitors, the paper

exulted in the spectrum of different types of peopho had supported the NSDAP:

The child from the/olk, the unknown German soldier, the German musketeer
have accomplished the great, the unthinkable, aftgrears of superhuman
struggle: The German nation has placed a majoehyral its national
government, forged together in a fire. The Hitlevgrnment has been promised
the overwhelming trust and all power from the Gerrpaople. There is today no
government in Europe that could have won such sureaf power in a legal,
constitutional way through the persuasive powetsoflea[s].. 3%

Welcoming the “turnaround of the German peopleigthte” that the NSDAP’s
political breakthrough hadaused, th®eutsche Zeitungastigated “all those
who...prophesied the deterioration” of the Nazi Pariyd its ability to “take power
through legal means.” The paper declared that “Addler has confirmed his power
through legal means: through legal means, he aetlithe German revolution, the

uplifting of the nation Aufbruch der Natio) the Third Reich ¥**

Addressing critics who would “of course say, thender of this election has been
achieved through the terrorization of the othetipst, theDeutsche Zeitungsked,
“Where was this terrorization?” Putting the blanmetloe “communists” who had
“identified themselves” as “lackeys of Moscow” inrbing the Reichstag, the paper

rejected the notion that the Nazis had achieveid ¢hectoral victory through illegal or

303pz, “Das Deutsche Wunder”, March 9, 1933.
304 pid.
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violent method$®® The Deutsche Zeiturlg accusation of communist terrorism in
Germany was one reason for its support of the NS®A#8litical victory: “The elections
of March 5 are, finally, of great significance téurope, since it signals the liquidation of
Communism.” The paper also explicitly included @erman minority community in its
celebration of the result of the March 5 electithiot only the Germans in the Reich or
in Austria, but rather all Germans in the worldgagly and, deeply moved, thank God
that He has sent the Germdalk , of which we are a part, over all borders asra fa

reaching community, the right man for the most inderhours of fate 3°

TheDeutsche Zeiturig crowing over the NSDAP’s electoral success was
tempered by its awareness that a significant poidts readership held critical views of
the violent tendencies of the Nazis. Stressindabal methods by which the Nazis
gained power was intended to reassure or placates#égment of German-speakers in
Slovenia who were skeptical of aspects of Nati@wdialism, while the paper’s clear joy
of the significance of the National Socialists’ altegy for the renewal of théolk shows
that there was also a not-inconsiderable amou@enians in Slovenia who were
supportive or, indeed, fanatical in their beliafcommon with National Socialism. The
Deutsche Zeiturig stringent anti-communism as well reflects a dg&eld worldview
among certain members of the German minority iv&ia, like those involved in

industry and business, who were strongly liberatiamalist, pro-free market, and pro-

305 |pid.

308 pid. Including “Germans all over the world” asrpaf theVolk, not just the citizens of the Reich,
supported National Socialism’s ideology of Melk as a living, breathing, indivisible component aati
comprised of all Germans throughout the world. Losylimmler’s Auxiliaries 19.
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capitalism®®’ That the paper would include a strongly-worde@neice to God'’s
involvement in the rise of German National Socraligoints to a robust Catholicism and
Christian identity among German-speakers in Slaey linking Christianity with the
Nazis, theDeutsche Zeitung/as attempting to persuade those German-speaker et
strongly about their religion and the anti-Christtandencies of the National Socialf&ts

that the revolutionary movement was not in fadtradt to their way of life and identity.

307 Despite the social policies of the 1920s that €asman culture and societal institutions restrigtembt
removed, Germans still retained well into the 1980&rge part of their pre-Versailles hold on Sluaés
industrial wealth: Slovenian sources stated in 11938, in Lower Styria, 144 industrial establishitsen
were German, while only 131 were in Slovenian harss at a time when the German population had
been shrinking and the Slovene one increasing. Gdrenan community in banking was still strong in the
1930s as well; th®larburger Kreditanstalhad links to Vienna and though it had Sloveniamesentatives
on its board of directors, it was always Germans Wwéd the final say in decisions. Suppan, “Zur Ldege
Deutschen in Slowenien zwischen 1918 und 1938", ¥@fen the NSDAP was campaigning in elections
in the Weimar years, emphasized anti-capitalistvgian order to appeal to the working class. Mark
Mazower writes that “fascism stressed manual laathrer than machinery and technology as in the USSR
or the USA..."l am a socialist,’” Hitler stated, ‘bes® it appears to me incomprehensible to nurse and
handle a machine with care but to allow the moslencepresentatives of (labor), the people, to y&ca
Though the Nazis and other fascist parties in wéerEurope portrayed themselves as pro-worker atid a
capitalism, once in power they acted quite diffélsen as the Nazis’ treatment of socialists and
communists in the 1930s decisively shows. MazoWark Continent 131. Though German industrialists,
liberals, and others who held pro-capitalist viéwSlovenia would have regarded the anti-capitadisti-
business rhetoric of the Nazis with alarm, this eeislently outweighed by these same peoples’ imtens
dislike of socialism and communism, as well as ppghother appealing aspects of National Socialism.

308 The Nazis were, in their early years, supporté@haistianity, even including an article in thertys
program that emphasized Christianity’s role in figh “Marxist atheism.” Bracheifhe German
Dictatorship 380. Though Hitler was personally opposed toGharch for political reasons, millions of
German Catholics and Protestants — who togethestibated the overwhelming majority of Germans —
were drawn to the National Socialist movement. Degpis, many Christians found the Nazis
incompatible with their religious beliefs; in somparts of the country, Catholics “were explicitlylbadden
to become members of the Nazi Party.” J.S. ConWwhg,Nazi Persecution of the Churches, 1933-1945
(New York: Basic Books, 1968), 3-6. The Roman Cithohurch and many Catholics in Germany in
particular were opposed to the Nazis’ racist treatinof Jews, forced abortions, sterilizations, and
euthenizations, if they at the same time did ntively or violently resist the National Socialiggime. See
Richard Steigmann-Gall, “Religion and the church&s’Caplan, ed.The Short Oxford History of Nazi
Germany 146-167. As for Austria, the German Nazi Party €&atholics as “the chief sources of anti-
German hate” in that country. Bruce F. Pauldiyler and the Forgotten Nazis: A History of Auatri
National Socialisn{Chapel Hill, North Carolina: University of Nortbarolina Press, 1981), 99.
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In the Wake of the Machtergreifung and the National Socialist Dictatorship

Moving quickly after Hitler's appointment as Chalteein January and the
Party’s electoral success in March of 1933, theitNamnipulated the political opposition
enough to pass the Enabling Act by a wide margeraby giving the NSDAP the ability
to govern for four years without needing to consiudt Reichstad’® With complete
political power in the hands of the National Sastalserman Workers’ Party, the various
cultural organizations that supported Germans abgoéckly fell victim to the process of
Gleichschaltungnd began, along with newly-created organizatsuth as the
Volksdeutsche Mittelste|fé to pursue the spreading of Nazism to\twéksdeutsche
outside the Third Reicf! For Hitler and his National Socialist ideologicampatriots,

Eastern Europe’s vast terrain, inhabited by “lésBemans, posed a grave threat to the

309 The Enabling Act, which was renewed in 1937, waly opposed by the Social Democrats, who voted
against iten masseWhile the SS and SA intimidated opposition degajtHitler and Papen managed to
convince the CatholiZentrumand other parties, to vote in favor of the lawe Weimar constitution was
kept “for reasons of convenience, and to fostanmgression of continuity and legality.” BurleigNazi
Germany 154-155.

319 TheVolksdeutsche Mittelstell@oMi — Ethnic German Liaison Office) was foundadL935 by the

Nazis to “centralize and coordinate all organizagiand activities in the Reich dealing with the
Volksdeutsché Hitler had given leadership of the new party agtus to Heinrich Himmler, who, in his
new capacity aReichskommissar fur die Festigung deutschen Vall(ieKFDV — Reich Commissar for
the Strengthening of Germandom), “considered hance to begin the construction of the new racial
order.” Himmler eventually maneuvered VoMi’'s orgeation to essentially become an arm of the SS, and
would use the group to communicate with and spMsi ideology to Europe’s ethnic German minorities
living outside the Third Reich. Lumartdimmler’'s Auxiliaries 12-14.

31 pid., 73. The ultimate goal was to, if not contplg convince the millions of Germans abroad to
become hard-core believers in National Socialisrantto at least accept Adolf Hitler as Fuhrer ef th
GermanVolk Once this was accomplished, the various ethnien@e minority groups would then be able
to serve (or be exploited for) the foreign polidjectives and interests of Nazi Germany. Ibid. Tegor
Reich organizations concerned with Germans abtbadyDA and DAI, were quickly put under Nazi
leadership. New Reich departments, such astissenpolitisches Amt der NSDafdAuslandabteilung
der Reichsleitung der NSDA#ere set up so as to promote Nazi ideology abrespkcially among ethnic
Germans. Komjathy and StockweBerman Minorities and the Third ReioB+9. An example of the type
of message Nazi organizations sent to ethnic Gesrabroad can be seen in the following quotatiomfro
Theodor Oberlander, writing against Poland: “Thaggle for ethnicity...is nothing other than the
continuation of war by other means under the cofg@eace. Not a fight with gas, grenades, and nmaehi
guns, but a fight about homes, farms, schoolstlamdouls of children, a struggle...which goes on for
generations with one aim: extermination!” Mazowit/er's Empire 44.
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very existence of Germany. The only recourse waassive territorial expansion into
the East, accompanied by Germanization of the demtiits peoplé'? Though Hitler
privately was uncertain as to what role, precisetiinic Germans abroad should have in
his plans folLebensraunin the East, in public at least he claimed thatiNBermany was
to be their defender. While this purpose would,tha Nazis, partially justify aggressive
territorial expansion, the views and loyaltiesto# ethnic Germans themselves towards

the Third Reich and its motives were more nuaricgd.

The first signs of National Socialist propagantfar indeed, genuine support for
the Nazis, among the German community of Sloveagah to arise in early 1933. Some
German-speakers in Cilli/Celje had begun to graeh@ther with “Heil Hitler”, while

swastika flags started appearing on houses in tteschee/Koevje and Hitler's

312 Rich, Hitler's War Aims, volume, ¥-9.

313 K omjathy and StockwellGerman Minorities and the Third Reichl-15. Though there were, depending
on which country, many Germans who desired to netoithe Third Reich and accepted Nazi Germany’s
expansionist goals, the fact that many more ottitealledvolksdeutschbad to be persuaded and
sometimes “educated” to accept this ideology aedt tBermanic identity itself shows that regional
affiliation was often stronger than an ancestr@rman one. For Europe’s ethnic minorities in the
interwar period, the question of loyalty was ofteterpreted by the majority ethnicity to justifytan
minority policies. Traditional pillars of “loyaltythat divided majorities from their minorities —timmality,
ethnicity, religion, language — were not in eveage treated the same by either side of the isster P
Haslinger and Joachim von Puttkamer, “Staatsmadinilerheit, Loyalitat — konzeptionelle Grundlagen
am Beispiel Ostmittel- und Siidosteuropas in dersgiénkriegzeit”, in Peter Haslinger and Joachim von
Puttkamer, edsStaat, Loyalitat und Minderheiten in Ostmittel- uUdddosteuropa, 1918-194Munich: R.
Oldenbourg Verlag, 2007), 1-3.

%1% The NaziMachtergreifungsignaled the start of a “national revolution” thaiuld “transform German
society in accordance with their ideology.” Partiu§ “re-education” and mobilization of the German
people, as well as Germans abroad, was througlagampla aimed at the integration of “disparate etgsne
under the banner of national rebirth for Germaflis attempt to spread the message of a
Volksgemeinschafof which every ethnic German in the world wasa# pvas based upon four core
principles: “1) appeal to national unity based ugmaprinciple ‘the community before the individual
(Volksgemeinschaft2) the need for racial purity; 3) a hatred oéees which increasingly centered on
Jews and Bolsheviks, and 4) charismatic leadei@tiiprerprinzipg.” David Welch, “Nazi Propaganda and
theVolksgemeinschaf€onstructing a People’s Community”,Journal of Contemporary Histoyyol.

32, No. 2 (2004), 213-217. For more on Nazi prepalg during World War I, see Jeffrey Herhe
Jewish Enemy: Nazi Propaganda during World Wamidl he Holocaus(Cambridge, Massachusetts:
Harvard University Press, 2006).

130



speeches were broadcast on the radidustria’s consul in Ljubljana, Dr. Orsini-
Rosenberg, “apprehensivelyti€sorgj reported to Christian-Social Chancellor Dollfuf3
on the National Socialist attitudes of German ysuthSlovenia, many of whom had

studied at universities in the Reithi.

TheDeutsche Zeitungn its exhilaration over the rise of the Nazityalisted the
reasons for its support of the NSDAP — and theedtempted to persuade its readership
of the benefits the new National Socialist regin@uld bring.The paper jubilated over
the German people’s “readiness” to “raise itselfafidestitution and, through effort and
labor, win a place in the world again, a placehim $un.” The rejuvenation of Germany’s
economic and political might, which had been brdwgwn by “enmity against
Germany”, would “signify good for the whole world* The National Socialist
“revolution” had brought about “reconciliation beten the manual laborer and

intellectual” which had helped to bring about tiedirhination of unemployment*®

Germany’s economic revival would certainly haverbeelcome news for the
business owners, bankers, and other industriatiss®ovenia who stood to benefit from

increased trade between the Third Reich and Yugast® Expressing exhilaration over

315 Attempts by the Austrian National Socialist Pattyspread their own version of German nationalist
propaganda to the Germans of Slovenia were lasygipressed by the Slovene government, though not in
every case; for example, the Marburg/Maribor brapfcthe Kulturbund was successful in March of 1934

in organizing a German youth group with fighrerprinzipbeing implemented. Suppan, “Lage der
Deutschen in Slowenien”, 210-212.

318 Necak, Die “Deutschen” in Slowenien 4.

317Dz, “Die Deutsche Maifeier”, May 4, 1933.

318Dz, “Das Riesenfest der Deutschen Arbeit”, May433.

319 A major problem for establishing Yugoslavia’s ipdedence was its reliance upon foreign trade with

the neighboring countries that “most wanted to rdr destroy” it. Frank C. Littlefieldsermany and
Yugoslavia, 1933-1941: The German Conquest of YagagNew York: Columbia University Press,
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Germany’s apparent revival of its former glory st$eto the strong current of post-war
emotion for German-speakers throughout EasterrCamtral Europe, as they had had to
endure losing their privileged status as an ethragrity in either the German Reich or
Austrian Empire after the Central Powers’ defedha Great War. Emphasizing National
Socialism’s appeal across class boundaries agefletts upon a certain class divide
among Slovenia’s German community; in highlightihg “reconciliation between the
manual laborer and intellectual”, tBeeutsche Zeitung demonstrating the newfound

strength in unity in Germany that it wanted to regtie in Slovenia’s German minority.

While theDeutsche Zeitung/as expressing support for a foreign politicaltypar
that was explicit in its aggressive intentions totgaother countrie¥” the paper still
emphasized non-violence and loyalty to the Yugostate. On the occasion of an
attempted assassination of Chancellor Dollful3 ptqger reported that “an Austrian shot
at the Minister-President of our neighboring staigtkily the shots were not fatal, and

we are happy that they were not deadly.” To undeesits continuing loyal devotion to

1988), 27. Yugoslavia’s main trade partner had Besy, until the Great Depression led Mussolini to
favor Hungary. Relations worsened when Yugoslapjar@ved of the sanctions put against Italy for its
invasion of Abyssinia in 1935. Nazi Germany waslseand willing to fill the gap that had thus opengd
in Yugoslavia’s trade. Rothschil&ast Central Europe between the Two World War&.While economic
concerns were definitely a reason for increasetketreith Germany, there were also political reagons
Yugoslavia's shift in foreign interests. “By 193B,goslav exports to France had shrunk to less #5an
percent of their 1930 level. The shift to Germargdn as an effort to observe the League of Nations
embargo against Italy after its 1935 conquest bidpia. If Yugoslavia observed the sanctions, itilgo
hurt Mussolini's hostile government and win Westapproval at the same time. When the French
government failed to reward [Prime Minister] Stojaabi¢ by relaxing its protectionist tariffs, he readily
responded to the offer of favorable export priegglered by Hitler's finance minister, Hjalmar Sdftam
June 1936.” Germany had also an increased demantlmslavia’s copper and bauxite resources.
Lampe,Yugoslavia as Historyl79-180. As well, France’s diplomatic cooperatidgth Italy and the Soviet
Union especially irritated Yugoslavia. The GreapBession had heavily damaged the export-oriented
economies of Slovenia and Croatia, who began ir#nly 1930s to advocate for a stronger economic
relationship with both Germany and Great BritainpSan Jugoslawien und OsterreicB85.

320 Though Hitler had, once he gained power, begundderate his international image, his earlier
speeches that strongly emphasized the need for#@grio expand was “very popular.” Mazowslitler's
Empire 43.
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the Yugoslav statehe paper explained that “as members of the German
Volksgemeinschaitith the motto “loyal to State andolk, we are interested in the
incidents in Germany and Austria.” Noting that “Base we belong to a different state”,
the Germans of Slovenia would be expected even smte condemn the incidents, they

took pains to repudiate what had happetféd.

With the growing strength of the Austrian NatioSalcialist PartyDeutsche
Nationalsozialistische ParteDNSAP) creating a threat to Dollful3’s ruling bgadee in
early 1933, the Austrian Nazis began a period vése years in Austria marked by
terrorism, civil war, bombings, and political supgsiorn®?? As a reflection of its
German-speaking, Austrian-affiliated readership,Bbutsche Zeiturig repudiation of
the violence occurring in Austria done by NatioBacialists was meant to reassure both
Germans in Slovenia as well as the Ljubljana anlgrdde governments that this same
type of ideological warfare would not be spillingeo the border. But the paper’s
inclusion of Slovenia’s German-speaking populatiothe raciaMolksgemeinschaft
points as well to a large segment of the minoratgnmunity that sympathized, at least in

some ways, with aspects of the German nationaligdational Socialism.

321Dz, “Schiisse in die Weltgeschichte”, October &3.9

322 By the Spring of 1933, Austria’s Nazi Party cotilebitimately claim to be a mass movement”, with
roughly one-third of Austrians finding at least {gsaof its platform appealing. The DNSAP appealed to
wide swath of the Austrian electorate — the yowtgdents, peasants, miners, businessmen, and i€athol
and Protestants alike. With the German Nazis’ etatwvictory in March of 1933, the Austrian Nazis
“appeared to be well prepared to challenge themorent in a test of strength and will power.” Chelfar
Dollful? “refused to be intimidated” by this growitlgreat, and exploited a parliamentary procedure in
March to rule Austria by decree. He proceeded ttamuthe Austrian Nazi Party and wage a campaign of
violence against both Nazi and Socialist agitatigainst his rule over the next several years. padider
and the Forgotten Nazid02-104. Austria’s Christian Social movement Spulitical Catholicism” as a
greater force than ethnic German nationalism aswesal by the Nazis, who in any case were perceoved
be anti-Catholic. Similar to the German-languagesgiin neighboring Slovenia, this did not stop ez
sentiment in newspapers to claim a majority in faMoAnschlussand National Socialism after the
Machtergreifungn 1933. ThorpePan-Germanism and the Austrofascist sta@g-109.
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One major factor shared by both of these campsthehanti- or pro-Nazism, is a
type of German nationalism. German proponents ¢ibNal Socialism in Slovenia who
jubilated over Hitler's ascension to power in theidR and sought Austria’s inclusion
with Nazi Germany maintained this sentiment, but ttaremain muted due to the hostile
attitude of the Yugoslav and Slovene government$.ofher German nationalists, many
of whose Christian identity precluded them fromyf@mbracing National Socialism,
were apprehensive about the Third Reich’s intestiomards Austria and Slovenia’s

Catholic German populatiori§®

TheDeutsche Zeitunépund itself defending Nazi Germany’s new lai#ssuch
as one aimed at “preserving the (German) race’clivhad “incited a not inconsiderable
storm” of controversy. To justify what was “realtyeant to achieve with this measure”,
the paper declared that the “most dangerous oppoan€&erman National Socialism was
and is perhaps still - Communism.” Noting that 8oviet Union had the “most
inconsiderable” attention to “preservation of thee”, the paper then explained how
“German racial preservation is not so much the pecodf an overwrought, specific

Germanic racial pride as it is more a defensivesueaagainst an intermixing [of races]

323 This same type of dynamic was present in Austrthetime, whose geographical proximity to the
Third Reich heightened the conflicted identities aationalisms among German-speakers there. Thorpe,
Pan-Germanism and the Austrofascist Sta69-120.

324 Shortly after taking over control of the countitye Nazis began to implement racial laws that iegell
discrimination against “non-Germans” in Germanylsas Jews, gypsies, Poles, and other minorities.
Some examples of the titles of these laws, whogectibes were plain to see: “The Law for the Preigm

of Progeny with Hereditary Diseases (Eugenics LaiMhe Law for the Protection of German Blood and
German Honor” (September 15, 1935), “The Law onRkgocation of Naturalization and the Deprivation
of German Citizenship (July 14, 1933)”, “The Refchizenship Law” (September 15, 1935). See Diemut
Majer’'s exhaustive study of the Nazi legal syster is racial discrimination against “non-Germairs”

the Third Reich and the countries it occupied dykviorld War Il. Diemut Majer;Non-Germans” under
the Third Reich: The Nazi Judicial and AdministvatSystem in Germany and Occupied Eastern Europe,
with Special Regard to Occupied Poland, 1939-1%s. Peter Thomas Hill, Edward Vance Humphrey,
and Brian Levin (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins Umsity Press, 2003).
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that can bear no good fruit?® The paper’s defense of Nazi Germany’s race laws wa
also a defense of an extremely nationalist asddéational Socialist ideology that saw
the Germarvolk as composed of not merely German language angreuhiut by race.
For theDeutsche Zeitunga dangerous “mixing” of other races into the Gamviolk was
not simply a problem for the Third Reich, but aBr@ans in Europe who, as organically

attached to th¥olk, could not be divided by geographical barri&fs.

Justifying Nazi Germany’s racial laws by referrtogthe specter of international
communism indicates that the more extreme-raaiahdtof National Socialist ideology
did not have a strong grip upon German-speakegtovenia. Rather, the threat of
revolutionary communism was a real, tangible feamfiany Germans in Yugoslavia.
While certain German nationalists in Slovenia fieéémselves to be culturally superior
due to their Germanic characteristics, this didmeatessarily translate into support for the

Nazis’ belief in Aryan dominanc®’

Anti-communism was a robust principle held amomsigaificant segment of
Germans in Slovenia, whose politically center-rjgtational liberal worldview became
more prominent as the National Socialist governnemngieted the German left-wing for

persecution. One of the last articles of Breutsche Zeitunbefore it was shut down due

325 D7, “Rassenerhaltung”, November 19, 1933.
328 _Lumans Himmler's Auxiliaries 20.

327 Hitler, who as Fiihrer was the embodiment of theafithe entire Germakolk, mixed the biological
racism of radical anti-Semitism with the “politibabnd economically motivated anti-Semitism thad ha
been widespread in the nations of Europe sincerthleof the nineteenth century. According to this
doctrine, whatever race was stronger was ther¢fierbetter one, and the weaker therefore the wihrse;
stronger race’s rule over the weaker was a negeassifined by nature.” The strongest race was tlyai\
one, which was the only race capable of being tbiale the world. Majer;Non-Germans” under the
Third Reich 35-37.
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to governmental pressifé painted in hysterical tones the “danger of warnfro
Bolshevism”, an ideology that was aggressive imégire and “duty-bound” to spread
itself across Europ&’ Such fear-mongering indicates what was a commew tield by
many towards communism, but was also an attemgirteince others who were more
pragmatic in their skepticism of communism how téalideology and its adherents

were for potentially impacting their livég®

The Erneuerbewegung, Conflicted Identities, and Contested Nationalisms

In early January, 1934, tli#zeutsche Zeitungddressed claims about a split
between older and younger Germans in Yugoslavialoyalty to the state versus Nazi
Germany. Though the paper explicitly rejectedttiesis of the composition of the so-
calledErneuerbewegunarguing that young and old Germans in Slovenke alere
united in their support for National SocialisSiithis “renewal movement” had in reality
taken firm root among many Germans outside thetRéfdn Yugoslavia, there was an
intense struggle for power for the leadership efS8bhwébisch-Deutsche Kulturbund

between the “old” and the “new” generations, mosthgr differences concerning the

328 \Jodopivec, “Die Presse der Deutschen in der Ute@snark und in Krain”, 146.
329 pz7, “Kriegsgefahr durch den Bolschewismus”, Jagugir, 1937.

330 Anti-communism was not limited to the wealthy clssvho feared for their material and physical well-
being in the case of a hypothetical communist kttitany anti-Communists were religious, afraid that
revolutionary takeover would lead to the abolitafrtheir faith. Others, who sometimes had been
enchanted by the Russian Revolution, became digilhed after seeing the disconnect between rhetoric
and reality in communist countries. See Francoiefilihe Passing of an lllusion: The Idea of
Communism in the Twentieth Centumnans. Deborah Furet (Chicago: University of @iz Press, 1999),
93-124.

#1pz, “Jungdeutsche Bewegung”, January 18, 1934.

332 Lumans Himmler's Auxiliaries 27.
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minorities’ relationship with Germany and Natioaicialism®** While the “old”
generation held on to its leadership for a longetithwas forced to change direction by
the increasingly-close relationship between GernaardyYugoslavia, as well as
maneuverings from théolksdeutsche MittelstelEndVerein fir das Deutschtum im
Ausland®** TheDeutsche Zeiturig dismissal of the idea of a split in German attis
towards National Socialism is in part an affirmataf the strength of the
Erneuerbewegunin Slovenid> but also highlights the fact that there was irt f@me

disunity, despite what the paper’s editors clairfféd.

One year after Hitler's appointment as ChancetleeDeutsche Zeitungeflected

on the “historic” year 1933 and its implications the “whole German people.” “When,

333 For a detailed look at the split in leadershiphefKulturbundand theErneuerbewegungee Lyon,
“After Empire”, 310-376.

334 Komjathy and StockwellGerman Minorities and the Third Reich30-134. This split was marked not
only by young versus old, but also by “Austrian”r@ans in Slovenia, who had mostly controlled the
leading positions in thEulturbunddespite being a minority of Germans in Yugoslagiaj German-
speaking Swabians from the more rural parts okthgdom. TheVolksdeutsche Mittelstellead been

trying since the early 1930s to decisively influemnd control the SDKB, but was only successfll989

in getting their choice for leader, Sepp Jankoepted by the membership. LumaH&nmler’'s

Auxiliaries, 119. Nonetheless, the mid-1930s saw increasedcometween thKulturbundand
government agencies of the Third Reich. Four Germambers of the Yugoslav parliament sent a report
to the German Foreign Ministry in late 1935/eai®B@ that gave a less-than-even-handed accoung of th
political and economic developments of the Germarority in Yugoslavia up to then. Report of the
Schwabisch-Deutscher KulturbutmtheAuswartiges Amt-ebruary 14, 1936. NARA, RG-242, T-120,
Roll 3107, frame E540496-E540519. This undoubtéelped to shape the Nazi regime’s understanding of
the German situation in Yugoslavia as being diretiameed of official assistance from the Reich.

33%«The popularity of the radic&rneuerungnovement in Slovenia was understandable becautbe of
Slovene attitude toward the ethnic Germans. By 1B8y had eliminated all German schools, and in the
German classes of the state schools, the insteuatere mostly anti-German Slovenians. The Slovenes
discriminated even against Germans who were ressficers in the Yugoslavian army, especially ie th
border districts where they did not permit the &t®ermans to buy real estate within fifty kilometef

the border.” Komjathy and Stockwetkberman Minorities and the Third Reich34.

3¢ ndeed, tha/olksdeutsche Mittelstelleself noted that the strongest way that it capdead its influence
among the German minority in Yugoslavia was throtighleader of the SDKB, Dr. Stephan Kraft, with
dissenting opinions of anti-Nazi factions withiretbrganization being “corrected.” Recognizing tihatre
were powerful anti-Nazi voices within the Germamoounity shows how strong this non-Nazi identity
was in Slovenia. Memorandum of tAeswartiges AmtMarch 19, 1936. NARA, RG-242, T-120, Roll
3107, frame E540528-E540529.
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in high misery, Adolf Hitler took over the regimemt January 30, 1933,” began the
paper, “he faced a task whose solution appearegdeed human power and human
ability. Today, however, the new Germany is shovilrgg it has become a strong state
framework Gtaatsgefiigeand a political factor that is no longer overledk The paper
also praised Hitler’s foreign policy, saying thatlmad “pursued the struggle for
Germany’s equality and security’” By showing how Hitler had overcome those
problems facing Germany “whose solution appearexkt@ed human power”, the
Deutsche Zeitungs implicitly adhering to a religious-like belief the Flhrer's power to
single-handedly renew théolk, of which the Germans in Slovenia are a part. hs
Germany’s “struggle for equality and security” metrat the Germans outside of the
Third Reich could expect to achieve those rights gnotections from a successful Nazi
foreign policy that they had not received throuigé previous decades diplomatic

overtures.

TheDeutsche Zeitungushed over how Hitler had “achieved a completehy
state and is in the process of forming a nélk that will have nothing more in common
with the Germarvolk before 1933.” Hitler, in contrast to what Bismatad attempted
to do with the founding of the Second Reich, wags&ting one Reich and oM®lk” In
foreign policy, the paper praised the “diplomaticeess” of the Fihrer in signing the
“pact of peace” between Poland and Germany. Hildel “proven that he would pursue
an identified goal with fanatical energy” as “pafta plan.” As well, the “Austrian
people” would “not accept for long” the way the oty had been being run by Dollful3:

“No country can be ruled (through) terror for véopg. After these last, harsh measures

37Dz, “Ein Jahr Nationalsozialismus”, February 1329
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by the Dollfuld government, the rest of Austria waio probably grasp what is at

stake.®38

L1}

The paper’s emphatic expression of awe and jubilativer the Nazis’ “renewal”
of the Germarvolk emphasizes one way in which National Socialism agsealing to
Germans in Slovenia. It promised not only a legataration of prior societal dominance,
in that Nazi Germany would return one day to gisekbto Germans their lost rights and
privileges, but also a spiritual renewal, by inchglthe souls of Germans in Slovenia
with the organic, living body of a renewed, stroagd pure/olk Restoration of both
societal dominance and spiritual purity was neddethese Germans, as the Great War
had resulted in not only a humiliating loss for &issand Germany, but the real threat of
cutting off the Germandom of the Slovene lands fitsnancestral home. For these
German nationalists, Hitler represented the figl to decisively ending the nationalities

struggle, the culture war, that had existed betw&exrenes and Germans for decades,

and would ensure that the Germans, who were intigrguperior, would emerge on top.

Though theDeutsche Zeitungieant the suppression of Austria’s National
Socialist opposition when it referred to the “hansbéasures” of the Dollfu? government,
its disinterest in clearly explicating that intezfation indicates that there was
disagreement in Slovenia’s German community overctiurse of events in Austria. By
highlighting the peacemaking abilities of Adolf iéit, as well as the denigration of “rule
through terror”, thdeutsche Zeitungxposes a segment of its readership that werereith

anti-Nazi, anti-violence, pro-democracy, or sommbmation of all three. One does not

338Dz, “Friede und Arbeit”, February 1, 1934.
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necessarily have to be a supporter of Nationaladism to dislike the imprisonment and

oppression of its members within the context oéati-democratic state.

TheDeutsche Zeitungmphasized the “real domestic stability” that trezid had
brought to Germany, even (or perhaps especiallyaumee of its “confrontation with the
10 million Social Democrats and 5 million CommusisiThe paper additionally pointed
out how Hitler had succeeded in getting “milliorf<Catholics” to “heartily support” him,
including his predecessor as Chancellor, FranzRapert>° The Deutsche Zeitung
relayed a speech given by Franz von Papen on Jahdat 934, about the “Christian
principles of the Third Reich®*° Though in prior speeches von Papen had beenatritic
of certain aspects of the Nazi regime, includisgadtalitarianism and dangerous joining
of “Party” with “State”, theDeutsche Zeitungelectively edited its reports to include only
excerpts that positively emphasized the differeaysvn which Christianity and National
Socialism were compatibfé’ In this way, théDeutsche Zeitungied to persuade
skeptical Catholic Germans in Slovenia of the rsesftNational Socialism, and show

that the Nazis were not the danger to their refigitat they were perceived to be.

Germans in Slovenia were not completely convindszliaithe unity of the

German people, especially when it came to a dis8imstrian identity*** Reporting on

839Dz, “Zuversicht — Ruhe und Arbeit in DeutschlanBg&bruary 15, 1934.
30Dz, “Die Christlichen Grundséatze des Dritten Reigh March 1, 1934.

%41 Though von Papen himself was spared retributiomifoless-than-subtle anti-Nazi comments, several
thousand Catholics gathered for a rally a shore tiater to hear another speech by Erich Klausener’s
Catholic Action, which would incense Hitler anddeta the death of the man who wrote von Papen’s
speeches during the Night of the Long Knives. BghgThe Third Reich677-678.

342 That is, the type of Austrian identity that conggktvith the Nazis “as defenders of the ‘true Geryhan
and ‘true Germandom.” Dollfuf? displayed this urgtpuAustrian-German nationalist identity when he
proclaimed that “We want a German Austria and a Kastria...At a time when the world shrinks from a
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this “cleavage” that had arisen at a time whenttmsis being made for the German
VolK’, the Deutsche Zeitungxpressed deep skepticism over the “tragedy” ®f th
implications of the Treaty of St. Germain-en-Layjch had said that “Austria must

remain independent”:

That the Germans in the Reich and in Austria weable to fuse together, even
though Austria was freed from all the non-Germagaary the peace treaties, is
sad. But what is to be anchored in the Germali's fate on May 1 of this year in
Vienna is deeply tragic, (this) is history becom{&grman disunion!... The one
half of Austrians thinks ethnicallyw@lkisch, pushes ideologically and politically
towards the Reich [while the other half] thinks I@dic and places itself with the
government away from the natural arc of historgath geographically-separated
body of theVolk These two parts of the Austrian people are irghty struggle
against each othéf?

TheDeutsche Zeiturig derision of an independent Austria and a unigéelstrian

identity exhibits the cleavage that had split Gerrapeakers’ identities and nationalisms
in Slovenia after the rise of National Socialisnthie Reich. While the first several post-
war years had seen the forced exclusion of Austiia Germany, the Nazis’ taking of
power in the Reich and explicit calls fAnschlushanged the dynamics of how German
identity was shaped among the minority communiifelSsast and Central Europe. Before
the establishment of the Nazi state, Germans’ itlesntand nationalisms in Slovenia
could be defined in terms of a shared languagéyreyland history. That Hitler

established racial criteria in determining who \aaSerman narrowed the spectrum for

certain German spirit we want to show the world the possess a Christian German civilization. In ou
Austrian way we feel ourselves to be a true compbokthe German way and of German life...” This
German-Austrian identity allowed Austrians to cant to see themselves as members of the German
nation and culture, but that the Christian and Aastconcept of Germanness was irreconcilable thi¢h
Nazi one in the Third Reich. William T. BluhBuilding an Austrian Nation: The Political Integiah of a
Western Stat@New Haven, Connecticut: Yale University Press[3)935-36. Dollful and his successors
“defined the nature of their regime as Christiad &erman and Austrian — Austrian not as a conttiaic
to German but as the resumption of pre-republicadiitions with a distinct Catholic flavor.” Pelinkaut

of the Shadow of the Padp.

343Dz, “Zwiespalt”, April 26, 1934.
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who could be a part of théolk. Catholic German-speaking residents of Lower §tgri
Carinthia who were married to Catholic German-spegknd ethnically Slovene spouses
would not be able to include their family in thismVolksgemeinschafEor those
German-speakers in Slovenia who identified thenesehs strongly by their German
language and culture as with their Roman Catheligion or affiliation to an
independent, Catholic Austria, the new German natism as defined by National
Socialism was not especially appealing, and the Tiewd Reich was not the welcoming
homeland for European Germandom that it was towtée. Still other German-speakers
who were perhaps bilingual, or did not considentbelves fully “German” or part of the
German community, had to be persuaded that theg,wefact, members of a racial

Volksgemeinschaft

While theDeutsche Zeitung/as denigrating an independent, German Austria, it
also displayed advertisements that implored foren@®ermans in Slovenia to join the
Schwaébisch-Deutscher KulturburitFellow Germans, join th8chwabisch-Deutscher
Kulturbund It is the best promoter of your aspirations (at@t stands by your side in
your ethnic distress/plkstumnéten..”3* That theDeutsche Zeitungo prominently and
consistently published these large-scale adverasgsrfor theSchwabisch-Deutscher
Kulturbundreinforced both its own claim to Itlee voice of the German minority in
Slovenia and that this German minority sharedditodal stance in defining the contours
of German identity and nationalism. But its explaores of the point of th&ulturbund—
to promote and support the German culture and camtynim Yugoslavia — should have

been obvious and thus unstated if, indeed, all @arapeakers shared a common self-

344Dz, advertisement, April 26, 1934.
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identity. That the paper continued to feel it rssey to clarify what use ordinary
Germans would get out of joining tKailturbund as well as the fact that thalturbund
itself felt that its enrolment was too low, showwat{ for many Germans, identity and
nationalisms were varied and not necessarily threess#s those being espoused by the

Deutsche ZeitungndSchwabisch-Deutscher Kulturbund

After the assassination of King Aleksandar in M#iesson October 9, 1934?
Slovenia’s German-language press expressed it& simcsympathy. ThBeutsche
Zeitungexclaimed “The greatest misfortune that could noeetstate has happened: A
heinous hand has murdered its king. The whole Ylagggeople stands as never before
deeply shook before this unthinkable fact: the Kimgdead!®**® TheMariborer Zeitung
featured an enormous front-page display thatdtdenor the dead king#’ and had
an article titled “Yugoslavia’s Great King*® The enormous outpouring of sympathy for
the dead king demonstrated not only the loyalt$lofzenia’s German-speaking minority,
but also the pro-monarchy views held by many ofrth€his affinity for monarchy
coincided with the history of the Austrian Empidjereby continuing affiliation with
the Habsburgs and Catholic, conservative traditianked a distinctly Austrian identity

among some German-speakers.

345 The king was supposed to meet with French Foriligister Louis Barthou, who had wanted to draw
France and Italy closer together. The Croatiareexist grougJstaSaand Internal Macedonian
Revolutionary Organization (VMRO) had felt forcedresort to terrorism, with one assassination gitem
by theUstaSafailing before VMRO was successful in gunning tliregkdown. The two groups feared that
Barthou would include Hungary with Italy in Franseliplomatic relationships, and that Aleksandar fou
end VMRO's funding source in Bulgaria. Lamp@jgoslavia as History172-173.

346 pz, “s.M. Konig Alexander I”, October 11, 1934.
37Mz, October 11, 1934.

348 Mz, “Jugoslawiens groRer Kénig”, October 11, 1934.
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Reaction to the Plebiscite in the Saar

After the Saar voted over 90% in favor of joinitg tGerman Reich in January of
19353*° theDeutsche Zeitungommented on the “world historic” speech that Adol
Hitler gave in response. Noting that Hitler's “mogf speech spoke for the “whole
GermanVolk’ in thanking the “Saarland for its unparallelegatty”, the paper framed
the area’s addition to Germany as a way to “woddqge” and “solidarity of nations.” The
paper went on to comment that the “people fellmyyinto each other’s arms, they sang
and danced out of sheer unbearable j8YThe result in the Saar had, according to the
Deutsche Zeitungnitiated “immense jubilation” not only in Germabut also “in the

whole world”, and especially, “where German hehgat.®**

Reaction to the Saar plebiscite showed that there still contested identities
and nationalisms among the Germans of Sloveniacripgions of the reactions of the
Saar Germans on becoming part of the Third Reiale wepart reflective of how some
Germans in Slovenia would have accepted their owtusion in the Reich. But these
portrayals were also intended to demonstrate ton@erskeptics of National Socialism
the benefits that Hitler could bring. These besdite tendered by tlideutsche Zeiturig
framing of the plebiscite in terms of achieving Wgoeace, thereby eschewing criticism
of National Socialist foreign policy as being aggige and destabilizing. Such framing

of the intentions and rationale for Nazi foreigrippas being geared towards peace

39Dz, “Das Wunder der Saartreue”, January 17, 1935.
30Dz, “Hitler spricht Welthistorische Worte zur Sabstimmung”, January 17, 1935.

1Dz, “Saarantwort”, January 17, 1935.
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indicates the extent to which many Germans in Si@aealued stability over violent

upheaval and revolutioti?

Hitler's successful and peaceful inclusion of tle@iSrepresented one way that the
guestion of German minorities could be solved. Mpthat the League of Nations had
been thus far unable to satisfactorily solve theanty question in Europe, tHgeutsche
Zeitungpraised Adolf Hitler’'s “hard will” in pushing Eur@pto come to find a way to
come to a conclusion for this topic that was sbite for many Germans in Slovenia.
“Adolf Hitler therefore represents for the Germaople, who are Europe’s largest
minority group,” the paper declared, “extraordinand fruitful thoughts” for solving the
problem of minority protections and right§.Continued praise and focus on Adolf Hitler
as the sole force in Europe to bring about the naacight-after minority protection and
rights for Germans outside the Reich was a methatitheDeutsche Zeitungsed to
both contest German nationalism and identity irv&hga and convince its readership to
embrace the National Socialist movement. By conng@&lovenia’s German population
with that of the Third Reich, Austria, and other@an minorities, th®eutsche Zeitung
was thereby making a case to its readership tisatds the only acceptable identity for
Germans — to be supportive of National Socialisrmambers of a living, spiritual

Germanvolk

%2 This sentiment of Germany’s peaceful intentionsen@obably partly influenced by the “massive
propaganda campaign” that the Nazis had engaged &s to “reassure the world about Germany's
peaceful intentions” despite the Reich’s rearmamieith, Hitler's War Aims, vol. | 83.

3Dz, “Gegenseitiger Nationalitatenschutz”, Janugty 1935. Ethnic Germans did indeed comprise the
largest group of national minorities in Europe dgrthe interwar period, numbering at least 10 onilli
Lumans Himmler's Auxiliaries 22.
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In the eyes of thBeutsche ZeitundHitler’'s actions had shown that it was
Germany and not Austria that could be relied umosupport the case for political rights
of Germans in Slovenia. “Since...the summer of 1988ted theDeutsche Zeitung
“there have been more or less heavy attacks iAtsérian press against tMerein fur
das Deutschtum im AuslafitP* The Auslandsdeutschghould be able to form their own
opinion of the VDA, and not be swayed by the eHat the Austrian press. For the
Deutsche Zeitunghe “Austrian Germans should take (#eslandsdeutschepinion of
the VDA) as a reason for satisfaction, not dis&atison.” Despite this attack on
Austria’s claims of being the “true Germandom”, ffaper reassured its readership that
“our Volkstumseems God-given to #suslandsdeutschieNonetheless, that “90% of the
German people belong to the National Socialise$tter the Saar plebiscite was, for
theDeutsche Zeitungn “impressive demonstration” for the Germangsuale the

borders of the Reich to support the current Germarat least as high a percentad®.”

TheDeutsche Zeiturig attempts to convince its readership of the Sopéy of
the Third Reich’s “Germanness” over that of Aussria seen by its defense of a Reich
organization against what it perceives as a bidsestrian press. But the paper takes care
to distinguish between the Austrian people andslia, giving notice that Germans’
ethnicity is “God-given.” Such phrasing, which waseful not to come across as being

anti-Catholic, lent support to the strong Christtamrent present in some Germans’

34 The mission of the VDA was to support and streegtBerman culture and minority communities
outside the borders of the Reich, with special m¢@a schools and education. Collectively, thigunall
support was calledlolkstumarbeitefforts intended to maintain the specifically @anic nature of
European Germandom. LumakBmmler’s Auxiliaries 25. The reference to the “summer of 1933” was
the time when the leadership of the VDA came umatense pressure to Nazify, which it eventually
completely did several years later. Komjathy anatBivell, German Minorities and the Third Reiod-10.

%5pz, “Auslandsdeutschtum und ‘Gleichschaltung” pRgary 28, 1935.
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identities in Slovenia. The paper’s final requestthe Germans of Slovenia to “support
the current Germany” in numbers as high as 90% shbat this level of overwhelming
favor for the Nazis was far from being realized i were, there would be no reason to

refer to the “impressive demonstration” as a pesigxample for its readership to follow.

German Identity and Nationalism up to the NurembergParty Congress

As German reactions to the Saar plebiscite andiewemeighboring Austria
show, many Germans in Slovenia had become ferugmosters of National Socialist
Germany and Adolf Hitler, though there were stilers who were not. For Nazi
supporters, the ideological underpinnings of Nald&@ocialism combined with the re-
emergence of an economically and geo-politicalfgreggthened Germany to command
their devotion. Still others who were critical bktNazis’ and their ideology felt a strong
connection to their Christian identity and affigdtwith the Catholicism of an
independent, but German, Austrian Republic. Moghese Germans shared at least two
major things in common: They were — at least outllyar loyal to the Yugoslav state,

and they remained, @aislandsdeutscheutside the borders of the Third Reich

The conception cAuslandsdeutschrested on the assumption that Germans
abroad were in every way the same as German dtizethe Reich, but just happened to
live outside its borders. But the veracity of tbigception was not universally-held, for
both Reichsdeutschend Auslandsdeutschadike. TheDeutsche Zeitungeported on an
anecdotal piece of evidence of a woman in Berlndating the “pooAuslandsdeutsche

as she donated money to the VDA:
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We Auslandsdeutschare not “poor”, we are not to be felt sorry far be
pitied...WeAuslandsdeutschare not “poor” since we too have ddeimat..we
also have our feeling ¢ddeimat our love ofHeimat that are certainly no less than
that of the Reich) Germans; because the commitment tokbeimatis a
commitment to the struggle, to daily exertion,he taily ordeal. We Germans
abroad have our signal for the entfelk, our clear-cut field of activity with

which we are partaking on the fate of the cdotk — just as the coréolkis

partaking on ours®®

PortrayingReichsdeutsche@ews of theAuslandsdeutschas being at a disadvantage due
to living outside the Reich was a way for eutsche Zeitungp show its readership that
they shared a unique connection with German-spsaké&sermany, despite the
geographical barriers separating the two. But tbean in Berlin who donated to the
VDA also demonstrates a conception among Reich @esrof theAuslandsdeutsches
being somehow different than themselves, as noe*tGermans>’ Repeated stressing
of the Slovene Germans’ “love Bifeimat was both an affirmation of existing German
nationalists’ spiritual affiliation with Germany agll as a reassurance to those Germans
whose regional identities were especially stratgimatcan refer to both Germany and
Styria. But by referring to thAuslandsdeutschmission for thé/olk, theDeutsche
Zeitungreminded its German nationalist readers of thae to play in society, thereby
emphasizing affiliation to Germany over Yugoslaatal opening itself up to charges of

disloyalty.

36 bz, “Die ‘Armen Auslandsdeutschen™, March 31, 593

%7 As Pieter Judson has persuasively argued, it dhmtlnecessarily be simply assumed that German-
speakers of East Central Europe should have, iyeaaf a shared language, culture, or history,
automatically had an affinity or deep loyalty foetGerman Reich. See Judson, “When is a Diaspdra no
Diaspora? Rethinking Nation-Centered Narrativesut&ermans in Habsburg East Central Europe”, in
O’Donnell, Bridenthal, and Reagin, edS.heHeimatAbroad 219-247. See also John C. Swanson, “The
Second World War and its Aftermath: Ethnic Germam@unities in the East”, in Szabo and Ingrelog
Germans and the Eq247-361. This type of unique regional German figbeing distinct from Reich
German nationality can be seen, for example, irctse of the Baltic Germans of Latvia and Estonfe
referred to the Reich a@usland- for their part, Reich Germans up to the eve ofld/War | considered
the Baltic Germans to be Russians in any caseH8&ke W. WhelanAdapting to Modernity: Family,
Caste, and Capitalism among the Baltic German NiyliCologne, Germany: Bohlau Verlag, 1999), 228-
229.
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TheDeutsche Zeitungn reporting on Hitler's proclamation at the N&arty
Congress at Nuremberg in September of T838mphasized that “National Socialism
fosters an aggressive intention towards no Europa#ian.” As well, the “Party
has...neither previously or today the intention afdieg any kind of war against
Christianity.”*® Emphasis on the lack of aggression was beliethéyaper’s stance on
National Socialism’s feelings towards Bolshevismr those critics who saw an
“aggressive and defensive attitude” in Hitler'ssg® the paper noted that this had not
only been called “the strongest shield of peacethayWehrmachbut was also vital in
defending shared “European cultural goods” fromI&Bevist Soviet ideology?*°
Denying the Nazis’ aggressive intentions towardt®pEuropean countries and
Christianity was an appeal to those members oGr@nan minority community who
were strongly Catholic and wary of any actions thatld lead to continent-wide
violence and upheaval. But tBeutsche Zeiturig defense of Nazi Germany'’s anti-
communism as a “shield of peace” that would protedtized Europe reinforced the
notion held by some German-speakers in Slovensawfique German duty and ability to

maintain and protedtultur.**

%8 The 1935 Party Congress was when the Law for thee€tion of German Blood and German Honor
was announced, which aimed at bringing about theitypof German blood” by outlawing marriage and
extramarital intercourse between Jews (which wasl fr the first time instead of “non-Aryans”) and
Germans. Majef;Non-Germans” under the Third Reigi01-103. Thé®eutsche Zeitundid not ignore
this aspect of the rally so much as downplay ifdopsing much more intently and with many more
voluminous articles on other aspects of the event.

9Dz, “Die Proklamation Hitlers auf dem Parteikorgge September 15, 1935.

0Dz, “Die Grundthemen des Nirnberger Parteitag8sfjtember 19, 1935.

%1 The notion held by some German-speakers in CeBtralpe of being a bulwark &fultur against
Bolshevist barbarism was not restricted to thedamardering the Reich: when communist troops began
spreading the Russian Revolution eastward in tteerafith of World War |, German soldiers flockedhe

Baltic, where they formed tHgaltische Landwehithough many who joined were simply looking for

149



Between Germany and Austria

In contrast to “almost the entire non-German werielss”, who had been writing
about the “threat to world peace through the GerRaich” and had “moved the people
and nations to worry and disquiet”, tBeutsche Zeitungeported that “nowhere else in
the world” was more “happily peaceful”, or had gegdwillingness for peace and work”
than in the “National Socialist state.” From thexgpective, the Third Reich’s “love of
peace” was the “basis for National Socialist fongpplicy.”*®? The Deutsche Zeiturig
persistent defending of the Third Reich’s foreigiigy and Hitler's aggressive intentions
indicates that there was a large split dividing@erman minority community in
Slovenia. For German nationalists, a stronger aock forceful Germany was a welcome
development in helping to gain back Germany’s $batus as a Great Power and thereby
restore ethnic German minorities to their previpasitions of privileged status. Other
Germans, perhaps but not necessarily otherwiseostiyg of the Nazi Party, were
alarmed at the potential for another European gémear should Hitler's belligerence
work out differently than he thought it woultf Order, stability, and minority protection
were all very noble goals, but not at the experiggeace and certainly not if they were

gained through illegal or violent means.

something to do, others saw themselves in the saohe of the Teutonic knights of the Middle Ages,
saving civilization from barbaric hordes. Modrissiins Walking Since Daybreak: A Story of Eastern
Europe, World War 11, and the Heart of Our Cent{New York: Houghton Mifflin, 1999), 63-64.

%2p7, “Das Hitler-Deutschland liebt den Frieden” biFeary 6, 1936.

33 This is one reason why some Generals inMefrmachbpposed, to varying degrees, Adolf Hitler's
leadership. Chief of General Staff Ludwig Beck, ésample, finally abandoned loyalty to the Flhffezra
the crisis over the Sudetenland and Czechoslowaki@38. Burleigh;The Third Reich683. For more on
anti-Hitler opposition in the German military, sbel., 677-687.

150



But the presence of a sovereign, German, and Gathastria split the unity of
ethnic Germans of the former Habsburg Empire amdpated with the German Reich for
their loyalty. “A small house of neo-Austrians dretDanube is trying to make world
history,” complained th®eutsche ZeitundFirst, six and a half million state nationals
(Staatsvolkwere culturally and politically disenfranchisetban every way made
defenseless. Then came the conflicts and showdthan¢ed to the defeat of Fascism
and to a victory for the clericals.” The paper @eptl that the “Austrian government lies
in the hands of a group of people who completelgpel the policies of the Vaticaf™
TheDeutsche Zeitungied to link Austrian monarchists, clericalisésid Jews in a kind
of conspiracy to reinstall the Habsburgs: “Thene lba no doubt that the clerical regime
is for the Habsburgs. Théolk, however, decisively rejects the regime and Hatgsband

a restoration would cause serious domestic distods®%°

TheDeutsche Zeiturig criticism of the Roman Catholic characteristi€she
AustrianStandestaa¢xposes the cleavages within the German minooityrounity in
Slovenia. Its attacks on the clericals and lamest the “defeat of Fascism” represent a
culture war. This culture war, in contrast to tl2Qs, was not occurring between Slavs
and Germans but between Germans themselves — lbe@ereman Austrians and Reich
Germans. At risk was the spiritual unity of NMelksgemeinschafand with it, the
national renewal of the German people that had bskared in by the National Socialist
revolution. If Hitler, as an embodiment of the figiwill of the entire Germaxolk,

demanded the loyalty of every single German inibdd, then it was intolerable for

34Dz, “Zwischenspiele an der Donau”, June 4, 1936.
35Dz, “Habsburger Propaganda”, February 7, 1937.
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there to be a source of loyalty for millions of @&ns other than National Socialism.
One of the major tasks of tieutsche Zeitungas ade factoarm of National Socialist
ideology outside of the Third Reich, was to coneitite Germans of Slovenia that were
not already devoted to the Nazis of the neces$ibeocoming so — to end any and all

conflicts in German identity and nationalism.

Manufacturing Anti-Jewish Sentiment

As Hitler and the Nazis’ extreme, radical anti-S&sm formed an undeniably
central role in National Socialist ideology andgsipermeated throughout German
society*®*®its impact would necessarily have to be felt amalh@ermans, no matter
where they lived. ThBeutsche Zeitunbad, through the first several years of the Nazi
dictatorship, either ignored or de-emphasized tite@emitic rhetoric that had so
characterized the German National Sociafi&t&ut the paper could not maintain
avoidance of this glaring feature of Nazi Germamrg¥er, and by the latter half of the
1930s found itself explaining to its readershiglavenia the rationale for
discriminatory policies targeted at Jews in thecReflt is still too little known that, at

the decisive negotiations that led to the dictdtéaysailles, Jews played a leading and

366 saul Friedlander describes Hitler's “very specifiand of racial anti-Semitism” as “redemptive anti
Semitism”, one that he “carried to its most extreand radical limits. This “redemptive anti-Semitism
which was “shared by the Nazi leader and the hard of the party”, was a “synthesis of a murdenage
and an ‘idealistic’ goal” that, Friedlander argutsd to Hitler's ultimate decision to extermindte
Jews.” Saul FriedlandeNazi Germany and the Jews, Volume |: The Yeargxddeution, 1933-1939
(London: Phoenix Giant, 1997), 3.

%7 The radical anti-Semitic narrative of a massiweigke conspiracy that was not held back by national
borders and sought to destroy the German peopl@asagated in the Third Reich through mass media
such as newspapers and radio, as well as the Rigngstry for Public Enlightenment and Propaganda.
Herf, The Jewish Enem$-7. For more on the spreading of anti-Semiticsages to German society in the
1930s, see Ibid., 17-49.
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disastrous role.” The paper continued, “The Jewnatconstitute a nation...(Their)

form of existence is not théolk but...destruction**® The Deutsche Zeitunglso sought

to link Jews with the Soviet Union and communisithé Paris-based journal ‘Centre de
Documentation et de Propaganda’ reports that theeSauthorities intend to guarantee a
sum of 100 million rubles in the year 1937 for tmastruction of an autonomous Jewish

district...in order to achieve a Red paradise fordhiédren of Israel in Russig®

TheDeutsche Zeiturig previous lack of attention for the Nazis’ extreeanti-
Semitism can be explained partly by the NSDAP’s alolaying of this element of their
ideology so as to become more electdbléut also because of the lack of any significant
Jewish population in Slovenfa: As such, the paper needed to reconcile the incglgs
harsh anti-Semitic policies that had been enacté€geirmany that sought to exclude
German Jews from society. By linking Jews withhbodmmunism and the hated
Versailles treaty, thBeutsche Zeitungas attempting to illustrate for its readershiyg t

overwhelming majority of whom did not share the Naarty’s fanatical hatred for

368 7, “Juden und Volkische Minderheiten”, March 1837.
39Dz, “Juden und Sowjets”, March 18, 1937.

379 This occurred between the 1928 Reichstag eleatibere the Nazis won less than 3% of the vote, and
their 1933 seizure of power. Richard J. Evans, “@imergence of Nazi ideology”, in Caplan, &hprt
Oxford History of Nazi Germany6.

371 The 1931 census showed 165 Jews with a Germaremtotngue in Slovenia, out of a total German-
language population of almost 29,000. For comparitdtere were over 27,000 Roman Catholics, 1,447
Protestants, and 5 Muslims who reported having @aras their native language. Protestants and Jews
were both found predominantly in urban centers sschjubljana, Marburg/Maribor, Cilli/Celje, and
Pettau/Ptuj. Suppadugoslawien und Osterreich66. Though there was a relatively small Jewighonity
in Yugoslavia, including some who were includedha kingdom’s German population due to their
language, they were mainly located in Croatia agdbid. H@evar, “Linguistic Minorities of Yugoslavia”,
218.
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Europe’s Jewish populatiot’ that the NSDAP’s anti-Jewish policies were legitte In
doing so, the paper was tapping into a strong dtodiGerman identity in Slovenia that
was nationalist in its perception of the Versaitiesty and political in its fear of an

international communist threat.

Anschluss with Austria

Four days before the Germ#ehrmachentered Austria unopposed, the
Mariborer Zeitungdescribed the “massive crowd” of “50,000 peopl&ttwitnessed
Minister of the Interior Dr. Arthur Seyss-Inquarvg a speech in front of the Vienna
Landhaudo the cheers of “Heil Hitler!” The paper quotadpolded letters, the part of
the minister’s speech that declared Austria to f@eaman country — and nothing else”,

as well as “Austria can only go the way that Gerynalso goes>"*

The conflicted and contested nature of German iesmd nationalism in
Slovenia is evident in thBeutsche Zeiturig report on Minister Seyss-Inquart’s speech.
While there were clearly German-speakers in Slevermio strongly identified with Nazi

Germany’s version of German nationalidffithis nationalist identity conflicted with

372 This is not to say that there were no anti-Sengtasng the Germans of Slovenia, just that the edee
of a similar kind of widely-held, publicly-displagievirulently racial strand of anti-Semitism as egaped in
Germany and Austria does not appear in the soursess for this thesis. Anti-Semitism of varying deeg
was widely-held all over Europe, even in placesnetibere were few if any Jews. Burleigthe Third
Reich 94-95. There is a difference between the radedteme anti-Semitism of many of the leaders of
the Nazi Party and the more casual forms of everydait prejudice which would not necessarily be
showcased in newspapers or government reports.

373 Mz, “Osterreichs Deutscher Programm”, March 8,893
374 The Third Reich’s embassy in Yugoslavia reportethe German Foreign Office that, after the
“situation of the local Germans (had)...considerafbysened”, the “achievement of Greater Germany”

had aroused “fantastical hopes for an improvemienitical conditions. The same report noted that tas
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other German-speakers’ Roman Catholicism and coiomewith Austria. Though these
Germans spoke the German language and were prdbdioGerman cultural heritage,
this did not necessarily mean that they were etageee a perceived anti-Catholic — or in
any case, a majority-Protestant — German natida tde over an independent, Catholic

Austrian republic.

The day after the Nazi “seizure of power in Awstivas “bloodlessly
completed”, theMariborer Zeitungdetailed the appointment of Dr. Seyss-Inquarhas t
new Federal Chancellor, as well as the replaceofesdmestic security forces by
“exclusively National Socialists” and the SS. Tlaper also repeatedly stressed that there
had been “nowhere in all Austria any confrontatit{8 Reporting on Chancellor Kurt
Schuschnigg’s farewell speech before giving up ppweguoted in full his speech, with
his accusations of the “news about Austria” beimgtle up” and his final appeal, “So |
depart in this hour from the Austridolk with a German word and with a heart’s desire:

God protect Austria®’®

TheMariborer Zeitungs description of thénschlus®of the Austrian Republic by
Nazi Germany demonstrates the mixed reaction arStmgenia’s German minority,
which was divided by the minorities’ contested ititggs and nationalisms. Calling the
Anschlus®f Austria a “seizure of power” left open for itsadership’s interpretations

whether this was a good or bad thing; the tbtachtergreifungdepending upon one’s

true for all Germans in Yugoslavia, not just thos&lovenia who “honestly perceived...the swastika...as
the first step to their own liberation.” Reporttbé German Embassy in Yugoslavia to uswartiges

Amt “Auswirkung des “Anschlusses” und der sudetensithen Autonomiebestrebungen auf die Lage der
deutschen Volksgruppe in Jugoslavien”, June 158 198ARA, RG-242, T-120, Roll 3107, frame
E540660-E540661.

375 Mz, “Bundesregierung Dr. Seyss-Inquart”, March 1838.

376 Mz, “Schuschniggs Abschiedsrede im Rundfunk”, Mat®, 1938.
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politics, signified either the extension of the inegng of the “national revolution” that
had begun in Germany in 1933 or a naked power lgyabviolent minority with

authoritarian aims!’

TheMariborer Zeitungillustratively portrayed Adolf Hitler's entrancato the
Austrian capital, with “all Vienna” on the street‘experience the historic hour of (his)
arrival.” Calling him Chancellor instead of Fuhr#re paper noted the “great interest”
and “excitement” of the people that “(grew) fromundo hour.” The former State
Secretary Dr. Michael Skubl “voluntarily” resignbis post and was placed in

“protective custody>®“The events since Saturday have rushed with fike-$peed.

The National Socialist uprisinge(hebung has become an upheaval, and overnight, so to

speak, Austria — now called German-Austria — watedrwith the German Reicl{*
The Wehrmachs “invasion” had been met by “indescribable jubda” and “scenes of
fraternization Yerbriideruny from the populatiori®® The Mariborer Zeitungexplained
to its readers that Italy, a predominantly-Cathobantry, had not “obliged itself
to...protect Austria from Germany” and that bothyitahd Germany had the “duty” to

lead the “fight against the world-destroying Bolgisen.”%*

Describing the National Socialist takeover of Aigstrs widely welcomed by

Austrian citizens, whose “indescribable jubilatiatfinally being reunited with their

377 3.S. Conway, “’Machtergreifung’ or ‘Due ProcessHi$tory’: The Historiography of Hitler's Rise to
Power”, inThe Historical JournalVol. 8, No. 3 (1965), 399.

378 Mz, “Adolf Hitler in Wien”, March 15, 1938.
379 Mz, “Die Vereinigung Deutschosterreichs mit demidRevollzogen”, March 15, 1938.
309 \Mz, “Der Einmarsch der Deutschen Truppen”, Margh 1938.

1Mz, “Die Empfangsfeierlichkeiten in Wien”, Marct611938.

156



ethnic brothers was clearly evident, representeatt@mpt by théariborer Zeitungto
persuade its readers who were anti-Nazi thaAtiechlussvas not a negative event but
that it was popular, legitimate, and indeed |I€§aExcusing ltaly’s non-interference
showed to these German-speaking readers thatGh#iolic religious identity was not
under attack in Austria and would not be so shth#édSlovene lands ever join the Third
Reich. By emphasizing the popularity of theehrmachend Adolf Hitler’'s entrance into
Vienna, the paper was thereby marginalizing antzi/dantiment among the German-
speakers in Slovenia, who were to see that evemtsighboring Austria were considered
by the vast majority as a good result, with no tiggaconsequences. Combining the
“duty” of both the Third Reich and Fascist Italy“f@ht against world-destroying
Bolshevism” helped as well to prey on the fearsmhmunism held by many Germans in

Slovenia.

But theMariborer Zeitungcontinued to refrain from wholly supporting the
Anschlussand this reticence to do so indicates that aatitidentiment in the German
minority community of Slovenia remained at leashewhat significant. The paper’s
consistent use dReichskanzlemstead ofuihrer lent credence to the view that this was a
legally-permissible action and mollified skeptidsAalolf Hitler and the National

Socialist movement. As well, Secretary Skubl’'s tugtary” imprisonment was meant to

32 Despite a post-war portrayal of Austria as hawiegn the “first victim” of Hitler's aggression, the
Anschlusswith Nazi Germany was in fact wildly popular. Ant@elinka Austria: Out of the Shadow of the
Past(Boulder, Colorado: Westview Press, 1998), 16-18sTs not to say, however, that it was universally
welcome. But the portrayal of Austria as a “victio’Nazi aggression served to, after 1945, allowstAa

to escape the same fate as Eastern Germany andSatViet satellites. As well, the idea of Austriaa

victim had been promoted by the political right-giim that country for decades afterwards, until Kloet
Waldheim affair in the late 1980s forced the coytdrattempt to come to terms with its past — d e,

for example, had Adolf Hitler being Austrian, a ey percentage of Nazi Party members than in Ggrman
and a disproportionate amount of Nazi concentratezmp guards actually coming from Austria. See Tony
Judt,Postwar: A History of Europe Since 19@ew York: Penguin Books, 2005), 2-3; 52-53.See als
David Art, The Politics of the Nazi Past in Germany and Aagidew York: Cambridge University Press,
2006), 101-144.
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show that the former, illegitimate government was from being undemaocratically
pushed out by an aggressive foreign power, ackrdgirig the legality and legitimacy of
the AnschlussSuch nuanced reporting on these events demanstiatt though perhaps
not the more popular opinion, alirschlusor anti-Nazi sentiment retained a

considerable presence among the German minornitiegighboring Slovenia.

German Understanding of the Munich Crisis

In the days before the Munich Agreement was signé&kptember of 19387
British Prime Minister Sir Neville Chamberlain gaaespeech that tH2eutsche Zeitung

described as appealing to “all those who would fikace and to avoid the downfall of

383 czechoslovakia’s German-speaking population ofentisan 3 million represented an opportunity for
Hitler to exploit the concept of self-determinatiamd deplore the “oppression” of a German minority
outside the Reich’s borders. While many Germartkérarea called the Sudetenland did resent whgt the
saw as harsh measures taken against them in grevémtyears and desired to join with Nazi Germany,
Hitler had ulterior motives — Czechoslovakia represd a strong threat to Germany and needed to be
eliminated as a danger as soon as possible. Kithetligerent stance towards Czechoslovakia heiglte
the political situation to the point that ItalyetlUnited Kingdom, and France signed away the ntgjofi
the republic’s German population without the Czestbheaks themselves being present. Riditier's War
Aims, Vol. 1101-109. For more, see Heima@zechoslovakia: The State that Fail@8-86. See also
Rothschild East Central Europe between the Two World W&E6-132 and Komjathy and Stockwell,
German Minorities and the Third ReicB0-41. Though the cession of the Sudetenlandam S8ermany in
1938 was seen by most as a victory for Hitler,Rtibrer himself viewed it as a “great, perhaps tleaigst,
setback and mistake of his career.” Hitler helegtespnal hatred for the Czechs, growing up as héndite
last decades of German-speaking Austria. As sueldekired the physical destruction of Czechoslayaki
not merely the inclusion of its German-majorityioets. Gerhard L. Weinberghe Foreign Policy of
Hitler's Germany: Starting World War 11, 1937-1988hicago: University of Chicago Press, 1980), 313-
317. For more on the planning and diplomatic dgwelents in the run-up to the Munich Agreement in
September of 1938, see Ibid., 318-377. Britain lareshce’s desire to come to a peaceful solution was
heightened by their sense of isolation — unlik&Viarld War |, there were no prospects of the Un¢ates
or Japan, or another Great Power, coming to theirTdne costs of war would be enormous. HitlerazN
Germany understood this, and acted accordinglyabo e most possible of their goals without ingta
European-wide conflict. In all this time, the SuetetGermans themselves were never considered by the
Nazis as anything more than a means to an endrugewas purely in exploiting the situation. The
British, on the other hand, precisely saw the $ibhaas one of a minority exercising their rightstf-
determination, and as sudtgd considered that issue as a real possibility incthregext of keeping
Czechoslovakia itself free from potential Nazi isia. Gerhard L. Weinber@germany, Hitler, and World
War Il: Essays in Modern German and World Hist@dew York: Cambridge University Press, 1995),
109-120.
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European culture and civilization at any price.’€Tgaper called it a “comfort to know
that the considerations of a responsible statesre@hbeing confirmed by elements of
political events but also by regard for the peoplena would be forced to fall victim to
all the chicanery” that a “totalitarian war” ands‘imurderous annihilation” would bring.
The “people’s memories of the four-year long sttedg the Great War (was) too lively”
for any “clear-thinking” person to want agaff.Much as Prime Minister Chamberlain
proclaimed “peace in our time” after concluding Menich Agreement with Hitler, so

too proclaimed th®eutsche Zeitunthat “the world [had] exhaled” in reliéf®

Though theMariborer Zeitungsupported Chamberlain’s policy of appeasement,
and therefore his cession of the Sudetenland to Glaznany, its support was not
couched in terms of allowing oppressed German ntiesithe right to return to their
rightful homeland. Rather, the paper’s overwhelnriglgef is due to the aversion of a
large-scale industrial war in Europe that had hbesatening to break out. Such a
“totalitarian war” would result in “murderous aniiétion” that would inevitably fall the
heaviest on innocent civilians. That tkariborer Zeitungs reporting on the Munich
Agreement indicates widespread anti-war sentimerat® Slovenia’s German minorities
is evident by the dire situation it envisions sldowkr come about, describing such a time

as being the “downfall of European culture andlization.”

What is notable about thMariborer Zeitungs interpretation of the Munich
Agreement as one of relief at avoiding war is thptedicated this interpretation with the

consideration that only “those who desire peacetildagree with its rejoicing over the

34 Mz, “Appell an die Vernunft’, September 29, 1938.

385 Mz, “Die Welt atmet auf’, October 1, 1938.
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result. Certainly many European countries earnejred to avoid a general war at all
costs, but Adolf Hitler and diehard members offidional Socialist movement viewed
military engagement and aggression as a way tonekitee Reich’s borders, ensure
German dominance in Central and Eastern Europereshépe the region’s society and
culture so as to maintain this dominait&That theMariborer Zeitungwould frame its
perspective that avoiding war was a good thingsiarope’s stability shows that, just as
there was a strong desire for peace and stabitipng Slovenia’s German-speakers, so
too were there those who believed in the Nazi wisiba violent upheaval in Eastern
Europe that would propel Germandom to new heidirtsugh military means. Germans’
reaction to the Munich Agreement in Slovenia dertrass the different strands of

German identity and nationalisms in Slovenia.

Reaction to theKristallnacht

On November 7, 1938, German diplomat Ernst vom Rath fatally shot in Paris

by Herschel Grynszpan, a German-born Jewish refup@se parents were from

386 «German policy in Eastern Europe was aimed...atgualltical, economic, and military control of the
whole space between Germany and Russia, in order &ble to strike, either at the Soviet Uniontdhe
Western Powers.” Seton-Watsdgstern Europe between the Wa382. But this simplifies the
ideological underpinnings of Hitler's intentionsstards Eastern Europe. “Hitler was no longer spubned
the usual kind of great power politics and strugaggainst his country’s political and military rigatbut
rather by a desire to fully implement the ‘easta@mgram’ he had laid out many years earlier. This
involved the most extreme plans for the destructiod obliteration of the Soviet Union...Hitler was at
pains to add one component underlying all the tesffect a racist war of annihilation.” Rolf-Deat
Miiller and Gerd R. Ueberschiitler's War in the East, 1941-1945: A Critical Assmenf{Providence,
Rhode Island: Berghahn Books, 1997), 209. Thistadeology led to plans such as theneralplan Ost
which foresaw the “restructuring” of the Easterrrdaean economy through the forced removal of
millions, and theHungerplan which cold-bloodedly stated that “many tens oflionis of people in these
territories will be surplus to need, and will eitlite or have to emigrate to Siberia.” See Gotz aig
Susanne HeinVordenker der Vernichtung: Auschwitz und die déngadPlane fir eine neue européische
Ordnung(Hamburg: Fischer Taschenbuch Verlag, 1991), 372&hd 394-397.
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Poland®®’ After being examined, thidariborer Zeitungbreathlessly reported, Grynszpan
admitted to committing the act “in order to avemggeJewish racial comrades.” The
paper explained how the “cowardly revolver attaak hroused great furohiifsehehin
Paris.®®® Only a few days later, in the German Reich “newide decrees” were
announced whose aims were the “arrangement of me=aggainst German Jewry.” The
paper described how in “all Germany” the assassinaif the German ambassador by
the “Polish Jew” had “incited popular outrage”; thelent manifestation” against Jews

in Germany was “a consequencé?

In light of its previous efforts at manufacturiagti-Jewish sentiment among its
German-speaking readership, who lived in a paBuwbpe with essentially no Jewish
residents, th&lariborer Zeitungs reporting on the assassination of vom Rath and
subsequence riots in Germany can be seen as anasiph for the reasons behind why
the NSDAP government and its supporters hated dadseacted with thiristallnacht
The paper’s rationale for the murder — that vomhReds killed to “avenge” Herschel’s
“Jewish racial comrades” — clarifies that this astresulted in “great furor” and implies
to its readership that anti-Semitic sentiment watespread and accepted outside of the

Third Reich.

37 FriedlanderNazi Germany and the Jey268. The assassination was partly in responaé‘thain of
events beginning in March 1938 when the Polish gowent rendered stateless thousands of Poles living
abroad, including fifty thousand Polish Jews livingsermany, in a drastic attempt to stem the ¢itle
Jewish refugees fleeing Austria in the wake ofAhschluss.” BurleighThe Third Reich323.

388 Mz, “Attentat in Paris”, November 9, 1938.

39 MZ, “Neue Judendekrete in Deutschland angekiindiggvember 12, 1938. Vom Rath’s death incited
Nazi leaders to orchestrate a large-scale pograter, o be calleristallnachtor the Night of Broken
Glass, which saw coordinated violence directecgatsdn Austria and Germany. See Burleighe Third
Reich 323-330 and FriedlandeMazi Germany and the Jew&r1-277.
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Legitimizing the Nazis’ violent and discriminatorgprisals against Germany’s
Jewish population as being a “consequence” of ploptilar outrage” incited by the
assassination was a way of canceling the negadpects of those reprisals’ violence. In
the same way that tidariborer Zeitungattempted to shore up support for the Nazis
among its readership by invoking the specter @rimdtional communism, the paper also
attempted to create anti-Jewish sentiment by pongeEurope’s Jews as an enemy
element that deserved to be violently opposed. $adtoting of the National Socialists’
reasoning for their extreme anti-Semitism shows tia type of perverse hatred was, if
not completely unknown, then almost entirely exeldifom the vast majority of ethnic
German identities and nationalisms in Sloveniaeét] many Roman Catholics would
have, similar to those in south Germany, foundvibence and rampant anti-Semitism

abhorrent and inconsistent with their Church'’s irag3°

An article detailing the “synagogues in flames'@ermany and Graz was curtly-
written, with few details and being located furtidervn in the day’s news listings than
the death of Kemal Ataturk” Similarly, an extremely short article described #mrests
of 1,400 Jews in Munich who were then deportediéoDRachau concentration cafip.
Such lack of emphasis, details, and attention fmaalitbursts of anti-Jewish sentiment
and actions in the only major German-language napespleft in Slovenia further
indicates the extent to which extreme anti-Semitigmls a non-presence in ethnic

German identity or nationality. Indeed, Nazi Gergiaranti-Jewish policies and

399 For some German Catholics, testallnachtnot only reinforced their perception of the Naassanti-
Christian but also made them fear that they mighhéxt to be targeted for such violence. Burleidie
Third Reich 332.

391 Mz, “Synagogen in Flammen”, November 12, 1938.

392 Mz, “1400 Juden in Miinchen verhaftet”, November 1838.
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oppression of Jews may very well have entrenchéeNazi sentiment among certain

Roman Catholic Germans in Slovenia, while heigimtgnheir Christian self-identity.

Legitimizing the Annexation of Czechoslovakia

After German troops occupied the Czechoslovak RipiroMarch 1939°%° the
Mariborer Zeitungportrayed it with the headline, “Czechs enterghaection of Adolf
Hitler”, and shared speeches made by Hitler ando@e&ls that legitimated Germany’s
actions. “In light of the chaotic situation in Cheslovakia...” reported the paper,
“Greater Germany saw it necessary to take ovedtioe of order.** In an article
entitled “Berlin for an honorable German-Czech Gaagion”, theMariborer Zeitung
explained to its readership how the “German trobpstrance into Bohemia and
Moravia had “brought freedom” to the country andtttihhe “Czechs (would) no longer be

victims of Bolshevism *°

Though theMariborer Zeitungonce again re-used Nazi propaganda about the
Third Reich’s aggressive foreign policies in poying the annexation of Czechoslovakia
as that country voluntarily being “put under” thedtection” of Nazi Germany and
thereby saving it from international communismstportrayal does more than highlight

the fact that a significant portion of Germans lov8nia were largely and fervently

393 The invasion and occupation of the countrywbghrmachtroops was, as in Austria, not resisted and
without violence. The former Republic of Czecheskia was split in two, with the new Protectorate o
Bohemia and Moravia being formed alongside an iaddpnt Slovak state. Heimar@gzechoslovakia: The
State that Failed111.

394 Mz, “Die Tschechen begeben sich unter den SchdtifAditlers”, March 16, 1939.

395 Mz, “Berlin fiir Ehrenvolle Deutsch-TschechischesAmmenarbeit”, March 17, 1939.
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supportive of National Socialism. It also indicasesontinuing reluctance of some
German-speakers to pledge their own support eitinéhe Nazi Party or for an
aggressive war. Similar to prior explanations oziNareign policies, thélariborer
Zeitungsought to head off criticism of the Third Reich&ions by claiming Hitler’s
government was acting out of a legitimate and npbipose: to defend and save
European civilization from the Soviet Union’s darmges international communism. By
framing Germany’s occupation of Czechoslovakias&duty” to restore order to a
“chaotic situation”, the paper was tapping intoidegpread German nationalist identity
in Slovenia that saw itself as a civilizing andentgl element, paternalistically looking

down upon others in the region as needing Germategiion and culture to advance.

Germany and Yugoslavia

Germans in Slovenia felt content belonging to H#léNew Order” in Europe as
an ally of Nazi Germany. “Yugoslavia occupies ilage in Europe’s New Order, which
it acquired in a real assessment of the politicgttidhution of power and measures of
strength.®% TheMariborer Zeitungreported favorably on a speech given by Italian
dictator Benito Mussolini and Hungarian Prime MiaisPal Teleki that called
Yugoslavia an important “part of this system of g&'aof Axis policies in the Danube

region>®’

396 Mz, “Keine Anderung der Deutschen Politik gegeniihegoslawien”, April 1, 1939.
397 Mz, “Mussolini und Teleti (iber den Donaufriededpril 20, 1939.
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Of course, faith in the honest intentions of Naermany towards Yugoslavia for
the “New Order” of Europe was misdirected, as Hel@ltimate goal with this concept
was “not only to bolster German nationalism bugtase other peoples’ sense of national
identity as well” — including Yugoslavia®® But Germany’s relationship to Yugoslavia
in the 1930s was important for several reasonseased trade between the two countries
was of mutual economic benefit; Hitler's ulteriootives for annexing Austria and
Czechoslovakia made friendship with Yugoslavialyaad Hitler desired stronger
interaction with Yugoslavia in part to, ostensilpyotect the German minorities and their
culture in that country. The impact of the Thirdidkeés increasing influence in
Yugoslavid®® did not translate into generally better treatnadrits German minorit$?° —
in Slovenia, German schools remained banned anautherities were highly vigilant of
any sign of nazification among the German-speagigulation:’* Indeed,

Stojadinové’s rapprochement with Nazi Germany opened him ugritecism from

398 Mazower Hitler's Empire, 8.

399 ncreased trade with Germany became such a ladjevortant factor in Yugoslavia's economy that
the Germans were able to influence, to a certaieneéxYugoslavia’'s domestic affairs. In doing sdt|é
was able to keep Yugoslavia neutral while iiehrmachtnvaded and occupied surrounding countries.
Littlefield, Germany and Yugoslavia9. For more, see Ibid., 37-55.

0% This was in spite of the fact that German diplased for years been warning Yugoslav authoritias t
it would be impossible for the two countries to @avgood relationship if the German minorities weot
treated better. Report of the German Embassy iroSlagia to theAuswartiges Amtiuly 27, 1936.

NARA, RG-242, T-120, Roll 3107, frame E540560-E5@25

401 K omjathy and StockwellGerman Minorities and the Third Reich33. The Nazis viewed this kind of
treatment as “anti-German hatred”, thereby echtiiegsentiment of German nationalists in Slovenia.
Report of theAuswartiges Amt'Die Lage des Deutschtums im slovenischen Grdnizgé NARA, RG-
242, T-120, Roll 1453, frame D600644.
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Yugoslav nationalists, and he was “released froimedfby Prince Paul in early

February, 1939%

German Views of Slovenia and Yugoslavia up to theadti Invasion

Throughout the 1930s, as Nazi Germany achieve@asang economic gains and
foreign policy success, many Germans in Sloventaime ever more supportive of the
Third Reich and Hitler’s policies. But this increadoyalty to Germany did not lessen
their own devotion to Yugoslavi&® On the seventeenth birthday of King Peter Il, on
September 6, 1939, tiMariborer Zeitungexpressed “the best wishes of the entioék’
to the “personal luck of the young monarch.” Thegracarried on, saying “wherever the
young King may show himself, hearts fly all ovewsyds him” and that the “united
nation” had “jubilated” over the “great hope” hécékd in people. “The only thing we
can do in these eventful times” the paper decldied gather loyally around the throne,
look events cold-bloodedly in the eyes”, and banrify resolute” in avoiding the

“perception of state interests in these extraorgitisnes.%*

92 |pid., 137. The decision by Stojadinéwo establish closer ties with Nazi Germany wasarpne, as it
turned out that the immediate economic benefitadeased trade would not make it less likely for
Yugoslavia to become a target of Nazi aggressiame,Yugoslavia as History182.

03t is to be assumed that, for at least some ofrthee passionately nationalist Germans, professibns
loyalty to Yugoslavia were merely window dressingan attempt to maintain good relations between the
Third Reich and Yugoslavia. This was confirmed ieport by the Germafiuswartiges Amfrom
December of 1938 that, although noting that theu&tion of the Germans in Yugoslavia had never been
content since the establishment of the state”as wrucial for the Reich’s foreign policy that theorities
maintain good relations with the authorities stcasiaintain stability. Report of thiuswartiges Amt‘Die
Lage des Deutschtums in Jugoslavien”, Decembet 228. NARA, RG-242, T-120, roll 1363, frame
D520122-D520124.

404 Mz, “S.M. Konig Peter II. Feiert seinen 17. Gelstag”, September 6, 1939.
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While Nazi Germany had started the Second World Wt the invasion of
Poland on September 1, 1939, German-speakers iostayga had “placed (themselves)
behind the [Yugoslav] government.” Yugoslavia’s ifios of neutrality had
“undoubtedly the overwhelming agreement” of thepgteo“Neutrality”, explained the
Mariborer Zeitung “saves us from the horrors of war...Only in thisywawill) our
Fatherland arise out of the storms of the preséhbut trials and suffering®® As a
symbol of the unity of Slavs and Germans in suppbiugoslav neutrality, the “whole
city” of Marburg/Maribor “demonstrate(d) its loyglitor King, Dynasty, and State”,

decking the streets and buildings in the natiopsirs and “sea of lights?®

TheMariborer Zeitungs public affirmation of loyalty to the Yugoslav marchy
and state was significant for two reasons. On tieel@and, it served to mollify Yugoslav
concern over the loyalty of Slovenia’s German papah, many of whom were
supporters of Nazi Germany and National Sociaff$h©n the other hand, it reflected a
continuing sense of loyal German affiliation to Yogtavia that had been tested with the
rise of the Third Reich and perceived anti-Gernagiad policies in Slovenia. The
paper’'s emphasis on the “whole city” of Marburg/Ndar exhibiting their “loyalty for
King, Dynasty, and State” highlights that this ltyavas in large part predicated on the
kingdom’s remaining neutral and avoiding joining thiar. By so publicly and forcefully

expressing its support of the Yugoslav king andkmgdom’s neutrality, th#ariborer

405 Mz, “Jugoslawiens Neutralitat”, September 7, 1939.
406 Mz, “Maribor manifestiert seine Treue fiir Kénigymastie und Staat”, September 7, 1939.

407 yugoslav apprehension of Hitler's intentions aftes outbreak of war in 1939 heightened anti-German
sentiment in Slovenia, which bordered Austria aaty/l Anti-German demonstrations increased, as
German nationalist activists became increasingly land provocative with their revisionist goalsmans,
Himmler’'s Auxiliaries 120.
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Zeitungreflects both the deeply-held anti-war and proidantiment among its German-
speaking readership. That the paper devoted so eftar to praising the young king
and Yugoslav neutrality demonstrates both thatiear sentiment was high — if their
loyalty to Yugoslavia were not so in doubt, the grawould not have felt the need to
exclaim so loudly that they were not acting agaiitssinterests — and that anti-war

feelings ran deep among Germans in Slovenia.

German Ildentity and Nationalism on the Eve of the 241 Invasion of Yugoslavia

German identity in Slovenia by 1941 was split mémious factions — Pan-
Germanist, National Socialist, Austrian, Cathalndifferent, loyal to Yugoslavia, and a
mixture of several or all of these variaf¥0n the occasion of the opening of the
Deutsches Wissenschaftliches InstituEebruary of 1941, thariborer Zeitungquoted
in full the speech given by Reich Foreign Ministéenbassador Fritz von Twardowski.
The paper highlighted Ambassador von Twardowslasments on the “spiritual-
intellectual relationship between Germany and Yiayaa”, which he hoped would
“strengthen” the “cooperation” between the two doies. The paper put in bold the part
of his speech that declared that what was “wortisying” was “not the uniformity of

spirit, of culture...but rather the development aforality and individuality of every

08 yugoslav authorities, who had good reason to sudgational Socialist sentiment among members of
the German community, were uncertain how many “ridakis in Slovenia there were, and who were loyal
citizens. Major Plhak of the Yugoslav intelligersgrvices wrote that it was “hard to tell” who was"ax-
Untersteiermark who is German” and “who is a ‘crbesed’ and changes sides when it is opportune.”
Vodus-Star, “The Beginnings of the Ideological Dispute arel@onsequences on German-Slovene
Relations”, 159.
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nation...Between nations of highly-developed culturéise goal is...cooperation on the

grounds of complete equality and mutual learning @aching, giving and taking®®

The opening of thBeutsches Wissenschaftliches Instifutanced by Germany,
symbolizes the conflictions and contested iderstiimmong Slovenia’s German minority.
That the new institute was funded by the Third Renclicates the extent to which
German money and influence had spread in Yugoslahe institute represented not
only the basic fact of Yugoslavia’s Germandom, &ab the nature of its presence.
Ambassador Twardowski’'s hope that the institute lddstrengthen” the “cooperation”
between Yugoslavia and Germany expresses a bel@éimans’ cultural abilities in
science and technology which could be utilized lngdslavs for mutual benefit. The
Mariborer Zeitungs emphasis on the parts of the ambassador’s spattouched on
the “originality and individuality of every natiowhose goals were “mutual learning and
teaching” reflects a strand of German identity liovBnia that viewed their Slavic
counterparts as culturally equal though still @bleeceive unique contributions from

Germans due to their inherent characteristics.

When Nazi Germany began publicly talking aboud t#en implementing, plans
to resettle German populations in occupied are&asfern Europe for the ideological
purpose of creating a racially-pure Greater Germ&@grman-speaking minorities in

Yugoslavia panicked at the idea of being removethftheir home&° TheMariborer

409 Mz, “Die Kulturelle Zusammenarbeit zwischen Jugegkn und Deutschland”, March 2, 1941.

410 K omjathy and StockwellGerman Minorities and the Third Reich39. Hitler's decision to resettle
ethnic German populations in Eastern Europe canaesasprise to the minorities living there. Anniga
for purposes of uniting theolk was one thing, but completing this process thrdogbed removal from
the places they had lived in for centuries wassootething that they had contemplated. While ther@er
minorities themselves were surprised and perplex¢idis decision, in reality Hitler's use for Gemmsa

169



Zeitungpublished an article by Dr. Arnold Weingartnerttbaught to placate German
concerns about thedmsiedlungrom Slovenia. Referring to the prior transfers of
Germans from the Baltic and Lithuania, Weingartneste that “Germany wanted to
save all the (ethnic Germans) from a difficult-tee@m downfall”, while removing
potential “conflicts” between the Germans and Iqugbulations and thereby completing
the “necessary” Nazi population and resettlemesmipin Eastern Eurof&: Such
attempts to assuage concerns of Germans in Slokiadiéttle success — the German
minorities in Yugoslavia remained intensely anxiabsut resettlement and their fate

through 194112

After relations between the German minorities tredYugoslav authorities

deteriorated through 1943 and Yugoslavia was pressured to join the Tripafiact in

abroad was based upon how they factored into hésgio policy goals. “His general aim regarding the
minorities was to win their loyalty and then to ipthem, group by group, in the interest of his
immediate diplomatic needs. Each minority servexdRleich as circumstances required. Some, sucleas th
Sudeten Germans, performed as classic fifth columhereas others, such as the Germans of Polamd, we
for the most part passive pawns, pretexts for agipa. These groups had already served the Reith we
and in the fall of 1939, other minorities were estee to contribute to the cause by resettling.” bus)
Himmler’'s Auxiliaries 151-152.

41 MZ, “Die letzte Deutsche Umsiedlung”, March 4, 194
12 K omjathy and StockwellGerman Minorities and the Third Reich39.

13 Serb attacks on German minorities at meetingeeulturbundhad to be broken up by the police,
while police in Slovenia beat ethnic Germans inbljana in April of 1940. As well, flyers began
circulating in Slovenia that advocated death foetiinic Germans, and by June 1940, were “warriieg t
population that the ethnic Germans were a fifthugol.” Komjathy and StockwelGerman Minorities and
the Third Reich139-140. These and other anti-German activiiesh as “Yugoslav efforts to rid the
country of spies and foreign propagandists”, hadt‘mith strong German official resistance.” As well
Germany'’s military successes in Western Europ®i0lhad made “Yugoslav military officials consider
that although Germany military dispositions do point to a German attack in this direction in tlean
future, continued German successes in the Wesingwitably hasten the arrival of German armies in
southeastern Europe.” Arthur Bliss Lane to Cortheill, June 4, 1940. NARA, RG-59. Yugoslav civilians
however, viewed a German or Italian attack in ti@mer of 1940 as unlikely, however, and were more
concerned about the economy and what the postetéeraent would look like. George H. Schellens to
Cordell Hull, June 21, 1940. NARA, RG-59.
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early March of 1941}* theMariborer Zeitungreported that Yugoslavia’s joining the
Axis powers “guaranteed Yugoslav integrity” ands®aed its readers by stating that
there would be “no foreign troops marching throiYglyoslavia.**> TheMariborer
Zeitungs spin of Yugoslavia’s decision to join the Axis protecting the country’s
integrity and keeping “foreign troops” out attesighe enduring strength of an anti-war
strand in identity among Slovenia’s German minogityup?'® Though there was a
significant amount of German National Socialistgapers in Slovenia who would have
celebrated th&/ehrmachis entrance into the country as they did afterAhechlusof
Austria, there were still a not-inconsiderable nemtif Germans, whose identities were
strongly Catholic, soft-nationalist, or otherwisesupportive of National Socialism, that

desired peace and stability over rejoining theits@il body of the Germaxiolk

414 yugoslavia's strong desire to stay out of the wade them resist signing the Tripartite Pact that
included Nazi Germany, Japan, and Fascist Italpitesutside pressure to do so until March 1941.
Germany’s transfer of over 350,000 troops to neiginly Bulgaria made this an increasingly untenable
position, and the government signed the agreenmreMarch 25. Two days later, a military coup repthce
the government. Lamp&ugoslavia as Historyl94-196. For a more detailed account of Yugoalavi
joining the Tripartite Pact, see Littlefiel&ermany and Yugoslayi&7-130.

415 Mz, “Jugoslawien ist dem Dreiméachtepakt beigetratilarch 26, 1941.

1 Germans’ concern over their fate should Yugoslagaragged into the war was heightened after the
new military government, which was composed of Setionalists, “arrested the entire ethnic German
leadership” who then, after being released, did thest to assure the new leaders of the counttlyedf
loyalty. Komjathy and Stockwelizerman Minorities and the Third Reich40. As well, the new military
government was strongly suspected by the Germaergment of physically “mishandling” members of
the ethnic German minority community in Belgrade atsewhere. Morris to Cordell Hull, March 31,
1940. NARA, RG-59.
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After the Invasion

Mussolini’s ill-advised decision to attack Gre&Cen October 28, 1940,
precipitated Nazi Germany’s invasion of Yugoslatfirhe Wehrmachs invasion on
April 6, 1941 advanced quickly, ending with the ygltal destruction” of Yugoslavia by
June?*® Though some Nazi-oriented Germans in Slovenia wetigely serving the
SicherheitsdienqtSD) intelligence and military sections from tirae of theAnschluss
to the 1941 invasioff:’ the majority of ethnic Germans were kept in the&k@dout the
Nazis’ intentions and obeyed mobilization ordetsi\pril 6.*** The country was
partitioned between the different Axis powers, Withzi Germany completing the
geographical expansion of the Greater German Rsi@nnexing northern Slovenia,
whose “population according to Nazi ideology wasaable to speedy

Germanization*?

German-speakers in Nazi-occupied Slovenia werenited, spiritually and

geographically, with Germandom. The now-Nazified aenamedarburger Zeitung

1" Mussolini did not consult with Hitler prior to cedng the attack. Jozo Timoseviéar and Revolution
in Yugoslavia, 1941-1945: Occupation and CollabmmaiStanford: Stanford University Press, 2001), 46.

“18 The failure of Italian troops to make quick praggén advancing through Greece, as well as German
need for supplies to be sent through the fastestiple route to its armies in North Africa, contried to
Germany'’s decision to invade. Lampajgoslavia as Historyl95.

19| ampe,Yugoslavia as Historyl97.

20| the summer of 1940, Yugoslav authorities digred a (Nazi) German spy network in
Marburg/Maribor, which had contacts via radio widthaz. These agents had prepared, in the days tpadin
up to the invasion, a list of more than 3,500 Yugesitizens — mostly from Slovenia — who were & b
immediately arrested. Nak, Die “Deutschen” in Slowenienl5-16. While a small minority of nationalist
activists participated in fifth column-like actiigs, the secret radio stations set up by the S[2 wperated
exclusively byReichsdeutschaot the German minorities. Komjathy and Stockw@#rman Minorities

and the Third Reichl40-141.

21 K omjathy and StockwellGerman Minorities and the Third Reich40-141.

22 This did not include the city of Ljubljana. Timaseh, War and Revolution in Yugoslayi@l.
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welcomed the “inevitable” result of German troopbérating” the “Yugoslav state”,
which had “been overthrown by the betrayal of tiedgBade war criminals in an insane
adventure.” The paper explained to its readersalinew time” had begun for the

region, since “Adolf Hitler’'s Third Reich is a satstate in the truest meaning of the
word. The GermaiWolksgemeinschafof which we had until now been separated by the
unbearable Versailles system, spans our belovesh@gyria.*** An announcement in

theMarburger Zeitungon April 9 greeted the Nazi occupiers:

Ethnic Comrades! The hour of our liberation hagdtr A 22-year struggle for
the continued existence of odolksgruppehas concluded with the victorious
liberating deed of our Fuhrer. We have now the @amxihours of our life behind
us. Joy and thanks fill our hearts. For our joy #rahks towards our beloved
FUhrer and his brave and gloriod&hrmachtwe want to worthily...adorn our
houses, windows, and businesses with our Germgs, flgth the likeness of the
Fuhrer and with flowers. We have revived from stjlegand misery to a new life
of structure and service to our Germéslk and our Greater German Fatherland.
Everyone fulfill his German dut§A*

Accusing the “seven million Serbs” of exercisintpalitical and economic system of
terror” against “nine million people of other etbigroups”, theMarburger Zeitung
framed the Nazi invasion of Yugoslavia as “freeitigg populations there. The coming
of the Nazis meant “freedom and bread for all iroiditler's New Europe.*?° German
occupation meant that the “22 years” that “the ulde of our German mother tongue”

was “refused” was over. “Now the time has come whee can once more openly

423z, “Geschichtliche Wendung”, April 9, 1941.
424 Mz, “Volksgenossen!”, April 9, 1941.

425 Mz, “Der Sturmlauf der Gerechtigkeit”, April 10941.
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profess our Germaviolkstum**® Marburg/Maribor and the rest of Lower Styria were

now free*?’

As in other cases of Nazi foreign policy, tMarburger Zeitungs interpretation
of Germany’s invasion was not simply a reinforcetr@National Socialist propaganda.
In addition to loudly and happily declaring whatlaimed to be the full voice of
Slovenia’s German minority in approving the Thirdiéh’s reasons for invading and
occupying Yugoslavia, the paper was also explaitongarts of its readership why this
invasion was a positive and what its impact wouddenhon their lives. In interpreting the
Nazis’ invasion for its readership, tMarburger Zeitunghereby exposes the fault lines
that divided German-speakers in Slovenia in thggntity and nationalisms. Those
German nationalists who were ardent supportersatibNal Socialism and believed in
their belonging to th&olksgemeinschafejoiced at their liberation from Slavic
overlords. Others who were not necessarily eitbeof against National Socialism but
were adamant in their desire to avoid war at atsavould have been deeply uneasy
about the repercussions that might occur afteidareoops began to occupy
Yugoslavia. Still others, whose identities werepsgthas much by their Roman
Catholicism and affiliation to the Austria of thebkburgs, could have been torn between
their desire to regain their prior privileges wHhileng in a German-dominated society

and their distaste over being controlled by Nazopis and administrators.

426z, “Volksgenossen!”, April 10, 1941.

42T Mz, “Marburg Frei!”, April 11, 1941. The Nazis diddeed view their invasion and occupation of
Slovenia as a liberation. Since the late 1930sR#kieh Foreign Ministry had viewed the Slovene
government and Slovene people’s actions againsh&es as “terrorist activities.” Contrary to local
German nationalists’ views of these actions (atlea espoused in the German-language press) #tie Na
saw anti-German attitudes as permeating Sloverietgpfrom the authorities, to the press, to thealo
civilians themselves. Memorandum from German Empas¥ ugoslavia to thduswartiges AmtMay 4,
1939. NARA, RG-242, T-120, Roll 1453, frame D60043600651.
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But Catholicism’s strong role among Germans in 8toa was persistent and
strong. On Easter, thdarburger Zeitungcelebrated the Christian holiday with “the sign
of the victorious flags of Adolf Hitler.” The papeguated Christ’s rising from the dead
with the Nazi invasion; just as Jesus Christ’s mesuion had brought humanity out of
the darkness and into a new age, so too did HitldrtheNehrmachaccomplish a
similar phenomenon in Yugoslavia and Europe. Ngtdbe paper published a full-
length photograph of the Fiihrer looking nobly itite distance, in full military uniform,

but without any outward sign of the Nazi swasfifa.

German-speakers’ Roman Catholic identity was ofedekply-held and
widespread in Slovenia, as thkarburger Zeitun(s extensive efforts to relate to the
Christian denomination evince. That the newspamidvshow a full-length photograph
of Adolf Hitler but decline to display the infamolszi swastika indicates that a
considerable number of those Germans who had s&atirdNazi views — whether due to
their Catholicism and the anti-Christian actiorattthe Nazis had taken over the previous
several years, or some other reason — were ambtwati®est in how they felt about the
Fuhrer. While many Germans in Slovenia felt morersily about their Catholic identity
than their German nationalism, this was not the éasmany others. Though the
overwhelming majority of Germans in Slovenia wemnfan Catholic, a great many of
them were supporters of National Socialism, and tieéigion did not interfere with or
cause them to question their identifying with tk&r@me right-wing German nationalism

that the Nazis espoused.

428 Mz, “Auferstehung 1941”, April 12, 1941.

175



On the “day of fulfillment” in Marburg/Maribor, wimeDr. Sigfried Uiberreither
took over the civilian administration of the regiasGauleiterandReichsstatthalterthe
Marburger Zeitungdepicted the “indescribable joy” of the city’s pogtion as Dr.
Uiberreither entered the “ground of the old Gerroian”*?° German occupation meant
that those who had “annihilated the old monumeh@Geyman culture (and) defaced the
centuries-old beautiful picture of German citiegthdone so “only because they are

destroying witnesses for Germandor.”

The Schwéabisch-Deutscher Kulturbumas replaced by thgteirischer
Heimatbundwhose leader Franz Steindl was given the orden titler to “make
(Lower Styria) German®! In an attempt to recruit more members forlte@matbund
theMarburger Zeitungpublished an article from a reader that appeadddrmans’

regional identities:

All of us who are Styrians love otteimat Our forefathers lived here, built the
ground here, established the cities, markets, dladj@s and laid down the streets
and paths between them...(Our) sons and daughtersingedrstood this legacy,
this holy appeal: remain true to thieimat..We had to suffer...almost 23 long
years that the enemy ruled our country. And howuted! He expelled many of
us, the town and streets decayed...and now thistbtatevas built on lies has
fallen...But we, we have our Lower Styria once moréght hands...Since we

all want to assist and cooperate with the developrotourHeimat our Lower
Styria....None of us will fail. We will all be ther8ecause our great, our beloved
Fuhrer Adolf Hitler calls upon u§?

429 Mz, “Auf Ewig Deutsch”, April 15, 1941.

430 \MZz, “Wir Danken unserm Fuhrer!”, April 19, 1941.

31 Scherer, “Die Deutschen in der UntersteiermarlQlirer-Krain und in der Gottschee”, 131.
*32\Mz, “Alle zum Heimatbund!”, April 27, 1941.
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By July of 1941, théMarburger Zeitunghad begun displaying at the top of its masthead

the Styrian lion and carrying the slogan of “officorgan of the StyriaRleimatbund’**®

Despite the obviously-biased pro-Nazi stance eMarburger Zeitungafter
Slovenia came under German occupation, not all @esnn Slovenia agreed that the
coming of the National Socialist regime signaldibaration. While the Germans of
Slovenia became once more a part of the GeMuadky the nature of what thiolk was
not one that all approved of. For German natistekivho cheered the rise of the Third
Reich and eagerly awaited the revolution that weattew the nation andolk, the
events of April 1941 established the dominance @eaman identity and nationalism in
Slovenia that was in step with National Sociali€ther nationalists who had, as Roman
Catholics and Austrians, contested this intra-Germdture war might have been glad to
have their prior social status and privilege resdpbut not necessarily at the expense of
the violence and atrocities that were to come. AB,iear of and desire for protection
from communism was pervasive among the GermanbkireSia, and was an important
rationale for accepting the Nazis and their invagibYugoslavia. It is clear that, from
the time of Hitler’s rise to power in 1933 to ther@an invasion of 1941, there were
many Germans in Slovenia who became fervent sugnsoof the Third Reich and its
ideology. As well, the Reich’s reach into Germafiure and society in Yugoslavia was

long indeed* But this influence was never total, and bothunaltand societal anti-

433 Mz, advertisement, July 9, 1941.

34 This can be seen in tihwabisch-Deutscher Kulturbunghose leadership were thoroughly Nazified
by 1939 and actively sought to become an arm oTtliel Reich. Hans Rasimus, himself an ethnic
German who was expelled from Yugoslavia after tlae, @enies that thi€ulturbundhad any “basis for
National Socialism” and resented that the Yugoglawernment conflated its own German minority with
the National Socialists of the Third Reich. RasinAls Fremde im Vaterland90.
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Nazi institutions remained — the Catholic Churamservative liberalism, and a different

idea of nationalism, a different idea of what itantto be Germafr®

3% Eor example, in Marburg/Maribor in 1940, less thalf of the city’s German population was registere
in the Nazi-controlledulturbund Of those registered, most were middle-aged (batv@® and 60) with a
significant minority of younger men (15-30 yeard)olA majority were Protestant, with few Roman
Catholic members. VoduSek-StariThe Beginning of the Ideological Dispute and@snsequences on
German-Slovene Relations”, 153.
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Conclusion

Yugoslavia was divided by the Axis powers into ¢hparts, being occupied by Germany,
Italy, and Hungary. The Nazis controlled most a@nia north of Ljubljana, with its
population of some 25,000 ethnic Germans, and de@mannex the region to the Third
Reich?*® The decision to consider the annexation of Slavesian extension of the
Anschlusswith Austria led to fierce partisan resistancarirSlovenes and presented the
local Nazi occupying force with unique problemssabotage and disruption of a kind not
seen in other occupied areas of Eastern Eufpeartisan warfare in Slovenia and
Yugoslavia was particularly brutal, leaving repesions for the region that would be felt

for decades to conté®

3 The Yugoslav census of 1931 showed 25,054 etheim@ns in what would become Nazi-occupied
Slovenia, with th&kulturbunds own internal studies only marginally increasthg number of Germans, at
28,075 in January 1941. Almost half of those warairal Gottschee/Keevje. TimosevicWar and
Revolution in Yugoslavj@3. Some of those Germans left under Italianunddrian occupation in
Slovenia expressed their desire to be placed UBdenan administration through waving Nazi flags,
public proclamations, and protesting.ddk, Die “Deutschen” in Slowenignl?.

37 For more, see Tim Kirk, “Limits of Germandom: Rataince to the Nazi Annexation of Slovenia”, in
The Slavonic and East European Revigol. 69, No. 4 (October 1991), 646-667. Though Nazis
intended to simply extend the civilian administvatarea of Austria that bordered Slovenia to LoS#gria
and Carinthia, this was never accomplished asgaartiesistance was too fierce. But the NSDAP oecsipi
did implement the Nuremberg Racial Laws and intoediia military draft that forced Slovenes to figt
the Germans. Nk, Die “Deutschen” in Slowenienl8. This unpreparedness is understandable ihdigh
the fact that the Germans had anticipated “70-806#&lovenes would be “in favor of Germany” during
the invasion, ostensibly because of anti-Serb isemti. Report of the German Embassy in Croatiado th
Auswartiges Amt‘Abschliessender Bericht Uber die Umsiedlung” vidmber 20, 1941. RG-242, T-120,
roll 5781, frame H296639-296649.

“38 partisan paramilitary groups in Slovenia fougthtfor and against communists as well as Nazis.
Timosevic,War and Revolution in Yugoslayid26-127. Tamara Griesserdaehas called this a “civil

war” in Slovenia, one that led from one totalitari@gime (the Nazis and fascist Italy) to another
(communism). See Tamara Griessetd?gDas zerrissene Volk — Slowenien 1941-1946: Okkapati
Kollaboration, Blrgerkrieg, Revolutiofvienna: Bohlau Verlag, 2003). Slovene historytfus period had
been largely written from the communist viewpoimho saw those Slovenes who had fought against the
communist partisans and then left the country dfteiwar not as refugees but as traitors. This
interpretation has caused resentment among sorhelicatin Slovenia, which has persisted for decades
For more on the experiences of these anti-commpaisisans and refugees, see John Corsellis ancuslar
Ferrar,Slovenia 1945: Memories of Death and Survival aftlarld War 11(New York: I.B. Tauris, 2005).
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The Nazis intended to completely Germanize Slavenith Heinrich Himmler,
in his capacity as Reich Commissar for the Stresmgtig of Germandom, establishing a
Staff for the Resettlement of the Population asdiisg the following directives to bring
this about: expellingn masséhe population of “undesirable” Slovenes, inclglthe
intelligentsia and those “nationally consciousgnsferring of ethnic Germans from the
Italian-occupied part of Slovenia and other paftSastern and Southeastern Europe; and

the Germanization of those Slovenes not includetiérexpulsiort>®

Annexation to the Third Reich put many GermanSlovenia in a tight spdt°

Similar to other regions of Eastern Europe thateamder Nazi occupation, local ethnic

For more on partisan warfare and developments igo¥lavia during World War 11, see Lampe,
Yugoslavia as Historyl97-228.

3% Timosevic,War and Revolution in Yugoslayig5. The Germans would end up expelling some 80,30
Slovenes, only one-third of the amount they hadioaily planned and about 10% of the total Slovene
population. Those expelled went to Serbia, Croatid, Germany, where they became forced laborers or
were Germanized. For more, see Ibid., 86-91. Tkeséto forced labor camps became part of theandli
of forced and slave workers from Nazi-occupied siieahe Third Reich that made up a large percentag
of the German labor force during the war. For meess, Ulrich Herbertlitler's Foreign Workers:
Enforced Foreign Labor in Germany under the ThieldR (New York: Cambridge University Press,
1997). For more on the Nazis’ racial treatmentla¥§, see John Connelly, “Nazis and Slavs: FronidRac
Theory to Racist Practice”, i@entral European Historyvol. 32, No. 1 (1999), 1-33. Among those
persecuted by the Nazis in Slovenia were Gypsidgtannumerically-small Jewish population of |dsat
1,000. Since there were so few Jews, the NSDAR aivhinistration in Slovenia did not view this as a
burning issue to be resolved, and roughly 80% efJ#wish population survived the war. See Andrej
Partur, “Genocide and Ethnocide: Similarities and Diéfieces between Jewish and Slovenian
Victimization in Slovenia”, in Anton Weiss-Wendiradicating Differences: The Treatment of Minostie
in Nazi-Dominated Europ@Newcastle upon Tyne, United Kingdom: Cambridghdbars Publishing,
2010), 165-186.

40 At the outset of the invasion, Germans were fagighl what they viewed as an impossible choice:
follow mobilization orders and fight German troagsdisobey those orders and go into hiding untilas
safe to come out. Many did flee to neighboring Hamlygand other parts of Yugoslavia, while many also
obeyed orders to mobilize. See Schieder,@ds, Schicksal der Deutschen in Jugoslaw#8E-50E. The
extent to which ethnic Germans in Slovenia collabed with and participated in Nazi occupation
administration and anti-partisan efforts is disputetefan Karner downplays the participation ofvBlee,
arguing that many Germans — including even Nazpstiprs — spoke out about the brutal, racist
occupation policies; he claims that the “majoritf"ethnic Germans in Slovenia “rejected” the octigra
policies of the NSDAP administration, while othé&lowed orders and still others adopted a silent
“modus vivendi” with the local Slovene populati®@ee KarnerDie Deutschsprachige Volksgruppe in
Slowenien72-76; 94; 117-118. In contrast, DuSartdle argues that “most” Germans were in fact
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Germans were both recruited and volunteered tothelerman war effort and
occupatiorf:** Germans in Slovenia who had been staunch Nat®ogihlist ideologues
before the invasion embraced the coming of Nanpso Others who had been
ambivalent or opposed to the Nazis might have b@snre what annexation would lead
to, but were nonetheless relieved to have thear gmiivileges and rights — especially in

education — restoretf?

While ethnic Germans were either passionate aiypasowards their
membership in the Third Reich, many were still ansi about being resettled to another

area of Greater Germaf$’ In the winter of 1941-1942, the 600-year histofrfzermans

sympathizers of the Nazis, citing the “80%” of “fitions of the occupying administration” being
composed of “local” Germans. Seeddk, Die “Deutschen” in Slowenienl4-15; 19.

4! TimosevicWar and Revolution in Yugoslayig5 The Nazis raised an SS unit composed of local
Germans, which only ended up comprising aroungQLién. Nonetheless, these Germans helped fight
the partisans, sometimes resulting in atrocitiesgpeommitted. See Neak, “’Die Deutschen’ in
Slowenien, 1938-1948", 382-383. “Local” German fgpttion in atrocities, such as the execution by
shooting of 10 Slovene civilians for every one Gannsoldier killed by partisans, linked all German-
speakers in Slovenia with the brutal Nazi occupatidamijan Gustin and Vladimir Prekli“Die
Rechtslage der deutschen Minderheit in Jugoslat®dd bis 1946”, in Manfred Kittel, Horst Moller fiJi
PesSek, and Ofith Tama, eds.Peutschsprachige Minderheiten 1945: Ein europaisalergleich

(Munich: R. Oldenbourg Verlag, 2007), 302-303.

#4Z\While Slovenes viewed the Nazi occupation for whatas — a hostile invasion by an aggressivestaci
regime intent on exterminating the very idea ofa/&ne culture — many Germans saw it as an oppitbytun
to have their former privileges restored, not neaghy agreeing with the racist and eliminatiomrgttoric

of National Socialism. KarneBie Deutschsprachige Volksgruppe in Sloweni#n A similar process was
evident in Serbia among the occupying Nazi foraeslacal German population. The local Germans’
reasons for embracing the Nazis varied, but marigerh collaborated and participated in anti-pantisa
activity and racial policies which engendered isghostility and would lead to their expulsion aftee
war. See Mirna Zakic, “The Furthest Watch of thécReNational Socialism, Ethnic Germans, and the
Occupation of the Serbian Banat, 1941-1944", Phd3attation, University of Maryland, College Park,
2011. But German-speaking Catholics in Sloveniahiniigave been very apprehensive towards the Nazi
occupation force, as it was started early on thairh must be made for a new mystic religion of dlemd
race as practiced by the old German race”, anrathiat would lead to the “abolition of CatholiciSm.
James B. Stewart to Cordell Hull, March 17, 1942RM\, RG-59.

443 K omjathy and StockwellGerman Minorities and the Third Reich43. TheVolksdeutsche Mittelstelle
had not planned on transferring the German popuiati Slovenia until after the 1941 invasion, asais
intended that they would “serve as intermediarigtsvben the Reich and the local Slavic population.”
Lumans Himmler's Auxiliaries 175. Indeed, some Germans who had been suppoftthe National
Socialists became disillusioned once they cameruhad jurisdiction. One man, who had “always
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in Gottschee/Kdevje came to an end after roughly 15,000 were fearesl to Carinthia
and Lower Styria from the Italian-occupied regiomrsunding Ljubljana, to replace the
Slovene population that had been expelled fronettféiDespite becoming a part of the
Third Reich, being granted Reich citizenship, aaoh@ given administrative posts in the
occupation, German-speakers in Slovenia weresstibiguous in how “German” they
really were. The Nazis themselves were not entecelyinced that the “local” Germans
were equals, with one report upbraiding a lowekeahclerk for using the term

Reichsdeutscinstead oVolksdeutscho describe the Germans in Slovetif.

For the Slovenes who were on the receiving enti@fiermanization policies

and violent reprisals of the occupying Nazi adntaison;**° the variants in German

identities and nationalisms that had been pred@it\World War | and continued

especially sympathized with the National Socialistldview”, was “forcibly evacuated” by Nazi
authorities from his home in Windisch Graz in Lov@&tyria with his family in the middle of the night,
never receiving an official reason for the actibtartin Barl to the German General Consulate in 2agr
September 10, 1941. NARA, RG-242, T-120, roll 57@dme H296663-H296664.

444 Schieder, edDas Schicksal der Deutschen in JugoslawBSE. This was done despite internal reports
showing that the Gottschee Germans were “unprepéoeduch a move. Report to Sigfried Ueberreither,
“Aussiedlungen entlangs der Save”, January 7, 1I8&RA, RG-242, T-120, roll 5781, frame H296633-
H296635. For more on the transfer of the Gottséhenans, see Mitja Ferenc, “Fur immer
untergegangen? Die Gottscheer im 20. Jahrhundiemlitja Ferenc and Joachim Hésler, eds.,
Spurensuche in der Gottschee: DeutschsprachigdeBiéa Slowenier{Potsdam, Germany: Deutsches
Kulturforum dstliches Europa, 2011), 63-91.

#45 Telegram from the German Embassy in Zagreb té\tisvartiges AmtSeptember 16, 1944. RG-242,
T-120, roll 5784, frame H299179. The German-speagakiopulation of Slovenia was granted Reich
citizenship in October of 1941. Kk, Die “Deutschen” in Sloweniernl 8.

44® Germanization measures included changing geograbphiames, street signs, businesses, and other
aspects of society from Slovene to German; Slo¥iestenames were prohibited and German spellingluse
in public records; Slovenes were forced or complaitejoin two front groups, the Carinthian Volksloun
and Styrian Heimatbund, and were classified by @iifferent categories, ranging from “friendly tceth
Germans” to “strongly anti-German” as well as theial categories of “very good” to “unsuitable” for
becoming a part of the Germ#liolksgemeinschafSlovene teachers were fired, Slovene schools were
closed and re-opened with only German-languageuictsn, with the objective of “(preventing) the
development of Slovene national consciousnessaneBke children..and to implant German national
consciousness instead” — the very process that @anyans had felt the Slovene government was trying
to accomplish in the 1920s and 1930s. Timos&Mar and Revolution in Yugoslayi@l.
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through World War 1l were essentially meaninglélg; contested German National
Socialist identity in Slovenia had convinced alm@atryone that a German was a
German, and all Germans were N&2fdn November of 1943, the Antifascist Council
of the People’s Liberation of Yugoslavia (AVNOJxded that all “enemies of the

people” must be dealt with, including the Germahthe country**®

Many ethnic Germans fled with the retreat of Wlehrmachtwho fell before the
advancing communist partisans and the Red Armys&idho remained suffered the

“vengeance” of the local Slavic population who lesadiured the harsh Nazi

*47Indeed, the Slovenes had called their German-#pgahinority “Germans” throughout the interwar
period, while Reich citizens called thérlksdeutscher AuslandsdeutscheToday, it might be more
appropriate to designate them as Austrians, astiacti German-Austrian cultural identity has become
more prominent. DuSan Mak, “Die ‘deutschen’ in Slowenien nach 1945 alsgskn- und Nationalfeinde:
Ein Beispiel nationalpolitischer Stereotype”, indkaas Moritsch and Alois Mosser, ed3en Anderen im
Blick: Stereotype im ehemaligen Jugoslaw(erankfurt am Main: Peter Lang Verlag, 2002), 196¢

more on the development of Austrian identity betw£818 and 1955, see Douglas Patrick Campbell, “The
Shadow of the Habsburgs: Memory and National Itgeimi Austrian Politics and Education, 1918-1955",
PhD dissertation, University of Maryland, Collegarle 2006. It is important to note that, even tjfothe
Nazis picked out the so-call&blksdeutschas beneficiaries of Nazi extermination and ragdaicies in
Eastern Europe, the Nazis themselves found it afiiéicult to determine who exactly was a Germarewh
they encountered the peoples of Eastern Europégian could not rest solely on use of the German
language, since many Jews and Slavs spoke Gerrtwd ®as another difficult criteria to establishen
more so than in the Reich. Regardless of whetlegrilere “true” Germans, either in self-identificatior
marked as so by others, some of the ethnic Gerofdgastern Europe participated in the crimes of the
Nazis, and all were officially beneficiaries. Tlises not take away from the fact that some etheierans
publicly and privately resisted and protested Neziupation policies. Manyolksdeutschévho often did
not call themselves by that name) tried to “prowresir Germanness by being good Nazis in order o ga
certain favors, while some Nazis considered thebettsecond- or third-rate Germans at best.” SegsDo
L. Bergen, “The ‘Volksdeutschen of Eastern Eurdffeyld War II, and the Holocaust: Constructed
Ethnicity, Real Genocide”, in Keith Bullivant, Géay Giles, and Walter Pape, edSermany and
Eastern Europe: Cultural Identities and Culturalfi@grenceqgAtlanta, Georgia: Yearbook of European
Studies, 1999), 70-93. Indeed, even after some @ssrfrom Yugoslavia had entered Germany near the
end of the war to avoid the Red Army, they werk ‘§tielegated) to the table with the alien workersd

the prisoners of war.” Dougla®rderly and Humanes1.

48 Scherer, “Die Deutschen in der UntersteiermarlQlirer-Krain und in der Gottschee”, 131. An
exception was made for those Germans who had falghgiside the partisans against the occupiers, but
this did not include many. See Tone Ferenc, “ThetAans and Slovenia during the Second World War”,
in F. Parkinson, edConquering the Past: Austrian Nazism YesterdayTeodhy(Detroit: Wayne State
University Press, 1989), 207-233.
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occupatiori:** On May 8, 1945, partisans in Cilli/Celje shot am@bto death any
Germans they saw on the street. The entire Germpulgtion of Lower Styria was
imprisoned in concentration camps in Tuchern/Lasar Cilli/Celje, Herberstein near
Marburg/Maribor, and in the death camp Sterntalfi€elo. Thousands died of hunger,
typhus, and dysentery. Conservative estimateseofi€ath toll of Germans in
Yugoslavia after th&/ehrmachteft the country are put at a minimum of 10,000, o

which 6,000 were from Lower Styrfa°

Slovenia was the region of Yugoslavia with the neastcerted effort to expel the
German population. After being interned in holdaagnps, where many fell ill and died,
most Germans were sent by train to the AustriaddroiSome were sent to labor camps,
while those in “mixed” marriages were allowed tmeen* Reasons for the expulsion
and forced removal of ethnic Germans from Slovereee revenge and reparation for the
Nazis’ occupation and treatment of Slovenes, otihbcal Germans had been a part;
that German-speaking Yugoslav citizens who had beembers of th&ulturbundhad
“betrayed their own state”; German industrialetsl bankers were now viewed as “class

enemies” by the communist authorities; and Slovevere not “ready to live together

4% Some 80,000 Germans were officially expelled fidngoslavia, with thousands more being
unofficially forced out of their homes and fleeimgpstly to Austria but also Germany. Arnold Suppan,
“Zwischen Rache, Vergeltung und ‘Ethnischer Saubg'ru-lucht, Vertreibung und Zwangsaussiedlung
der Deutschen aus der Tschechoslowakei und Jugesiaun Zeitschrift fiir Geschichtswissenschafol.
51, No. 1 (2003), 74-76. These tens of thousand®eomans formed part of the estimated 15 millidmiet
Germans who were expelled from Eastern Europeantges after 1945. De Zaya&,Terrible Revengel.
For more on these refugees’ experiences whilerfteeiar and traveling the sometimes very long distan
across Eastern Europe on foot, see Ibid., 39-8€h Sumassive movement of so large a group of panple
so short a time “may well constitute the greatagjle movement of population” in human history.
Douglas Orderly and Humaneg5s.

450 5cherer, “Die Deutschen in der UntersteiermarlQlrer-Krain und in der Gottschee”, 132. For more on
Germans’ experiences of the internment camps iteEagurope, see Dougla8rderly and Humangel 30-
157.

! Schieder, edDas Schicksal der Deutschen in JugoslawB8E-101E.
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with Germans again*® In the 1948 census of the Federal People’s Rapuabli
Yugoslavia, the number of Germans in Slovenia tadri less to than 2,000, effectively

ending their status as an existing minority gr&tip.

m

%52 Suppan, “Zwischen Rache, Vergeltung und ‘Ethnis@#iberung™, 74-84. The decision to expel the
Germans of Yugoslavia was made in November of I84the communist partisans fighting against the
Nazis. The expulsion, sometimes violently and sodjanized fashion carried out, was tacitly conddmne
the Allies. Damijan Gustin and Vladimir Prebjli'Die Rechtslage der deutschen Minderheit in
Jugoslawien 1944 bis 1946”, in Manfred Kittel, HdwHller, Jiii PeSek, and Ofith Tama,
Deutschsprachige Minderheiten 1945: Ein europaisshergleich(Munich: R. Oldenbourg Verlag, 2007),
297. For more, including primary documents issugthle provisional Yugoslav government, see Ibid.,
297-346. One Slovene wrote in 1944: “As long as¢heGerman elements are mixed in with our
population, they will reduce the (people’s) selfisciousness and growth, economically paralyze atid w
that, inhibit our material and cultural progresse.tnly remedy against this...is to draw the border
between the Styrian Slovenes and the former YugdS&man minority...” Expelling the Germans was
not done because they were German, but rather sethaey were part of Germandom, which was
aggressive in its expansion. ¢éd, “’Die Deutschen’ in Slowenien, 1938-1948", 3391. Marina
Cattaruzza has argued that geo-political and dipt@tonsiderations on the part of the Allies, igatarly
Britain, played a part in allowing these mass esjons and population migrations to happen. Marina
Cattaruzza, “’Last stop expulsion’ — The minorityegtion and forced migration in East-Central Europe
1918-1949”, inNations and NationalismV/ol. 16, No. 1 (2010), 108-126. The Allies undecs well the
logistics of moving so many people at once, ancttiaos that would ensure, without adequately pregar
so such an endeavor; indeed, “they consideredrteish the displaced population would undergo ta be
salutary form of reeducation.” Dougld@3rderly and Humanes6. For more on Allied plans for the
population transfer of ethnic Germans from EasErrope during and after the end of World War g se
Alfred M. de ZayasNemesis at Potsdam: The Anglo-Americans and thal&grp of the Germans:
Background, Execution, Consequengamndon: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1979). The pojpaeatransfer
and migration of millions of ethnic Germans afteoMd War Il was but one large piece among many such
events as part of a longer history of ethnic cleanexpulsion, migration, and population transfers
twentieth century Europe. See Benjamin Liebermiantible Fate: Ethnic Cleansing in the Making of
Modern EuropgChicago: Ivan R. Dee, 2006). See also Naimiides of Hatred 108-138; and Prusin,
The Lands Betwee201-223.

53 Dugan Néak, “Waren ‘die Deutschen’ Fremde in Slowenien na@45?”, inOsterreichischer
Zeitgeschichtetag 1995: Osterreich — 50 Jahre Ripmnsbruck, Austria: Studien Verlag, 1996), 189.
The history of Germans in Slovenia has made italiff for Austria and Slovenia to come to termstwit
their bilateral relationship and the events of 29985, as has been the case to varying degreésefor
Czech Republic and the Federal Republic of Germ8aome of the Germans (Austrians) who left Slovenia
after 1945 accused the Slovenes of pursuing “geiatigbolicies on the Germans of Slovenia, due to
expulsion, economic expropriation, and imprisonmermamps. This claim was officially supported hgt
Austrian government as late as 1991. See DuSéakl\&inige grundlegende Angaben tber das Schicksal
der deutschen Volksgemeinschaft in Slowenien n&db" in Sudostdeutsches Archiol. 36, No. 1

(1993), 163-171. Paul Mojzes argues that Yugosttaliation against its German minority populatidtera
the war was indeed a genocide, but has not bedredi® be designated as such, as the local populati
“felt little sympathy for the German population.5tiinates range from 64,000 to 166,970 for the nurobe
ethnic Germans interned in camps in Yugoslaviay witninimum of tens of thousands dying. Paul Mqjzes
Balkan Genocidesl09-114. Indeed, the history of the conflict otrex borderlands meant that, post-1945,
relations between Vienna and Belgrade were friendfian between regional capitals Klagenfurt and
Ljubljana. Moll, “The German-Slovene Language amaté&Border in Southern Austria”, 215. While the
Republic of Austria recognizes Slovenes as anieffioinority, German-speakers are not accorded the
same recognition in the Republic of Slovenia. ThvealledOrstafelstreitover bilingual German-Slovene
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Nationalism, Identity, Minorities, and Society

It was possible, in Eastern Europe, that one neebta confined to just one identity’

for many German-speakers in Slovenia, it was ptessibbe German, Catholic, Austrian,
and, in their own unique way, Yugoslav, all at #aene time. National activists — both
German and Slovene — tried to mark out the Germannties as being definitively
identified as only a certain kind of German. Bug tkality for many individual Germans

was rather different.

German identity and nationalism in interwar Slaadmad varieties and
transformed after internal and external conditiomanged. In the immediate aftermath of
World War I, when Austria was forced to be an irglegent and separate state from the
German Republic, German nationalists in neighbo@iagnthia and Lower Styria sought
to maintain their German identity and culture ia ttontext of Austria’s desire to
politically and spiritually become a part of ther@an Reich. While some German

nationalists maintained this stance throughoutl®#0s, becoming more entrenched in

town signs in areas of Austria with large Sloveopylations has taken years to come to a workable
solution, having in the meantime elicited strongtests from the right-wingreiheitlichen in Karnterand
Jorg Haider while he was alive. See the newspatielea’Harmonie beim Ortstafel-FestakK|eine
Zeitung(Austria), August 8, 2011. The persistence of thision between Austria and Slovenia is in
contrast to trends in other Eastern European cesntvho have begun to celebrate ethnicity as slityer
and not as a problem to be “solved” for social cidre See Francis W. Carter and David Turnock,
“Ethnicity in Eastern Europe: Historical legaciesigrospects for cohesion”, @eoJournal Vol. 50, No.
2/3 (2000), 109-125.

5% Marsha Rozenblit's study of the Jews of the Habglimpire in World War | illustrates this. Undeeth
Habsburgs, the Jews of Austria had what Rozenbtitdbes as a “tripartite” identity: loyalty to tktate,

to the monarchy, and to the Jewish people arouvmevtirld. But Jews found it difficult to maintainigh
identity after the fall of the empire, not just bese the Habsburgs were no more, but because ai&ton
activists as well often defined national or ethmétonging on the basis of race. See Marsha Rozenbli
Reconstructing a National Identity: The Jews of sfalrg Austria during World War(New York: Oxford
University Press, 2001).
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their convictions after they felt singled out farpecution due to their Germanness, other
German-speakers stressed a different type of ratidentity — one that saw German
culture as a mutual force for good, able to beidgerbetween the Slavic and Germanic
worlds so that both might prosper. Still other “@ans”, described as such by both
German and Slovene national activists, had to bsupded that they were a part of the
German cultural sphere. Despite such efforts, there enough “Germans” that either
kept resisting or maintained ignorance of belonghrgughout much of the interwar
years. A strong aspect of German identity that reathlatent until the rise of National
Socialism was the Roman Catholic religion; beftwe Nazis came to power, there had
been no need to fear anti-Christian persecutioBl@genes were as devoutly Catholic as

their German-speaking co-residents.

As in so many other things, the coming of NatidBatialism as an ideology and
political force changed everything. The Nazis afterenewal. They promised to
rejuvenate the Germarolk, restore them to their former greatness, and rtrake
German minorities a majority once more. They offdieeAuslandsdeutscheontinued
privilege and dominance. National Socialism sigddlee coming of victory in the great
culture war between Germans and Slavs. German-spehéd faced what was viewed as
an attempt to eradicate their cultural presenc&@anenia — the Nazis would not only halt
this, but reverse it. The Nazis would protect ndydsermans but all of European
civilization from communism — an aspect of a higtal, noble Germanic mission that
some Germans in Slovenia embraced. Unlike in Aastvhere the cities were largely
left-wing bastions and the countryside largely @mwmative, Germans in Lower Styria,

Carinthia, and Carniola were political conservatiaad embraced the right-wing. What
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explains this situation, where one would expegt-divellers to be more liberal or
socialist, is that the Germans of Slovenia we@ids of Germandom surrounded by a
sea of Slovenes. They were also largely the berad#s of industrialization and of
capitalism. For them, the concept of an onrushimgde” of barbarous, uncultured Slavs
held real meaning, as much as the threat of intiemeal communism did. Of course,
Germans in Slovenia could have had no idea of Ftteue intentions to use them as a

pawn in his territorial ambitions.

The extent of support for the Nazis among Germaalsgrs in Slovenia attests to
the enduring and deeply-felt legacy of the HabsHtngpire and World War I. German
perceptions of social policies implemented by as&h@ government that banned the
German language and closed German-language saw®bking a “culture war” whose
purpose was to physically and spiritually elimintite German presence in Slovenia was
a continuation of the decades of prior culturaigifes that had so marked the region,
and was itself a product of the increased natiesmathat spread in the last decades of the
Habsburg Empiré>° Just as the experiences of the Great War servedltcalize and
heighten Slovene perceptions of Germans as oppesggerlords bent on destroying
Slovene culture, so too was the German perspeati$ovene intentions warped by

those same experiences.

As well, the bloody senselessness of the induddilialg of World War |

hardened some German-speakers into wanting to avaither such war at all costs, no

5% This type of heightened nationalism between Gemaaml Slavs was largely absent in the rest of
Yugoslavia, whose constituent parts had been uhéegrungarian side of the Habsburg Empire. Being
geographically-proximate to Austria enhanced theidanstitutional reach into Slovenia as well aftee
Anschlusf 1938, whereas it was more difficult to reachr@an-speakers farther away in Serbia, Croatia,
and Bosnia.
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matter the potential benefits to their own sodatus. This anti-war sentiment would
come to the fore when a violent, revolutionary grafi genocidal radical nationalists
took power in the German Reich, with promises tofpthe nation through destruction
of others. In addition to its effects on the emagi@nd perceptions of Germans in
Slovenia, the Great War had obvious geo-politicalsequences that had a large impact
upon the minorities’ relationship to the majoriow the Austrian Republic treated its
Slovene minority was out of the control of both @ans and Slovenes across the border,
but it nonetheless served to influence minorityigges. The League of Nation’s failure to
properly enforce minority treaties in the countég€astern Europe did much to
undermine faith and respect in the internationahimainity, making an embrace of Nazi
Germany’s hostility to that body neither inevitabler justifiable, but understandable.
Germany’s descent into dictatorship, itself onéhef consequences of the war,
represented an extremely grave existential thoe¥tgoslavia and Slovenia, who both
reacted in ways that are understandable — bubtusrrence was, as well, out of the

control of the residents of Lower Styria, Carinftaad Carniola.

Interwar Slovenia also demonstrates the power béygand its sometimes-
unintended consequences. By closing German-langagmls and restricting who
could teach these courses, the Slovene governmebeavéd it was acting in the national
interest of the majority of its citizens. But ompercussion of these policy decisions was
that German-language teachers were not there tolgack against young peoples’
inclination towards the more radical proposals eddled in National Socialist ideology.
The closing of these schools and course led exaisueand desperate parents to send

their children to study in neighboring Germany &acbtria — decisions that would have
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grave implications for Yugoslavia after these yoghglents came back from the Third

Reich with deeply-held, radical beliefs about Gammationalism.

As prior scholarship has shown, Germans in Sloveraated negatively to
minority policies and were not entirely supportofeNational Socialism. But | have
shown what the nature of this negative reactionavaswhy many Germans were both
supportive and skeptical of the Nazis. Pan-Gernaiomalism that wanted all Germans
united in one nation state was but one of a vanétgleologies through which German-
speakers in Slovenia identified themselves. Whelgéain nationalist activists despaired
the extinction of the German physical and spirifuaisence in Slovenia, others merely
wished for their children to know the languagelddit parents. Some German
nationalists viewed the minority policies of intemSlovenia as being propagated by a
tyrannical, prejudiced Slovene government who sotlghdestruction of Germandom,
but others viewed those same policies as frusgatituseness, a refusal to allow the
superior Germanic culture to help advance Slovecety for all. Though many
Germans embraced the Nazis after they came to pottmrs saw a potential threat to
their Christian identity. The persistence of notigralist and non-Nazi identities

remained after 1933 through to the invasion of Yal@aa in 1941.

While | have argued that there were multiple Geridentities and nationalisms
in interwar Slovenia, | cannot say for certain hoany Germans were Pan-Germans,
Catholics, Austrians, or indifferent — clearly, aflthese identities, loyalties, and
nationalisms were present, with the most prevaleetbeing Pan-Germanism. How
many Germans in interwar Slovenia were Nazis amwdmany were not? Itis very

difficult to come to a definitive conclusion. Itimsost probable that a clear majority were
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at the least somewhat supportive of many aspedtatdnal Socialism, though not
enough to wholeheartedly endorse brutal treatmie8tavenes or accept removal from
their homes fot.ebensraum | have shown the ways in which National Socralisas
appealing to Germans outside the Reich, as wélleasays that its appeals were

portrayed and rejected.

What did it mean to be German in East Central andtfastern Europe in the
first half of the twentieth century? One can choose’s own identity and even
nationality, or have it chosen for them by otH&PsThe case of the Germans of Slovenia
is a good example of the varieties of German itggatid nationalism that were present
in the successor states of Eastern Europe in teeniar period”>’ There were Pan-
German nationalists, self-identified Germans witbrgg regional or religious identities,
and indifferent or apathetic German-speakers why eananay not have felt strongly
about the German language and culture. Certain &eand Slovene nationalists wanted
to identify all German-speakers as having one,jeshidentity, loyalty, and nationalism.
This outside pressure was ramped up with the cotoipgwer of the Nazis, whose own

views of German nationalism combined with foreigil @omestic policy to devastating

58 The concept of being able to choose one’s etiintity, or have others choose it for you, stilldso
meaning today. In ethnically- and racially-divecseintries that are becoming ever more heterogeneous
such as the United States, Canada, or Great Britagial perceptions of difference can have realdvo
impacts upon public policy and even result in wigle. See Miri Songzhoosing Ethnic IdentitgMalden,
Massachusetts: Blackwell Publishing, 2003), 6-1%e Tise of “multiculturalism” in European statesha
also given rise to the possibility for anti-immigtaanti-minority prejudice to result in a resurgerof
extreme, far-right political parties — with poteaily unforeseen societal consequences. See Jamidede
Pieterse, “Ethnicities and multiculturalisms: picktof boundaries”, in Stephen May, Tarig Modoad] a
Judith Squires, edstthnicity, Nationalism, and Minority Righ¢(slew York: Cambridge University Press,
2004), 27-49.

“>T\while | have placed my thesis in the context ofr@an identity and nationalism in Eastern Europe,
there were (and still are) as well German-speakiimrities in Western Europe. For more on the Vese
of German identity among that population, see &t®¥¥@lff, ed.,German Minorities in Europe: Ethnic
Identity and Cultural BelongingNew York: Berghahn Books, 2000), 13-72.
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effect. As nationalism became intertwined with tia¢éion-state and its policies, it became

ever more difficult to remain indifferent to on&thnic or national identity.

Yugoslavia had almost no political parties thateveot considered

representative, in some way, of a particular nation®®

Germans were supposed to
vote for the German party, Croats for the Croapiarty, and so on. When a country
declares itself a nation-state and then pursusgttlaration by means of singling out
non-members of that nation — minorities made umaredibly large part of Yugoslavia’'s
population — the potential for social disintegratiethnic tensiof>® and intolerance to
increase becomes a danger to the successful faimgiof that country®® As well, the
wider historical context of the geo-political imgditions of interwar Europe had a large
impact upon Yugoslav and Slovene domestic anddarpolicies, and views and
considerations of their German minorities. Thisnp®io a broader understanding of the
ways in which future ethnic conflict and violen@ndie avoided; certainly what
heightened the mutual antagonisms and distrustdetwlovenes and Germans was,

aside from the historical context, the legal suues that forced the two ethnic groups

into one or the other camp. In a multiethnic sttte,possibility for social and ethnic

458 The Democratic Party sought to broaden its apperaiss ethnic lines and unite Slovenes, Croats, and
Serbs against the Radicals, though this effortlarggely unsuccessful. Lampéugoslavia as Historyl31.

5% The reality of this potential can certainly bers@ethe dissolution of the second Yugoslavia ia th
1990s, with its attendant ethnic cleansing, massaand brutal violence. Though the case of Yugasla
with its ethnic and religious problems, has beéribated to be unique to the Balkans, Cathy Cararth
argues that ethnic cleansing is intimately tiedaigh nationalism, and not restricted to any ondipalar
region in Europe. See Cathie Carmich&thnic Cleansing in the Balkan$08-114.

5% One reason why linguistically-diverse countriestsas Canada and Switzerland have not seen the same
level of political instability, ethnic cleansing; ethnically-based social problems as YugoslaviBelgium

is due to the former’s universal and inclusionaustitutions; whereas both Francophones and Angiogdo

in Canada, and German-, French-, and Italian-speak&witzerland, can consider themselves equal
citizens (Canadians and Swiss, respectively), Yiagis and Belgium have found it much more difficat
construct such a neutral, positive identity forditizens. Political parties in Canada and Switzedl are,

for the most part, not restricted by ethnicity amguage, while in Belgium, for example, there are n
country-wide political organizations that both Walhs and Flemish ategally allowedto vote for.
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division to erupt only increases if the variousnétities suspect the worst intentions
among each other. One solution, therefore, is tstroct a social framework that legally
provides for universal, united feelings of belorggim addition to arriving at a mutually-
acceptable level of tolerance and protection ofamiies. But the key in such a process is

for all involved to act in good faith, and to bekethat everyone else is doing the same.

Admittedly, | cannot read Slovene-language sour@ed,as such, there may be
additional scholarship or sources that | have hemble to include in my analysis that
may alter my findings. Nonetheless, there is madbet researched still for this area of
study. Future scholarship can examine more cldbelyole of religion in the Germans of
Slovenia, or among the German minorities of Eadienope for that matter. What
actually changed when German-language instructmatme Slovene-language? What
were the social textures of life for German-speskeiSlovenia — what did they talk
about in cafes, restaurants, club meetings, amdgtaiand diaries? Of paramount
importance in this and future studies of the regsotinat its history of diversity, both

good and bad, should not be forgotten or misundedst
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