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EDITOR’S FOREWORD

The monograph on Slobodan Jovanović (1869–1958), published on the occasion of the 
150th anniversary of his birth, represents a unique account of his life, scientific work, society 
and the times in which he lived. Jovanović’s work and his personality have always attracted the 
attention of the general public. The work he left behind is remarkably voluminous and versa-
tile. It should be noted that a great number of his works was not included in the volumes of his 
collected works that have been published to date. Slobodan Jovanović worked as a university 
professor at the Faculty of Law in Belgrade for over forty years. He performed the duties of the 
dean of the Faculty of Law and the rector of the University of Belgrade. He was the president of 
the Serbian Royal Academy, legal expert at the Paris Peace Conference, president of the Com-
mission for drafting the Constitution of the new state in 1920, president of the Serbian Cultural 
Club, president and vice-president of the Ministerial Council of the Kingdom of Yugoslavia. In 
view of the duties he performed, social and political activities represent an important part of the 
picture of this great scientist of ours. As the president of the Serbian Cultural Club and the piv-
otal personage of the Serbian people he was delegated to assume the responsibilities of the sec-
ond vice-president of the Ministerial Council in the government of 27 March 1941. He was the 
president and vice-president of the government in the country and later in exile. He died in em-
igration in London in the late 1958, almost a hundred years since his father Vladimir Jovanović, 
one of the leading Serbian Liberals, had first arrived in the British capital as a political emigrant. 
Even though Slobodan Jovanović advocated parliamentary bicameral multiparty system, he had 
never participated in party politics. However, he took part in state politics, as Jovan Dučić wrote 
in 1942: “Slobodan Jovanović has never been a member of a party, a member of government, or a 
participant in any plot. He always kept himself at a distance from ruling politics, and yet for this 
very reason he stood close to its side, as its yardstick, its judge, and its state prosecutor. He used 
to be called ‘the conscience of the Serbian people’. He was not a political person, but a statesman: 
always at the helm, and from there always taking in sweeping views that lie ahead of him.” In 
the aftermath of the war, Slobodan Jovanović was convicted at the political trial organized by 
the new communist rule in Belgrade in 1946. His personality and work were expelled from the 
educational system and scientific circles and consigned to oblivion. He was rehabilitated in 2007.

This monograph first presents the biography of Slobodan Jovanović including the chron-
ologically presented works that can be said to represent the milestones of his scientific develop-
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ment, as well as his own theoretical viewpoints. Subsequently, the individual chapters trace the 
scientific areas he dealt with and scientific achievements he accomplished. The account starts 
with his theory of the state related to the subject he had taught, that is, General and Special 
Constitutional Law. It is followed by an account of the special legislation, that is, constitutional 
law, and an assessment of Slobodan Jovanović as a constitutional-legislative writer. The books 
in which he interpreted the constitutions of the Kingdom of Serbia and the Kingdom of Serbs, 
Croats and Slovenes (Vidovdan Constitution) are analyzed and reviewed. The following part of 
the monograph is devoted to the historiography of Slobodan Jovanović, to the multi-volume po-
litical history of Serbia of the 19th century, which is often justifiably regarded as his best-known 
work. If his other works to do with national history are also taken into account, it can be seen 
that he encompassed a period from the late 18th to mid-20th century. The subsequent part of the 
monograph deals with Jovanović as a literary scholar and critic. Special praise is given to his 
sophisticated language and well-known Belgrade literary style. The final part of the monograph 
contains Jovanović’s bibliography.

With a view to making the text of the monograph easier to read, all footnotes, that is, 
notes, are to be found at the back of the book.

We thank all the authors for the texts published in the monograph dedicated to the 150th 
anniversary of the birth of our renowned scientist Slobodan Jovanović.

Kosta Čavoški and Aleksandar Kostić



SLOBODAN JOVANOVIĆ

Boris MILOSAVLJEVIĆ
SASA Institute for Balkan Studies

Slobodan Jovanović (1869–1958) was one of the most re-
nowned scholars and professors at the University of Belgrade. He was 
the President of the Serbian Royal Academy, Rector of the Universi-
ty of Belgrade, Dean of the Faculty of Law, editor of Srpski književni 
glasnik (Serbian Literary Herald), Prime Minister and Deputy Prime 
Minister of the Kingdom of Yugoslavia, founder and president of the 
Serbian Cultural Club. He was a prolific author. In the interwar period 
he published his collected works in 17 volumes.

In order to furnish the modern reader with an account of Slo-
bodan Jovanović’s life and work, one shall cite the reflections of his 
famous contemporaries speaking highly of him. Nevertheless, before 
the Second World War it was quite the opposite. The persons whose 
reflections we refer to today, alongside the cultural and scientific com-
munity, wandered what the standpoints of Slobodan Jovanović were 
concerning law and jurists, historiography and historians, philosoph-
ical disciplines and philosophers, sociologists, political ideas, parlia-
mentary system, political pluralism and monism, the capabilities and 
character of a politician, autocracy and totalitarianism, Serbian and 
foreign writers, plays, operas, culture, pseudointellectuals and “Dinar-
ic dynamism”. He was asked to share his views on literary critics and 
writers, among others, Jovan Skerlić, Miloš Crnjanski, Rastko Petrović, 
Isidora Sekulić, as well as on some of his most vehement critics in the 
postwar period. The renowned poet and diplomat Jovan Dučić (passed 
away in 1943 in Gary, Indiana, the USA) dedicated to him “a collection 
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of poems he thought very highly of ”,1 “Poems on Love and Death”, the second volume of his Col-
lected Works published in Belgrade in 1929/1930. One of the most prominent Serbian poets and 
writers, who authored the well-known novel on Serbian migrations in the Balkans and Europe, 
“Migrations”, Miloš Crnjanski wrote to him from Berlin in 1929, as follows: “From your books, 
in particular from this one, one can understand why it is worth living until death. I adored it, 
and now I have grown to like it even more. In imagination it represents the cosmos with all its 
miracles. [...] If the Royal Society would publish this book of yours, people would read it more 
than Aristophanes or Thucydides”.2 Vladimir Ćorović, an academician who headed the Depart-
ment of National History of the Belgrade Faculty of Philosophy, in his article published in 1939, 
when comparing Serbian historians, singled out Slobodan Jovanović, by and large, far above 
the rest: “Ever since the beginning of this century several personages have been dealing with 
nineteenth-century Serbian history at multiple levels, in particular Stojan Novaković, Мilenko 
Vukićević, Мihailo Gavrilović, Živan Živanović, Mr Grgur Jakšić, Mr Dragoslav Stranjković. 
Nevertheless, Mr Slobodan Jovanović stands far apart from all of them”.3 Jovanović had access to 
a large body of archival materials and multiple sources that have been forever lost for us today. At 
the end of each of his sentence, or even each word, a footnote could be placed, reading: “Please 
note that it is known that Slobodan Jovanović has at his disposal a large body of materials, com-
ing from a private, credible source, concerning King Aleksandar Obrenović’s rule, Nikola Pašić’s 
life and work, documents spanning a period of time up to the present day [...] It is only an author 
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The Jovanovićs’ house at 25 Simina Street and the house of Dimitrije Marinković, Minister of Interior and 
President of the Senate (on the left) (ACCHPF)



who is able to get through large amounts of information without getting 
overwhelmed, who keeps his distance from it and yet possesses a keen eye 
gazing into the true essence of things, mainstream events, who gets to the 
heart of a situation, which is often embodied in a small group of people, 
or even in a single historical figure, that is able to provide such an accurate 
and transparent account of such an outstanding and peculiar period of 
history”.4 He earned such a high place in the field of historiography owing 
to the fact that he was well informed when portraying past events, along-
side the use of historical sources, his scholarly honesty and conscience. 
His papers represent one of the rare reliable groundworks for future gen-
erations of researchers. The same goes for his contribution to academic 
discipline he taught for “almost half a century” at the Belgrade Faculty of 
Law,5 the General Legal Theory of State (Allgemeines Staatsrecht), i.e. the 
General Theory of the State (Allgemeine Staatslehre), along with his legal 
and political philosophical thought that a vast majority of his critics has 
failed to grasp. Slobodan Jovanović has been the only professor from Bel-
grade who published a book dedicated to the state titled Država, the title 
of which was modelled on the earliest title of Plato’s Republic (The State – 
Πολιτεία). Nice “Belgrade literary style” could often be misleading, he was 
a profound thinker. Slobodan Jovanović talked about the Belgrade Faculty 
of Law professors’ literary style with his younger colleague and politician, 
Dragoljub Jovanović: “Your book has a similar flaw like mine: it is too easy 
to read and students are under the impression that they know everything 
because they can understand everything. When the exam day comes, they 
are surprised because they are unable to answer our questions about the 
subject matter. In Toma Živanović’s case, it is the other way around: stu-
dents cannot understand what they read, but then they learn everything by 
heart and provide good answers. I believe that Boža Marković has written 
the best textbook for students: his book is clear enough to be easily read 
and understood, whereas the subject matter is difficult enough so that it 
has to be learned”. Another poet and writer, Sima Pandurović, elaborated 
on the same topic, as follows: “It has been noticed that Jovanović’s schol-
arly articles, his studies on our political history, end even his papers on 
legal issues, are very pleasant and easy to read, and often have the charm 
of a well-written novel. One may wonder if this is the case because their 
author is a man of vivid imagination, whose greatest concern has been to 
be interesting to his readers, and who tends to scarcely pay attention to 
documents, facts, information and historical sources, so that he is likely to 
be considered more as a novelist than a scientist, who accidentally made 
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of his house. Th e photo taken in 1898 
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the wrong choice of his profession and career? [...] A perfectly inappropri-
ate question. [...] Impartiality only means conscientiousness, it does not 
imply insensitivity. An unbiased account of historical events is a faithful 
account of what happened exactly”.6 Slobodan Jovanović was a systematic 
and deep thinker. The name of Slobodan Jovanović is attached to some 
of the greatest and often incomparable achievements in several scientif-
ic disciplines, regardless of the passage of time, that is, only growing in 
relevance given the circumstances that have taken place in the meantime 
concerning the methodology of sciences in Yugoslavia and Serbia after the 
Second World War. Slobodan Jovanović was not “only in Serbia regarded 
as the most renowned and prominent personage but also abroad, whose 
opinion and views were thought very highly of ”. He was “an embodiment 
of erudition and culture”, and reliable as a friend: “Only those who did 
not love Slobodan Jovanović held him in low regard, given that they had 
no reason to be grateful to him for his kind words, wise instructions, a 
discrete proposition and notice spanning from a general idea to a prac-
tical detail. Slobodan Jovanović is not imposing on anyone, he does not 
ask anyone to follow him or to be loyal and devoted to him. He has a 
lot of readers, few disciples and followers”.7 Based on the testimonies and 
archive material one can conclude that he was helping friends in trouble.

In the meantime, it has been necessary to consign him to oblivi-
on, prohibit the publication of his works, not to mention his name in front 
of pupils, to quote him without crediting the source: “His books that had 
not been mentioned in the verdict remained ‘under lock and key’ decades 
after his death”.8 His name has become a metaphor for Serbia and pre-war 
Belgrade.9 Despite the trial and the verdict, or even maybe due to the fact 
that “injustice cries out to heaven”, and the wrongful conviction demands 
a response and defense, Slobodan Jovanović has become a sort of a border 
line and turning point, an issue of the continuity of Serbian culture and 
history, an issue of how we treat humanities and historiography, he has 
become a topic that has drawn the rapt attention of our academic and 
cultural community.

We shall present the biography of Slobodan Jovanović taking into 
account the development of his thought and the works he published. Af-
ter elaborating on his family, origin, upbringing and education in Serbia 
and abroad, alongside his career in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the 
Kingdom of Serbia and his early days at the Faculty of Law in Belgrade, 
we shall focus on his works published in the early 20th century, in particu-
lar his books concerning the state, constitutional law, Niccolò Machiavelli 
and his historiographic papers. During the Balkan wars and World War 

Slobodan Jovanović (ASASA, SJL, 
14891/9)
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I he headed the War Press Bureau of the Intelligence Section of the Supreme Command. Later 
he took part in the Paris Peace Conference as a legal expert as well as in the preparation of the 
Draft Constitution of the new state. We shall cover the period of time when he was rector of the 
University of Belgrade, editor of Srpski književni glasnik (Serbian Literary Herald) and president 
of the Serbian Royal Academy. He published several important papers at the time, as well as 
his collected works in 17 volumes in the 1930’s. We shall give a short overview of his studies 
concerning the French Revolution, Plato, Edmund Burke, Karl Marx, Hans Kelsen and legal nor-
mativism, alongside the interpretation of his methodology. Different periods in Serbian history, 
which he elaborated on in his multi-volume, historiographical collected works, shall be also out-
lined. We shall cover the foundation and work of the Serbian Cultural Club, Jovanović’s entry 
into government on 27 March 1941 and wartime when he served as Prime Minister and Deputy 
Prime Minister of the Kingdom of Yugoslavia in the country and in exile in London. Indeed, it 
is important to illustrate his valuable analysis of the postwar development of Yugoslavia in his 
papers primarily published in the journal Poruka. Within the specified time periods we shall 
focus on his works published at the time.

Slobodan Jovanović published papers in different research areas – the theory of state 
and law, constitutional law, political philosophy, general history and nineteenth– and twenti-
eth-century Serbian history, sociology, political science, interpretation of literary works, literary 
and theatre criticism.10 Nowadays he has been acknowledged for his contribution to the estab-
lishment of several scientific studies in Serbia.11 His most well-known work is his multi-volume 
history of Serbia. Given all his historiographic papers, one may conclude that they spanned the 
period from the late 18th to the mid-20th century. Moreover, owing to his cultivated taste for lit-
erature, the language and style of his studies, regardless of the academic discipline they belonged 
to, have always been praised for their literary grace and narrative clarity. Even though language 
is constantly changing, Jovanović’s style has remained an unattainable ideal. The literary style of 
Slobodan Jovanović is known as the “Belgrade style”. To understand his thought, one has to read 
attentively what he wrote and take into consideration his terminology and all the subtle nuances, 
which he was particularly careful about, since he was far from seeing the reality and history in 
black and white. It is necessary to understand his subtle feeling for Socratic irony, in addition 
to his “Belgrade humor”. Nevertheless, more important than style is his tendency to use credi-
ble sources and the objectivity of his studies, for which he has been regarded as an unswerving 
support to researchers from several fields of studies and academic disciplines for over a century. 
Even his most vehement critics in their emotion-charged attacks could not deny his objectivity.12

His contemporaries claimed that Slobodan Jovanović was an epitome of our intellectual 
elite, style and humor, whose opinion was thought very highly of. There was something about his 
personality that made him captivating and intriguing. An acquaintance claimed that his name 
“had a magical effect on masses”.13 And he was a true representative of the spirit of Belgrade of 
his time, decent and pleasant, steady and witty, free from any pose and pretentiousness. Not only 
did he remain a secret to his contemporaries and his vehement critics, but also to his lifelong 
friends, even though they knew him and read his books.

17
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The baptism certificate of Slobodan V. Jovanović, born in Novi Sad on 21 November [3 December] 1869, on the feast of the 
Presentation of the Blessed Virgin Mary, and baptized on 23 November [5 December]. (The birth/baptism records of the Novi Sad 
parish IV, for the years 1868–1874, page 52, no. 118)
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FAMILY. OLD BELGRADE

Slobodan Jovanović was born in 1869 in Novi Sad, then in Austria-Hungary, on 21 No-
vember, by the Julian calendar, whereas by the official calendar of the state he was born in, the 
Gregorian calendar, on 3 December. The Orthodox feast of the Presentation of the Blessed Vir-
gin Mary was commemorated on that day, which is nowadays commemorated on 4 December by 
the Gregorian calendar due to the alignment of the calendars. The monarch of the state in which 
he was born was Franz Joseph (1830–1916), whose almost 70-year rule began, inter alia, with his 
imperial patent of 1849 on the establishment of the Voivodeship (Dutchy) of Serbia and the Ba-
nate of Temes (Woiwodschaft Serbien und Temeser Banat) within the Habsburg Monarchy, and 
eventually ended with the conquest of the Kingdom of Serbia and the Kingdom of Montenegro 
in 1915, that is 1916, respectively. At the time of Slobodan Jovanović’s birth, in the Principality of 
Serbia, then still within the Ottoman Empire, a regency was established to rule in Milan Obreno-
vić’s name, as he was underage to rule on his own and was an heir to the throne of assassinated 
Prince Mihailo Obrenović. Slobodan Jovanović was born and died in exile, as noted by Milan 
Gavrilović,14 a politician, Minister of Justice and the first envoy of the Kingdom of Yugoslavia 
to the Soviet Union (1940–1941), in 1959: “Born in exile and died in exile. The father fled his 
country. The son refused to return to his country. The father fled the country as there was not 
enough freedom in it. The son refused to return to his country as there was no freedom at all. 

The inscription on the back of the photo reads (without year, around 1905): ‘Jelena (Lela) and Vladimir Jovanović are sitting 
behind; their son Slobodan Jovanović is standing beside them; their daughter Pravda is sitting in front of them; Pravda’s son, Andra 
Ristić, is standing to her left’. (ACCHPF)



The father was sentenced to short prison sentence. The son was sentenced 
to 20 years imprisonment with hard labor”.15

The father of Slobodan Jovanović, Vladimir Jovanović (1833–
1922), was one of the leading ideologists of the Serbian Liberals and the 
United Serbian Youth, and since he was a political opponent of Prince 
Mihailo he had to flee Serbia. The Liberals criticized Mihailo’s absolutism, 
associating him with the lack of readiness to finally wage the so much 
promised and awaited war of liberation and unification of the Serbian na-
tion. Vladimir Jovanović continued to be engaged in the political struggle 
against the Mihailo’s regime in exile. He published the journal Sloboda 
(La liberté), that is, Srpska sloboda (La libertè Serbe), in both Serbian and 
French, and in Novi Sad he was a coeditor of Svetozar Miletić’s journal 
Zastave, who was the leader of the Serbian Liberals in Austria-Hungary 
(Vojvodina).16 Although the United Serbian Youth was very “popular”, the 
Liberals found themselves in a difficult position: “Being banished from 
their country, their leaders lost home ground under their feet and were 
dragged into a whirlpool of patriotic agitation abroad (for the Youth was 
precisely that). That agitation has become increasingly detached from the 
Serbian state policy and could have easily degenerated into a void parade 
or an adventurous enterprise”.17 While he was alive, Prince Mihailo was se-
verely criticized, but after his tragic death at Topčider (where his residence 
was), it became inappropriate to say anything unfavorable about him. 
Public opinion was so distressed “that a proposal was brought forward to 
proclaim him a martyr-saint” of the Orthodox Church.18 Although an en-
tire set of political circumstances that resulted in Prince Mihailo’s assassi-
nation has not been revealed so far, the same case being with the death of 
the last from the Obrenović dynasty, King Aleksandar, the authorities re-
acted swiftly and furiously. The Court Martial annihilated the relatives of 
the Karađorđević dynasty, primarily the Nenadovićs (relatives of Princess 
consort Persida, wife of deposed Prince Aleksandar Karađorđević). Since 
both Vladimir Jovanović and Svetozar Miletić tended to severely criticize 
Prince Mihailo in their newspapers, they were considered his moral as-
sassins and accomplices in the murder within a political context. Neither 
did it go in Vladimir Jovanović’s favour that his close friend, Pavle Rado-
vanović, the mastermind behind the assassination, was caught with a draft 
of future government members containing his name.19 Five trials were 
held for the assassination, three in Serbia and two in Hungary. Vladimir 
Jovanović and Lyuben Karavelov (Любен Стойчев Каравелов), Bulgarian 
writer, were put on a trial in the court of first instance in Pest (part of Bu-
dapest today). They were accused of allying and conspiracy against Prince 
Mihailo, but the court concluded that the evidence was insufficient for a 

Vladimir I. Jovanović (1833–1922), 
Minister of Finance, President of the 
Serbian Learned Society, Professor at 
the Grand School (Belgrade, around 
1884) (ACCHPF)
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criminal charge to be filed against them. Hungarian authorities were more interested than the 
Serbian ones for Vladimir Jovanović: “was he to be found guilty, he would cast doubt on both the 
Youth and Miletić. [...] Miletić, in particular was jeopardized, and it seemed as if Jovanović was 
dragging him down into disaster”.20 Following a seven-month long investigation, Jovanović was 
released from custody in January 1869, but could not return to Belgrade for long time.

At the end of the same year Vladimir Jovanović’s son Slobodan was born to whom he 
dedicated his book Osnovi snage i veličine srpske (The Foundations of the Serbian Strength and 
Grandeur), which was a reprint from the magazine Mlada Srbija (Young Serbia), published in Novi 
Sad in 1870. “God knows if I shall live long enough to talk to you as a grown man about the nation 
to which we by blood and spirit belong!” are the introductory words of his dedication in which he 
elaborated why his son was named Slobodan (derived from the Serbian word for freedom): “In the 
first joy I welcomed you to this world, I gave you the most I could have given – a name to remind 
you of freedom by which a Serb as a man can make a progress”.21 Vladimir Jovanović’s children, 
Slobodan and Pravda (in Serbian: justice), were given symbolic, political, ideological, liberal names 
that had not been used among the Serbs as christening names before. Although Vladimir Jovanović 
evidently did not bare that on mind, the name Slobodan had already been listed in the Orthodox 
Church calendar, but as Greek and Latin variations (Eleftherios, Liberal, Liberius).22 The same is 
the case with his daughter Pravda born on 15 July 1871, by the Julian, i.e. 27 June, by the Gregorian 
calendar (Justine).23 During their childhood and youth, the names of Slobodan and Pravda were 
new and uncommon. Everybody must have known they were Vladimir Jovanović’s offspring.

Due to political and personal circumstances already mentioned above, Svetozar Miletić, 
whom Vladimir Jovanović was sharing political and personal fatum with at the time, was unable 

The inscription to his son Slobodan in: Владимир Јовановић, Основи снаге и величине српске, Платонова штампарија, Нови 
Сад 1870. (ACCHPF)
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to attend Slobodan Jovanović’s christening that took place in the Cathedral Church in Novi Sad, 
and therefore his ten-year-old daughter Milica Miletić, Jaša Tomić’s future spouse, acted as a 
godmother instead. Slobodan Jovanović was baptized by protopriest Aleksandar Zaharić, father-
in-law of Jovan Turoman, a philologist, classicist and fellow to the Serbian Royal Academy. The 
Jovanovićs and the Miletićs cherished their god-parental relations while in Belgrade and Novi 
Sad. The children of Miletić’s niece were Nadežda Petrović, a famous painter (nurse with the 
Serbian Army, eventually dying of typhus in 1915), and Rastko Petrović, a renowned writer and 
diplomat, émigré after World War II (died in 1949 in Washington DC). Vladimir Jovanović’s 
name was well-known among the Serbs as witnessed by the fact that Nikola Ćorović, Serbian 
merchant in Mostar (Herzegovina), named his sons after the leaders of the Serbian United Youth 
– Svetozar Ćorović, a novelist, was named after Svetozar Miletić and the historian Vladimir Ćor-
ović after Vladimir Jovanović, as recorded in one of Vladimir Ćorović’s papers.24

The father of Slobodan Jovanović, Vladimir, occupied high-rank state positions in the 
Principality and the Kingdom of Serbia throughout his career. He served as Finance Minister, 
president of Serbian National Audit Office (supreme financial control), vice-president of the State 
Council, senator (a member of the Upper House of the Parliament), was an MP, assistant secre-
tary (secretary junior) of St Andrew’s Day Assembly (1858), and professor of political economy 
at the Grand School. In addition, he was the last president of the Serbian Learned Society, before 
the establishment of the Serbian Royal Academy (1886). He believed that scientific research was 
inseparably associated with the postulates of liberalism, protection of individual freedom and 
enlightenment efforts to popularize science. He was a man with numerous international con-
nections and a tireless lobbyist for Serbian interests abroad, in England, France, Switzerland and 
Austria, i.e. Austro-Hungary. He was a typical mid-19th century European liberal and nationalist. 
He believed that nations should be liberated from foreign rule and united. On the other side, he 
castigated social Darwinism and Bismarckian nationalism spanning from the end of the 19th cen-
tury to the beginning of the 20th century, and he laid out arguments against it in a booklet titled 
The Near-Eastern Problem and the Pan-German Peril (Watts & Co, London, 1909) published in 
English, where he pointed to the perils of German militant politics.25 Vladimir Jovanović was a 
founder and editor-in-chief of many periodicals, and he authored many books, papers and arti-
cles in Serbian, English and French. He was a “walking legend of his times”. He was an acquaint-
ance of almost all Serbian 19th-century rulers, Prince Miloš and Prince Mihailo, King Milan and 
King Aleksandar Obrenović, of many Serbian and European statesmen, politicians and scien-
tists, such as William Ewart Gladstone, British Prime Minister and head of the Liberals, Prime 
Minister John Russell, philosopher Bertrand Russell’s grandfather, Radical and Liberal statesman 
Richard Cobden, Aleksandr Ivanovich Herzen, anarchist Mikhail Alexandrovich Bakunin and 
Italian liberal and nationalist Giuseppe Mazzini who particularly influenced Vladimir Jovanović. 
He was an acquaintance of presidents of states, ministers, leaders of national movements, MPs, 
scientists and professors, bishops and priests of the Anglican Church, revolutionaries. He con-
sistently and radically held on to his believes, so that eventually Prince Miloš himself banished 
him from Serbia for the first time. The German journalist and historian Herman Wendel pub-
lished on the front page of Frankfurter Zeitung his impressions concerning his visit to Vladimir 
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Jovanović with unbridled enthusiasm: “So this is the old man who crossed 
swords with the first Serbian Prince Miloš born in 1780! It is he who had 
political talks with Cobden in London in exile, who had small talk with 
Herzen, and who listened to the roaring laughter of Bakunin and shook 
hands with Mazzini!”26

Vladimir Jovanović lived for 90 years, of which he lived with Slo-
bodan for almost half a century, so therefore they had plenty of time to 
exchange opinions and discuss all possible political, national and scien-
tific topics. They shared the same or similar views on some issues, and 
sometimes they had different standpoints. They shared the belief that the 
proper functioning of a parliamentary system was possible only if a bi-
cameral system was introduced, which was the case in all countries except 
the Balkans and South America, which had a unicameral parliament. Ac-
tually, it is very likely that Vladimir Jovanović changed his mind under 
the influence of his son Slobodan Jovanović’s arguments, given that he had 
initially advocated a unicameral system upholding the ideas of John Stu-
art Mill. There are several functions that Vladimir Jovanović performed 
that no longer exist in today’s Serbia, such as president of Serbian Na-
tional Audit Office, a member and vice-president of the State Council, 
a senator, a member of the Upper House of the Senate of the Kingdom 
of Serbia.27 Vladimir and Slobodan Jovanović did not equate freedom 
with equality, as they may often be quite conflicting terms. Freedom en-
tails individual differences, alongside the diversity of social strata within 
a nation, whereas legal equality is not the same as egalitarianism, since 
people substantially differ in terms of their capabilities, looks, character, 
and education. Even though Vladimir Jovanović was undoubtedly high-
ly susceptible to the left-wing ideas, he consistently advocated individual 
freedom as diversity, opposing the tyranny of the majority, inviolability 
of private property, national idea and disagreement with violent coups 
and revolutions. It is believed that owing to the fact that Socrates had an 
ill-tempered wife, Xanthippe, he was well trained and always prepared for 
arguments. It is very likely that Slobodan Jovanović discussed a number 
of radical left-wing topics with Vladimir, and consequently none among 
a whole range of left-wing oriented interlocutors was ever considered a 
worthy opponent. They often just kept repeating some of Vladimir’s early 
radical ideas, for instance on national sovereignty: “Victor Hugo together 
with a Belgian painter has drawn up an entire plan to save the humankind 
through international enlightenment. According to left-wing ideology, the 
people are less motivated by egoistic drives than a ruler; because the ruler 
is one man, and the people are a collective. [...] Of all possible sovereigns, 
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the people enlightened by education and newspapers would be the most 
sensible and humane. [...] From the point of view of the doctrinal love 
of freedom he adhered to, Prince Mihailo must have looked like a nar-
row-minded despot, while his minister Hristić was a bit more intelligent 
than an ordinary gendarme”.28 Slobodan Jovanović better knew and inter-
preted Marxism than all the Marxists and communist activists who later 
criticized him.29 At the time when it became a ruling ideology in Belgrade 
and Yugoslavia, Marxism was not a novelty, given its one-hundred-year 
history. The Communist Manifesto (Manifesto of the Communist Party) was 
published in the German language in London, in February, 1848, ten years 
before the session of the St Andrew’s Day Assembly took place, where 
Vladimir acted as assistant secretary, secretary junior, after having com-
pleted his schooling in several European countries where he had heard of 
and read a number of different theories. In all likelihood Manifesto of the 
Communist Party was translated into Serbian and published in the jour-
nal Pančevac in 1871, by Vladimir Vlada Ljotić (1846–1912), an emigree, 
Dimitrije Ljotić’s father. Dimitrije Mita Rakić (1846–1890), Milan Rakić’s 
father, had scheduled a meeting with Marx in London, nevertheless, it 
never occured. Even though Stojan Protić (1857–1923) was “initially a 
Marxist”, he eventually became an advocate of parliamentary system.30 
Vladimir Jovanović thought highly of Bakunin, whose follower was Lazar 
Paču, a renowned Serbian Finance Minister during the Great War. Both 
Marxism and Anarchism were old ideas and theories with a history, and 
many senior intellectuals had first-hand knowledge of those theories. Par-
ty activists had only one argument in their favor – the Marxist theory can 
be comprehended only in revolutionary practice.

The literary style of Vladimir Jovanović substantially differs from 
that of Slobodan Jovanović. The father belonged to an older generation 
that wrote with more “enthusiasm”, that is, with more pathos. Slobodan 
Jovanović, together with other “Belgrade literary style” representatives, 
who aspired to objectivity, neutrality and criticality, believed that the style 
of the older generation was too emotional. The older generation was a 
generation that belonged to the United Serbian Youth that shared great 
patriotic enthusiasm that also affected their writing style: “As per intelli-
gentsia, the Youth’s impact has been substantial. The Youth has become 
a fashion and an epidemic. Everyone has wanted to become a youth fel-
low to prove he was not lagging behind. It has been a matter of “fashion” 
wherever [the Youth] shows up toasts and singing take place: it is a sort of 
a moral “guard’s drill” that is supposed to get people into a state of patri-
otic exaltation and get them enraptured by heroic enthusiasm”.31

24

Slobodan Jovanović (around 1871) 
(ACCHPF)



The mother of Slobodan Jovanović, Jelena Jovanović, née Marink-
ović (1849–1927), was originally from Novi Sad. She was the granddaugh-
ter of priest Konstantin Marinković (1784–1844), who at the request of the 
senators and the municipality of Novi Sad, and with the approval of Met-
ropolitan of Karlovci Stefan Stratimirović was appointed a parish priest of 
the Cathedral Church in Novi Sad in 1807, where he eventually remained 
for the next thirty-seven years. After completing primary school, Konstan-
tin Marinković attended the Catholic Royal Gymnasium in Novi Sad for 
two years, and eventually left to Buda for further education at gymnasi-
um. He received a degree in philosophy in Kezmarok (seventh and eighth 
grade), and completed Seminary in Karlovac. He translated from German, 
authored and published books. He was president of the Consistory of the 
Eparchy of Bačka, whereas the Patronage of the Serbian Orthodox Grand 
Gymnasium in Novi Sad assigned him the position of spiritual director 
(Latin: exhortator) and catechist. The lists of book subscribers from Novi 
Sad, which reflect the spirit of social stratification and organization of the 
Serbian society of the time, show that the name of “The Very Reverend 
Konstantin Marinković” was at the top of the list of the First Estate, preced-
ing the names of all other priests and members of nobility, honoráciors, 
officials, gymnasium professors, lawyers and the rest. Marinković donated 
a vineyard to the hospital in Petrovaradin. He was one of the major con-
tributors to the library of the Novi Sad Gymnasium. His student Svetozar 
(Avram) Miletić, whose daughter was later Slobodan Jovanović’s godmoth-
er, delivered a speech at his funeral in 1844 on behalf of the gymnasium 
youth.32 Milan Đ. Milićević, a writer (a member and president of the Ser-
bian Royal Academy), wrote about Konstantin Marinković and his son, 
Dr Vuk Marinković (1807/8–1859), a physician who received his PhD in 
medicine in Pest, with doctoral thesis on epilepsy, who was a member of 
the Society of Serbian Letters, rector of the Belgrade Lyceum, a translator 
from Latin, in his Pomenik znamenitih ljudi u srpskog naroda novijega doba 
(Biographies of Notable Serbs in Recent Times) published in Belgrade in 
1888.33 To Konstantin Marinković’s other son, Maksim, Slobodan Jovano-
vić’s grandfather, Hungarians seized a ship loaded with weapons intended 
for Serbs in 1849. He had a daughter, Jelena, Slobodan’s mother, and four 
sons who lived in Belgrade, Novi Sad, Pest, Zagreb, and travelled on busi-
ness to Paris, London and other European cities.

In January 1868, during the morning service, on the feast of St 
John the Baptist, at the Cathedral Church in Novi Sad, eighteen-year-old 
Jelena Marinković wed Vladimir Jovanović, who was thirty-six at the time. 

Jelena V. Jovanović, née M. Marinković 
(1849–1927), with her son Slobodan 
(around 1871) (ACCHPF)
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Ana, the spouse of Svetozar Miletić, a mayor, and Ana, the spouse of Stevan Pavlović, a lawyer, 
were the bestwoman and the matron of honour at the wedding.34 Jelena took part in the activi-
ties of the United Serbian Youth together with her husband in 1868 and 1869. She was a member 
of the board of ladies from Novi Sad who initiated the foundation of the Novi Sad local commit-
tee of the United Serbian Youth, composed of both male and female members, with a sub-com-
mittee including exclusively female members. The sub-committee dealt with charity activities. At 
the time when Pravda was born in 1871, she published the translation from French of the paper 
on the girls’ upbringing in America by Alexis de Tocqueville.35 Apart from Serbian, she spoke 
German and French.36 Her daughter Pravda wrote certain parts of letters to her mother in the 
German language.37 Her grandson, Andra Ristić, Slobodan Jovanović’s nephew, wrote about his 
grandmother Jelena: “She was born during the Hungarian revolution as a posthumous child [...]. 
Her most striking features were: her dynamic vitality and a vivid way of expression. She was vital 
until the very last day. She was energetic and exciting, with strong, often unexpected reactions, 
and cool-blooded and self-possessed during domestic crisis [...] Her vitality was also reflected in 
her very vivid and illustrative way of talking”.38 The preserved letters testify to the fact that she 
was very witty. Slobodan Jovanović inherited a sense of humour from his mother and her family. 
Her grandfather Konstantin Marinković was very witty; nevertheless, one had to know Church 
Slavonic to be able to understand all the subtle nuances and associations of his jokes. Vladimir 
Jovanović was dead serious. Slobodan Jovanović points out that the older generation had little 
sense of humor, except for Milutin Garašanin, Prime Minister, leader of the Progressive party 
(Napredna stranka), the son of Ilija Garašanin. The Jovanovićs’ ties with Vojvodina (Habsburg 
Monarchy) were two-fold, given that the father of Vladimir Jovanović, Ilija Jovanović, was born 
in 1801 in the privileged marketplace Ruma, from where he moved to Serbia during the first 
reign of Prince Miloš.39

Konstantin M. Marinković (1839–1910), 
agent of international trading companies, 
Slobodan Jovanović’s uncle (standing 
with a violin). Seated at a piano is 
Kleinert, a royal court adviser at the 
German legation in Belgrade (L. Kening 
Atelier, Belgrade, the early 20th century). 
(ACCHPF) 
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Miloš Crnjanski wrote in Embehade that Slobodan Jovanović was 
“an expert in the genealogy of all families in Belgrade”: “And then I ask 
Slobodan Jovanović about Hristić, but Slobodan starts speaking about 
the family, the Hristićs in general. Slobodan Jovanović was the first one 
who interpreted the events from the histories of our families. The Hadži-
Тomićs, the Baba-Dudićs and the rest.... It seems as if in Rome I will have 
to deal with the entire lineage of the Hristićs, which is embodied in their 
descendent. The perspective is pretty complicated”.40 The microhistory of 
“old Belgrade society” reflected to a great extent the microhistory of Ser-
bia. Slobodan Jovanović had a number of high officials, ministers, colo-
nels, governors of districts, generals, Envoys Extraordinary and Ministers 
Plenipotentiary in his family. Given the fact that in a monarchy a princi-
ple of family and heirdom was given primary importance, a huge num-
ber of relatives occupying high state positions did not necessarily imply 
nepotism, but rather reflected the spirit of social stratification, “a noble 
officialdom”, “bureaucratic aristocracy, rather than the bourgeoisie”, as a 
contemporary reflected from his point of view on the Belgrade society 
after the Second World War.41 One has to consult the genealogies to be 
able to understand the labyrinth of Belgrade family connections.42 Several 
variants of different graphical representations of the family trees of Slo-
bodan Jovanović and his relatives from his father’s and his mother’s side 
have been preserved (the descendants of Ostoja Spuž, Ilija Jovanović and 
Ilija Matić, the Marinkovićs, Hadži-Tomas etc).43

When asked to compose his father’s biography, Slobodan Jova-
nović provided some basic information concerning his ancestors: “My 
father’s mother, and my grandmother, was the daughter of Karađorđe’s 
voivode Ostoja Spuž”.44 According to Vuk Stefanović Karadžić, Ostoja 
Spuž stood out among the first ”military leaders” at the beginning of the 
First Serbian Uprising (1804). Prota Mateja Nenadović wrote that Ostoja 
Spuž was a “virtuous man”. Vladimir Jovanović had very vivid childhood 
memories of his grandfather: “His hajduk and war legacy entailed a col-
lection of weapons seized in the battlefield”.45 As Ostoja died very early, 
around 1808, his nickname Spuž remained ambiguous. He was original-
ly from Herzegovina, as noted by his descendant, academician Vladimir 
Spužić: “Ostoja Spuž, my distant ancestor, was from Herzegovina. He was 
a courageous man”.46

Vladimir Jovanović was the nephew of the Minister of Finance, 
“well-born Lord (hospodar) Jovan Ostojić (Иоанн Остоич)”, Prince Mi-
loš’s hazinedar (Turk. haznedar/hazinedar, Lord Treasurer, some kind of a 
joint function of the Minister of Finance, Governor of the National Bank, 
a personal banker and accountant). Jovan Ostojić Spužić’s prayer book in 
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Church Slavonic has been preserved, published in Buda in 1821. He gave the prayer book to 
his granddaughter Anka in 1859. She was the daughter of Colonel Aćimović, governor of Šabac 
district, married to Konstantin Kosta Pavlović, governor of Niš district. Anka’s son was Stevan 
K. Pavlović (1877–1970), a diplomat, assistant minister of foreign affairs, and her grandson was 
Konstanin Kosta St. Pavlović (1905–1988), a diplomat, chief to the staff of prime minister Slo-
bodan Jovanović during the Second World War. Vladimir and Slobodan Jovanović were related 
to the Minister of Justice, Marinko Radovanović (married to Vladimir’s relative who was the 
daughter of his uncle Jovan Ostojić Spužić), president of the Society of Serbian Letters (ex officio). 
His sons were the famous Radovanović brothers, who translated the works of Charles Darwin 
and Ernst Haeckel, a Darwinist, with whom they exchanged letters,47 while his son-in-law was 
Panteleimon Panta Srećković, a historian, academician, professor and rector of the Grand School, 
and governor of Pirot district. In his youth, Jovanović was especially close with the Matićs, the 
sons of his father’s relative, Ilija Matić, Matija Matić, who was a member of the Court of Cas-
sation, whose grandsons were Dr Miloje Milojević, a composer, the grandfather of academician 
Vlastimir Trajković, a composer, and professor Dr Borivoje D. Milojević, a zoologist, and with 
Dr Dimitrije Matić (1821–1884), a philosopher and jurist, professor at Lyceum, president and a 
member of the Society of Serbian Letters, minister of education and justice and Speaker of the 
National Assembly that declared the independence of the Principality of Serbia in 1878.48 The 
grandsons of Dimitrije Matić were Dr Boško Čolak-Antić, the Marshal of the Court and Envoy 
Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary to Sofia, Stockholm and Bucharest, and Divisional 
General Vojin Čolak-Antić (the son-in-law of General Sava Grujić, a liberal, later radical, five 
times prime minister). On his mothers side Slobodan Jovanović was related to the Hadži-Tomićs 
(the Hadži-Tomins), the family of regent in the Principality and the Kingdom (the highest state 
positions at the time) and the leader of the Liberals, Dr Jovan Ristić, a historian, president of the 
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Serbian Royal Academy. The sons and sons-in-law of Hadži-Toma Opulos 
(of Greek descent), who was the famous “father-in-law of the government”, 
were called the Hadži-Tomins or the Hadži-Tomićs, namely the families of 
Jovan Ristić, Radivoje Milojković, Minister of Interior, Filip Hristić, Prince’s 
representative (president of the government) and Envoy Extraordinary and 
Minister Plenipotentiary, and of General Antonije Bogićević, King’s adjutant 
and the Minister of the Army (King Milan’s first cousins once removed).49 
Jelena Jovanović’s cousin, her uncle Dr Vuk Marinković’s daughter, Hristina, 
had wed Nikola Hadži Toma, Hadži-Toma’s son, three years before Jelena got 
married. Therefore Vladimir Jovanović was Nikola Hadži-Toma’s co-broth-
er-in-law. Despite the fact that, according to the then Belgrade upper class 
criteria, they were closely related, the Jovanovićs were not considered as the 
Hadži-Tomićs. Slobodan Jovanović’s sister Pravda got married at the Cathe-
dral Church in Belgrade in 1896 to his older colleague from the Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs, Mihailo G. Ristić, Serbian consul in Skoplje.50 Dr Milovan 
Đ. Milovanović, a professor at the Law Faculty of the Grand School, was 
their best man at the wedding, who at the end of the same year became the 
Minister of Justice, and later the Minister of Finance, Minister of Foreign Af-
fairs and Prime Minister. They were wed by archpriest Novica Lazarević, the 
grandfather of academician Mihailo Petrović Alas, a mathematician, and his 
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sister who was married to Živojin Perić (who was also a diplomat at the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs at the time), whose best man at the wedding in 1895 was Pavle Marinković, a diplomat, 
the friend and next-door neighbor of Slobodan Jovanović.51 Mihailo and Pravda Ristić had a 
son, Andrija Andra Ristić, who served as secretary of the Court of Appeal (Slobodan Jova-
nović’s nephew), and received his PhD degree at the Faculty of Law in Belgrade in 1932 (his 
doctoral thesis titled Legal Position of Foreigners). Slobodan Jovanović’s sister, Pravda, com-
pleted the studies of literature and philosophy at the University of Geneva. She spoke German, 
French and English, and when she came to Skoplje as the consul’s wife, she started learning 
Turkish as well, and she wrote to her brother Slobodan about it.52 In the interwar period she 
published her texts in the journal Misao. She spent her summers with the writer Isidora Se-
kulić and befriended Jelena Skerlić, the wife of Vladimir Ćorović, a professor of history at the 
Faculty of Philosophy at the University of Belgrade.53

Almost all Vladimir Jovanović’s friends were Liberals – Jevrem Grujić, Minister of Jus-
tice, Stojan Bošković (his best man), Alimpije Vasiljević (Baba-Dudić), Živan Živanović, minister 
(the brother-in-law of Colonel Dragutin Dimitrijević Apis, the head of Black Hand and later 
chief of Military Intelligence), Stojan Veljković, minister and president of the Court of Cassation 
(the father of Dr Vojislav Veljković, Minister of Finance) and General Kosta S. Protić, regent, 
whose wife Mileva Tadić was a lady-in-waiting, and whose son Dr Dragutin Protić served as 
governor of the National Bank and was married to the granddaughter of already mentioned Je-
vrem Grujić. The two leaders of the Liberals, Svetozar Miletić and Jovan Ristić, were politicians 
who Vladimir Jovanović appreciated the most: “Vladimir appreciated them in particular for their 
power of reasoning, their ability to see the whole picture of the given political situation and to 
take into account all the facts, to draw conclusions freed from any subjectivity”.54

Slobodan Jovanović with his mother Jelena 
and his father Vladimir Jovanović. The photo 
taken in 1900. (ACCHPF)
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EDUCATION IN SERBIA 18751886
AND ABROAD 18861891

In the autumn of 1872 the Jovanovićs moved from Novi Sad to 
Belgrade. In previous years Vladimir Jovanović travelled a lot, on his own 
or with his family. He travelled to Switzerland and France and later to Italy. 
And so it happened that Slobodan Jovanović learned to walk in Italy during 
the sightseeing in Pompeii, which Vladimir reflected about in his memoirs. 
When they first arrived in Belgrade they lived in Belgrade’s Vračar quarter, 
and later they moved to the city centre, at the corner of Sremska Street and 
Knez Mihailova Street, and in Makedonska Street (1872–1879).

At the time when he served as Minister of Finance, Vladimir Jova-
nović bought a house at 25 Simina Street, in Dorćol quarter in downtown 
Belgrade, in 1879, from Stojan Bošković, his best man and a colleague 
from the government, who served as Minister of Education.55 His next-
door neighbors were the Marinkovićs, Dimitrije Marinković, a former Lib-
eral, and then a Progressive, Minister of Interior and president of the Sen-
ate (Upper House) and his sons, Pavle Mrinković (Slobodan Jovanović’s

Slobodan Jovanović completed (the First) Belgrade Gymnasium located in the left wing of Captain Miša’s 
Mansion (ACCHPF)

Dimitrije Marinković (1835–1911)



school friend), who served as Minister of Education and Religious Affairs, and Vojislav Marink-
ović, Prime Minister in the interwar period, Minister of Foreign Affairs and Minister of Interior 
(Democratic Party). Nearby, at the corner of Simina Street and Kneginje Ljubice Street (Zmaj 
Jovina Street), there was the Milojevićs’ house, who were the relatives of the Jovanovićs, where 
lived Angelina, the daughter of Matija Matić, her husband Dimitrije Milojević, and her sons Mi-
loje Milojević, a composer, and Borivoje Milojević, a zoologist. Diagonally from the Jovanovićs’ 
house, on a building plot between Simina Street and Francuska Street, Milan Piroćanac, Progres-
sive Prime Minister and minister built a grand house that today accommodates the Association 
of Writers of Serbia and the Writers’ Club.

The purchase of a house in Simina Street coincided with the time when Slobodan Jova-
nović completed primary school and enrolled in (then seven-year) Belgrade gymnasium, located 
in the left wing of Captain Miša’s Mansion overlooking the Great Square (the King’s Square and 
later the Students’ Square), that is, the Great Market above Simina Street, opposite the Belgrade 
Police Headquarters, the Main Police Station, colloquially named “Glavnjača”.56 Slobodan Jova-
nović noted down, when reflecting upon his gymnasium days, how he prepared over the summer 
(1886) for matura (maturity diploma exam) together with Pavle Marinković.57 Pavle Marinković 
was among the rare friends of Slobodan Jovanović with whom he was on a first-name basis. At 
the time when not even children were on a first-name basis with their parents, it were only close 
relatives (Divisional General Vojin Čolak-Antić) and his first childhood friends, the sons of his 
father’s friends, such as Slavko Grujić, the son of Jevrem Grujić, Slavko Miletić, the son of Sve-
tozar Miletić, Mateja Mata Bošković, the son of Stojan Bošković, alongside his friends from the 
same class that were on a first-name basis with Slobodan Jovanović.
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Vladimir Jovanović developed a system for his son’s upbringing. At the time particular 
attention was paid to the theory of education and family upbringing systems. When both of his 
children were small (Slobodan was two or three years old, and Pravda about a year), he wrote 
and published a volume of his Political Dictionary from 1872, in which he paid particular at-
tention to an entry titled “Upbringing”, which gives us an insight into his beliefs: “Upbringing 
develops a general awareness of liberty and justice; nevertheless, this awareness is supposed to 
transfigure character and deeds, to permeate family, municipal and entire social and political 
life, and only then shall it be a genuine democracy”.58 He underlined “science as the foundation 
of upbringing” and that “it is only through scientific observation [...] that one can learn absolute 
truths about man, society and the world”.59 He emphasized that it was the task of upbringing to 
put scientific knowledge at the service of ensuring as more complete progress and improvement 
of society and man as possible. He also pointed to the importance of aligning child’s spirit and 
body: “One should bear in mind that the spirit can be properly developed only in the alignment 
with the body, so let them attend to all that a child needs to be healthy, such as: fresh air, light, 
good nutrition, freedom of movement etc.”60

Slobodan Jovanović left a well-known reflection of his father’s educational system, based 
on an idea of the trinity of nation, science and liberty: “The first book he gave me to read, when 
I learned to read, was Narodne pesme (Epic Poems): it was supposed to lay the groundwork for 
my national upbringing. He made endeavor to spark my interest in science through the novels 
authored by Jules Verne, who was well known for his efforts in science popularization among 
youth. To give me first notions of liberalism, he used his parental authority very liberally. Not 
only did he never spank me but, as far as I remember, he never punished me either. Regardless 
of this educational system, which, as every system, has had its good and bad sides, Vladimir also 
influenced me with his example – and his example was more valuable than his system. Not only 
did he lack any vices, but he also took care not to break the rule of etiquette in front of his chil-
dren – never was he angry nor did he swear, and he was always quiet and reasonable”.61

At the time, children in Belgrade and Serbia, as well as preko (“the ones across” the Sava 
and Danube), had first picture books containing words in German. Vladimir Jovanović pur-
chased famous Bilder-Atlas zum Conversations-Lexikon. Ikonographische Encyklopädie der Wis-
senschaften und Künste in Vienna. This eight-volume atlas, encyclopedia, was written in Gothic 
script and contained numerous pictures (drawings), providing information on different branches 
of scientific knowledge. The first volume was dedicated to mathematics, physics, astronomy and 
geometry, the second one to anatomy, zoology, botany, mineralogy, the third one to mechanical 
engineering, chemical engineering, construction, mining, agriculture and household, the fourth 
to warfare and maritime affairs, the fifth to art – architecture and painting, the sixth to cultural 
history, the seventh to ethnography and the eighth to geography. Vladimir Jovanović did not 
devote much attention to classical education, in particular learning of Latin. On the contrary, 
Slobodan Jovanović held different view on classical languages. When writing about the dispute 
between the supporters and opponents of classicism ongoing in Serbia in the 1880’s and 1890’s, 
he underlined that “Vojvođani did not want to allow their classical schooling to be devalued”.62 
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On the other hand, “Šumadinci wanted to justify their ignorance of the 
Greek and Latin language with their modern scientific spirit”.63 The ge-
ographer and diplomat Vladimir Karić (Jovanović’s professor at gymna-
sium)64 was the chief opponent of classicism, whereas the three Jovans, 
namely, Jovan Turoman, who wrote a grammar of Greek and Latin, Jovan 
Đorđević who composed a Latin dictionary and Jovan Bošković, a philol-
ogist, were its main supporters. Bogdan Popović, the friend of Slobodan 
Jovanović, opined that even though the knowledge of Greek and Latin was 
highly useful, lessons in Latin taught in schools across Serbia were so in-
sufficient that only few students were actually able to learn it: “A genuine 
classical gymnasium demanded completely different approach to Latin les-
sons”.65 Jovanović left a memoir that Bogdan Popović wandered later on “if 
he had made a mistake because he had not strongly advocated classicism 
in his time, since it is only at the classical gymnasium that one may acquire 
the literature culture”.66 Bogdan Popović thought very highly of Greek and 
Latin literature: “he even believed that the latter was not appreciated as 
much as it deserved. Nevertheless, he did not love that ancient literature 
with the love of a true classicist. What the true classicist loved about it was 
all that differentiated it from modern literature, seeking to elevate it above 
all transient literary fashions. Yet, Bogdan appreciated those ancient writers 
who as Euripides, Lucretius, and Seneca, by their way of thinking and feel-
ing, or by their very style, were the precursors of the modern age”.67

Although Slobodan Jovanović did not learn Ancient Greek at gym-
nasium, he used it later on: “Thucydides should be read several times. I 
read it four times, and now the fifth time in Greek, of course, I have to use 
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the translations. It is impossible to translate it accurately, as there are some 
lines that are translated differently by different translators, as I happened 
to notice”.68 According to one of his contemporaries, Slobodan Jovanović 
learned Greek to be able to read the works of ancient philosophers: “When 
he was relaxing, he most gladly spoke with the antiquity, with his Plato. He 
learned Greek as an old man because he was eager to delve into that eternal 
wisdom. Christian morality associated with this classical view of man and 
the world, it was a horizon where Slobodan Jovanović found his calm”.69

Slobodan Jovanović’s first home teacher, instructor, was the older 
son of his aunt, Vladimir M. Jovanović, a professor at gymnasium and 
a poet, who lived with them during his studies in Belgrade. Afterwards, 
Slobodan and Pravda had a teacher from Sombor who undoubtedly spoke 
German well. Slobodan Jovanović completed primary school in Belgrade, 
which lasted four years at the time. His completion of primary school co-
incided with the outbreak of the Serbian-Turkish wars (1876–1878), when 
Vladimir Jovanović served as finance minister. Vladimir Jovanović’s letter 
to Slobodan and Pravda is preserved, showing how he attended to the 
schooling of his children. He sent the letter from Niš, where he found 
himself as minister together with the rest of the government and Prince 
Milan: “My dear Slobodan! My dear Pravda! You boast in your letters of 
your good conduct, and your success at school. This fills me with joy. Had 
your mother commended you, too, my joy would have been even greater! 
But, alas, there was no mention of your conduct in her letters, and my 
heart sinks at the thought. Please tell her to write to me about your good 
conduct and school success, so that I can rejoice even more if that’s the 
truth. A Captain at Fifteen will be finished by the end of this year [in Ma-
gasin d’éducation et de récréation 1878]; and we shall start reading a new 
story, very interesting one, again by Jules Verne. Do you like those books 
that your mother bought you? How did you spend Saint Nicholas Day? 
Were there many guests? Please write to me as often and as lengthy as 
possible. Your loving father”.70

Vladimir Jovanović’s brother Đorđe, who took part in the war, 
wrote (in old orthography) in that same year: “My dear brother Vladimir, 
to your son Slobodan, and my nephew, [...] I give away these guns [...], 
which belonged to Arnauts [Albanians] who had surrendered to his uncle. 
[...] His uncle Đ. Jovanović”.71

From the first grade up to the seventh grade (the eighth grade 
was introduced later), including matura (1879–1886), Slobodan Jovanović 
attended the Belgrade Gymnasium (later named King Aleksandar I Gym-
nasium, and afterwards the First Belgrade Male Gymnasium and First
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Belgrade Gymnasium), which at the time was located in the Captain Miša’s 
Mansion. The gymnasium imposed very strict grading. 113 students were 
enrolled in the first grade in 1878/9, of whom only 58 enrolled in the sec-
ond grade, and only 45 enrolled in the third grade. As per the fifth grade, 
given the fact that some new students were admitted coming from outside 
Belgrade, there were 96 of them in total, of whom 39 completed the final, 
seventh grade (1885/6), and only 31 of them passed the school-leaving ex-
amination (with the passing grades excellent, very good and good).72 The 
students developed a strong liking for some subjects, whereas “languages 
and humanities were held in low regard by the students who adhered to 
Realism and Darwinism, and everyone wanted to get as better grades as 
possible from natural sciences”.73 Slobodan Jovanović left a memoir con-
cerning his school friend, a socialist, who propounded a theory that one 
should only learn as much as to earn a C grade: “If you spend more time 
than that on learning it is a sort of exploitation by the professor”.74 One 
should bear in mind that in contrast with the boom in natural sciences 
and the popularization of the ideas of Darwinism at the time, religious 
observance was reduced to a lowest possible level. In the spirit of the time 
was the widespread Comte’s positivist view according to which religion 
was only a transitory stage in the development of human kind, a sort of 
a lower and more imperfect understanding of reality that was to be su-
perseded by giving rise to the development of scientific way of thinking. 
Even though students regularly went to church on Sundays, Jovanović tes-
tified that among his school friends only one of them “was moderately 
religious”, and never “bragged about not believing in God and devotedly 
sang our church songs”.75 As per the older generation, there were different 
cases spanning from disillusioned believers to devoted churchgoers. Slo-
bodan Jovanović observed them carefully at church: “[Stojan] Novaković 
was completely different: he bowed and crossed himself with the same 
seriousness as archbishop Mihailo”.76 It was only during their studies in 
Paris that Slobodan Jovanović’ companions, each in his own way, showed 
interest in religion. The topics of clericalism and anticlericalism, as well 
as anti-Semitism, were discussed at the time in Paris. Slobodan Jovano-
vić wrote that Bogdan Popović regarded anticlericalists as “the same fa-
natics as their opponents, clericalists”: “He learned from Ernest Renan to 
look on religion as a historical phenomenon, which, as every historical 
phenomenon, has its bright and dark sides. During his studies in Paris, 
partially under the influence of Renan, and partially under the influence 
of the Russian novel, religion came into fashion among the writers”.77
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Renan, “a semi-Christian”, as a moralist “completely captivated” Jovano-
vić’s close friend, Pavle Marinković: “Pavle has never before heard a prom-
inent scientist speaking so devotedly and affectionately about Jesus Christ 
and Christian ethics. Under the influence of Svetozar Marković and the 
Radovanović brothers [Slobodan Jovanović’s relatives], who translated the 
works of Darwin and Haeckel, our youth has risen against Christian ethics 
as against a delusion imposed upon the people by the priests, claiming that 
there was only one ethics that could be applied to strictly scientific truth, 
and that was utilitarian ethics”.78 After his leftist phase, the younger friend 
of Slobodan Jovanović, Dragiša Vasić (1885–1945), embraced Christianity 
once again: “Mladen Žujović wrote that ‘the only book that [Vasić] read 
and studied laboriously on a daily basis, before and during the war, was 
the Bible he always kept close to him’. Captain Zvonimir Vučković, com-
manding officer of the territory in which Vasić was stationed, told me that 
he often saw him bow; prostrate, as early Christians did [a great metany]. 
Brana Stranjaković confirmed this as well”.79

Vladimir Jovanović regarded religion, which according to him 
was equivalent to church, in line with the theory of Auguste Comte as 
“something transitory and impermanent in society”, which “owing to the 
natural progress of spirits, steady scientific and philosophical conquest, 
will gradually disappear from the stage of humanity,” giving way to “the 
light of truth that radiates out into the world of wisdom”.80 On the oth-
er hand, he was close with the people from the church his entire life, in 
particular with Archbishop of Belgrade and Metropolitan of Serbia Mi-
hailo, who provided him with contacts for his first meetings in England, 
and Bishop of Šabac and Niš Jeronim. They supported the Liberals, who 
were the Russophiles. In the same way as it is often difficult to differen-
tiate liberal patriotism (despite its overemphasized pathos) from the old-
time, traditional patriotic feelings, it is not quite simple to differentiate a 
very personal expression of religious devotion of Vladimir Jovanović from 
traditional religious devotion. His words leave an impression of a deeply 
pious man: “I lived a modest life, and therefore I want a modest funeral, 
when God ordains that I shall depart this world for another one”.81 It is 
very likely that in theory he was a deist, and in practice an Orthodox 
Christian. The Jovanovićs were not members of any secret societies. Upon 
the death of Vladimir Jovanović, at the prayer service for the departed 
held at the Cathedral Church in Belgrade in 1922, which was led by bish-
op Jefrem Bojović, the brother of Field Marshall Petar Bojović, and the 
dean of the University of Belgrade Faculty of Theology, archpriest Stevan 
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Dimitrijević and other priests (Patriarch Dimitrije apologized to Slobodan Jovanović in writing 
for not being able to attend the service as he was out of Belgrade at the time), a speech was de-
livered by the Jovanovićs’ family priest, Belgrade archpriest from the Cathedral Church, Nikola 
Božić: “As a priest, I want to testify the following: he was a loyal son of his church, an exemplary 
husband, a wonderful father. In his ardent liberalness never had he done anything bad to his 
church, he was a pious and noble man; as a husband, he possessed all spousal virtues, and as a 
father, he educated his children so well that today not only their parents but their whole nation 
can be proud of them. He is the only one among the “fellows of the United Serbian Youth” who 
saw his dreams became truth, and he may dare to say with Saint Paul: ‘I have fought the good 
fight, I have finished the race; I have kept the faith; I expect the crown of righteousness’”.82

The spirit of positivism that permeated the Serbian grammar school curriculum was 
an appropriate continuation of Slobodan Jovanović’s family education, based on the trinity of 
positivism, liberalism and nationalism: “Old humanism with classical languages was giving way 
to the new realistic worldview in high school curriculum”.83 Slobodan Jovanović wrote down in 
a commemorative book of his gymnasium that biology was appreciated in particular and that 
words such as “cell” and “organism” were uttered with awe, “as if they were the key for unlock-
ing all the secrets of world and life”.84 The influence of Darwinism (the Radovanović brothers) 
completely prevailed, alongside literary and scientific realism, republicanism and the ideas of 
Svetozar Marković. The majority of graduates enrolled at natural and technical faculties at the 
Grand School. Although positivism prevailed, Jovanović underlined that Stojan Novaković, the 
then Minister of Education, devoted great attention to Serbian language and literature classes. 
According to the published booklet of grades of students from his generation one may conclude 
that Slobodan Jovanović was among the best students.

After the fall of Jovan Ristić’s government that ensued because it refused a trade agree-
ment with Austria-Hungary, the Liberals once again found themselves in opposition: “this 
caused the massive expulsion of the Liberals from civil service”.85 Without having to invade 
Serbia, “and owing to its strong relations with King Milan, Austria-Hungary has become an ab-
solute master in Serbia”.86 It is interesting that Bismarck deemed this policy completely wrong: 
“’My dear count Széchenyi, you will face the same ingratitude and bitter disappointment with 
Serbia as the one Russia experienced in Bulgaria and Romania. Once King Milan, that unreli-
able, reckless and sensually greedy man, expands his territory with the help of Austria, a great 
Serb is to emerge in him, and he will start throwing glances over the border without hesitation’. 
Instead of strengthening King Milan [...] Austria would do smarter if it would keep Serbia in 
a state of chaos. A new dynasty, which would have yet to take root in Serbia, or an anarchist 
republic, would be much more in line with the Austrian interests than strong and stable Ser-
bia, ruled by ambitious King Milan, who is today a friend of Austria, and tomorrow is likely 
to become its enemy”.87 Vladimir Jovanović retired, and given an insufficient number of years 
of his service, his retirement income was very low. Soon the activity of the Serbian Learned 
Society was suspended: “During the mandate of the Progressives, Vladimir was recurrently 



elected president of the Serbian Learned Society, which later became the 
Serbian Royal Academy. The Progressives interpreted this as an act of 
defiance against their government, and because of Vladimir the Learned 
Society itself fell out of favor with the Progressives”.88 Vladimir Jova-
nović, as president of the Society, suggested the founding of a separate 
enlightment section aiming at the popularization of science, which the 
government interpreted as making room for opposition criticism. The 
dispute ended with the suspension of the Serbian Learned Society and 
the founding of the Serbian Royal Academy in 1886. On that occasion 
Vladimir Jovanović entered a personal dispute with Milan Kujundžić 
(who was first a Liberal and then a Progressive), the then Minister of 
Education, who filed a suit against him over a newspaper article.

In September 1886, Vladimir Jovanović moved abroad his entire 
family for his children’s schooling. In his Memoires he wrote down the 
following: “We spent the first year in Munich and the rest in Zurich and 
Geneva”. Moving families abroad for schooling of children was not rare or 
unusual at the time. Jovanović’s relatives, the Čolak-Antićs, already lived 
in Switzerland at the time. Their other relatives, the Spužićs, moved later 
on to Brussels, which academician Vladimir Spužić well remembered: “A 
crucial moment in my life took place when my mother, on the advice of 
our relatives and friends, sold the family house in Belgrade and with her 
six children moved to Brussels: back then it was much cheaper to live in 
Brussels than in Belgrade”.89

The studies of Slobodan Jovanović somewhat resembled the cus-
tom usually referred to as the “Grand Tour”. Vladimir Jovanović also un-
dertook a trip of Europe during his studies abroad, as well as his relative 
Dimitrije Matić before him. At the universities where he studied, Slo-
bodan Jovanović had the opportunity to attend the lectures of the most 
renowned professors at the time, who nowadays have not been so well-
known as the professors of his older relative, Dimitrije Matić (Friedrich 
Wilhelm Joseph Schelling), or the professors of Jovan Ristić (Leopold von 
Ranke). Neither Vladimir nor Slobodan Jovanović were associated with 
some professor in particular, as Dimitrije Matić was associated with his 
professor of philosophy at the University of Berlin, Karl Ludwig Michelet 
(Charles-Louis Michelet).

In the winter semester of 1886/7 Slobodan Jovanović enrolled at 
the Faculty of Law at the Ludwig Maximilian University of Munich (Lud-
wig-Maximilians-Universität). Of professors who taught at the universi-
ty, Joachim Wilhelm Franz Philipp von Holtzendorff should be singled 
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out, who taught Criminal Law, International Law and State Law, to whom 
Jovanović refers to in his works.

The Norwegian writer Henrik Ibsen lived in Munich at the time, 
whose play titled Ghosts (Danish: Gengangere) Slobodan Jovanović and 
his relative Milan Šević (a future PhD in philosophy) together read and 
translated, in all likelihood from German. Jovanović recollected that the 
two of them decided on one occasion to “approach and talk to Ibsen”90 
in Café Maximilian in Munich where the famous writer used to go on a 
daily basis.

The Jovanovićs moved from Munich to Zurich in 1887, where 
Slobodan Jovanović continued his studies. Given the fact that he complet-
ed the winter semester of 1886/7 in Munich, in the summer semester he 
enrolled at the Faculty of State Science (Staatswissenschaftliche Fakultät), 
which was later named the Faculty of Law and State Science (Rechts und 
Staatswissenschaftliche Fakultät), whereas today it is known as the Faculty 
of Law Science (Rechtswissenschaftliche Fakultät). The summer semester 
lasted from April to August 1887.

Slobodan Jovanović enrolled in the winter semester of 1887/8 at 
the Law Faculty (Faculté de Droit) at the University of Geneva (Université 
de Genève). After attending lectures in the German language in Geneva, 
he switched to studies in the French Language. At the time, the Univer-
sity of Geneva encompassed five faculties (Faculté des sciences, Faculté 
de lettres, Faculté de droit, Faculté de théologie, Faculté de médecine). 
According to the printed list of full, associate, and adjunct professors 
(Privat-docents) at the University of Geneva, including the subjects and 
courses they taught, and Jovanović’s reports submitted to the Ministry of 
Education (1889/90), one can gain some insights into his studies in Gene-
va. He attended the lectures on the philosophy of law and general history 
of law delivered by Henri Brocher, who studied in Germany (he studied 
in Berlin and held a PhD degree in law), on public law delivered by Ferdi-
nand Gentet, on the French civil code delivered by dean Alfred Маrtin, on 
Roman law (the Pandects) and on comparative civil law delivered by Louis 
Bridel. Bridel was an expert in comparative family law and the issues of 
the legal status of women.

It is very likely that Slobodan Jovanović attended the lectures on 
general philosophy and the history of philosophy at the Faculty of Philos-
ophy (Faculté de lettres) where his sister Pravda studied. Some subjects at 
the Faculty of Philosophy were taught by the professors from the Law Fac-
ulty. Pravda’s meticulous notebook from her studies in Geneva has been 
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preserved, which could easily serve as a student textbook. Her notes from 
the lectures show that she investigated the relations between metaphys-
ics and general philosophy, practical and moral philosophy, between the 
concept of the good and the concept of pleasure. The lectures delivered in 
April and early May in 1890 were mainly dedicated to Kant’s (Immanuel 
Kant) philosophy. In late May, they studied the concepts of egoism and 
altruism, pleasure and utilitarianism, that is, Jeremy Bentham and John 
Stuart Mill’s standpoints.91

The impact of Slobodan Jovanović’s Swiss education is most ap-
parent in his early work titled “O demokratiji” (On Democracy), in which 
he elaborated on the political institutions of indirect, non-parliamentary 
democracy, similar to those in the Canton of Geneva.92 In Geneva, Rous-
seau’s birth town, Slobodan Jovanović wrote his first critique of Rousseau’s 
The Social Contract.

Jovanović’s standpoints were strongly influenced by the Ger-
man and English political theories, even more than the French ones, 
in particular by the Johann Kaspar Bluntschli’s theory of the state sov-
ereignty. During the 19th century at universities in German-speaking 
countries the state was studied as a unique phenomenon within the 
framework of a general study of the state (аllgemeine Staatslehre). 
It was only in Germany that scientific research concerning the state
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followed a systematic pattern, whereas in other countries studies the subject matter of which 
was the state per se, were published only from time to time. Slobodan Jovanović paid par-
ticular attention to the lectures on the state delivered by Professor Ferdinand Gentet, who 
taught public law at the Faculty of Law in Geneva, wherein he propounded an outline of the 
German general theory of the state.

Upon the adoption of the 1888/9 Constitution, abdication of King Milan and the ap-
pointment of a regency composed of the Liberals, Vladimir Jovanović returned to Belgrade from 
Geneva and took up the post of honorary professor of political economy, finances and statistics 
at the Grand School. His inaugural lecture was dedicated to “Economic order and movement in 
social and international life”. His family remained in Geneva because “his son has to complete 
his studies at the Faculty of Law [...] and his daughter Pravda has to complete her studies at the 
Faculty of Philosophy at the University of Geneva”.93

Slobodan Jovanović studied in Geneva from the winter semester of 1887 until the sum-
mer semester of 1890. He completed six semesters in Geneva and passed five tests of licentiate 
exam.94 Including the studies in Munich and Zurich, he studied for eight semesters (four years) 
in all. A licentiate, “an academic degree of licentiate”,95 had different meaning than that it has 
nowadays in Switzerland and France.

Despite the fact that Slobodan Jovanović was a state scholarship beneficiary for less 
than a year and a half, his application for obtaining further financial support for his studies in 
Paris was denied by the Ministry of Education and Religious Affairs. In his letters to Minister 
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Andra Nikolić, there was no mention of doctoral studies. It is very likely 
that Jovanović did not at all take into consideration pursuing doctoral 
studies. In those days, doctoral studies were not necessarily considered 
an indispensable part of one’s academic education. Aiming for a profes-
sorship at the Grand School one did not need a doctoral degree; it was 
either a licentiate or a PhD degree one had to hold in order to become a 
professor at the Grand School. It was the subject matter of the studies in 
Paris that Slobodan Jovanović was in particular interested in, alongside 
the lecturers, he was likely to hear of at first hand from his friends who 
had already studied in Paris. He opted for the École libre des sciences 
politiques.96 In spite of various and often complex political events, this 
school has up to the present day retained its elite character dating back to 
the 19th century. In the aftermath of the Second World War it was nation-
alized and divided into two institutes, namely the Fondation nationale 
des sciences politiques and the Institut d’études politiques de Paris, which 
are today commonly referred to as Science Po. As per today’s criteria, it 
is ranked 4th in the world for politics and international studies, whereas it 
is ranked first in continental Europe in the same field. Its alumni include 
as many as seven of the last eight French presidents.

In Jovanović’s time, the alumni of the École libre des sciences 
politiques were admitted into the institution without having to pass an 
entrance exam, on their own request, which was approved by the School 
Council. Its alumni, like Jovanović himself, already held graduate degrees. 
Nevertheless, the École did not grant any academic degrees or ranks 
whatsoever to its alumni. One should bear in mind that in Paris at the 
time it was customary at some very old and elite schools not to grant 
any academic degrees to its alumni, which was the case at some other 
most prestigious universities in Europe. According to its alumni when 
Slobodan Jovanović studied at it, and later on, one can conclude that it 
was the school with an international character. There were students from 
the United States of America, England, Argentina, Belgium, Greece, Italy, 
Japan, Hungary, Nicaragua, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Russia, Serbia (3 
students 1891/1892), Netherlands, Montenegro and Switzerland.97

Slobodan Jovanović and Bogdan Popović (who studied literature) 
lived in the same street (15, rue Monge, t 8, that is, 52, rue Monge).98 
Popović and Jovanović strolled along the streets of Paris in 1891 being 
engaged in long conversations, they both refer to in their memoires, that 
is, in their recollections.

École libre des sciences politiques
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According to the Science Po archives, the French writer Marcel Proust (Proust, Mar-
cel, 9, Boulevard Malesherbes) studied at the School of Political Sciences at the same time as 
Slobodan Jovanović. That being so, Jovanović was able to experience the world that was in the 
focus of Proust’s artistic impression during his studies at the Paris Institute of Political Studies. 
In his review of Proust’s book titled In Search of Lost Time (À la recherche du temps perdu), 
written in 1922, one is under impression that Jovanović has in front of his eyes Proust he could 
meet in Paris, in all probability in the lectures of very popular Albert Sorel.99

The list of Sciences Po alumni with addresses and tuition payments. The name of Jovanović and Proust can be seen
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MINISTRY OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS 1892–1897

Upon completing their studies abroad, the recipients of the scholarship awarded by the 
Kingdom of Serbia were obliged to work as civil servants for a period of time equivalent to the 
period for which they received the scholarship.100 Upon his arrival to Belgrade in March 1892, 
Slobodan Jovanović took up a post of 2nd class court clerk in the First Instance Court of the Po-
dunavlje (the Danube) District in Belgrade. In late summer and only ten days after the formation 
of the new Liberals’ government, Slobodan Jovanović was appointed 2nd class clerk to the Ministry 
of Foreign Affairs.101 He was assigned to Political-Educational Department, known as “Propa-
ganda”, similar to Eastern departments in other ministries of foreign affairs, which performed the 
tasks concerning the Serbian population living abroad, primarily in the territory of the then Tur-
key in the Balkans (the Ottoman Empire), namely Old Serbia (Raška, Kosovo, Metohija and the 
territory between Skoplje and Tetovo) and Macedonia (South Serbia). Slobodan Jovanović worked 
in Propaganda in the time of the intense propaganda war fought in the Balkans between the great 
powers and the Balkan states with the aim of resolving the Macedonian question as a part of the 
Eastern Question, in the context of the division of the Ottoman Empire holdings. It was the war 
of all against all, “a bitter, life-or-death war, all means permitted”, as it was described in the report 
of one of the chiefs of Propaganda, Mihailo G. Ristić, Slobodan’s brother-in-law.102

After one year in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Slobodan Jovanović was appointed an 
attaché in the rank of the 1st class clerk to the Serbian legation in Constantinople in 1893. Much 
of the work of the legation in Constantinople overlapped with the scope of work of Propaganda. 
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The question concerning some parts of Dioceses of Mostar and Sarajevo 
that remained within the Ottoman Empire upon the occupation of Bos-
nia and Herzegovina (1878) by Austria-Hungary, was raised once again. 
Important communications were either encrypted or dispatched. In May 
1894, he was promoted by royal decree to 5th class secretary in the Minis-
try of Foreign Affairs. As the chief of the Educational Department (Propa-
ganda), he performed all tasks in cooperation with the Educational Board, 
whose secretary he was. Archimandrite Nićifor Dučić (president) and 
Ljubomir Kovačević, an academician (legal representative of the proper-
ty of late Sima Igumanov), together with Panta Srećković, an academician 
and former professor of history and district governor (Dučić and Srećković 
were members of the Regency Educational Board appointed in 1868) were 
reappointed as members of the Board in 1894. Soon Stojan Novaković, a 
member of the State Council and former envoy to Constantinople, was also 
appointed as a member of the Educational Board.103 At the request of the 
Minister of Foreign Affairs Sima Lozanić (a chemist, professor, rector, two 
times president of the Serbian Royal Academy, Serbian envoy to the Court 
of St James), Slobodan Jovanović carried out an inspection of all Serbian 
consulates in the Ottoman Empire during the summer of 1894. Upon his 
return, he compiled a comprehensive report in which he analysed in detail 
schools, teachers, churches, bookstores, municipalities, the Ottoman ad-
ministration (Wālis), the Greek Metropolitans, foreign consuls, the Bulgar-
ian bishops, and in each area specified “our opponents”.104

In January 1895, at his friend Pavle Marinković’s request and 
insistence, who was the then secretary to the legation in Saint Peters-
burg, Jovanović accepted (upon minister’s approval) to be a special cor-
respondent of the newly-formed Russian Telegraph Agency (Российское 
телеграфное агентство) located in Saint Petersburg. He performed this 
delicate task until April, when Marinković asked in his letter to Stojan 
Novaković, Prime Minister, to whom he could entrust this task further on.

The Progressives’ government led by Stojan Novaković was estab-
lished on 25 June, by the Julian calendar, that is on 7 July, by the Grego-
rian calendar, 1895. As Prime Minister, Stojan Novaković “did not limit 
himself entirely to the affairs of his Ministry; instead, he had the burden 
of the entire government on his shoulders”.105 Since he did not appoint 
the director of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, nor the chief of Political 
Department, he himself, together with his two secretaries, Slobodan Jova-
nović and Dragomir M. Janković, and one clerk, Dr Miloš M. Petronijević, 
performed the tasks of the Political and Educational Departments.

Given the fact that the Macedonian Question was the prima-
ry focus of Serbia’s foreign policy, Novaković was dealing with while he 
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served as envoy to Constantinople and later on while he headed the Ed-
ucational Department, his reliance on the department focused primarily 
on the Macedonian Question was quite expected. It was while Novaković 
served as envoy to Constantinople (1886–1891) that he became aware that 
nothing could be achieved if relying solely on own strenghts, without the 
support of the Great Powers, and that among them only Russia “was rela-
tively willing to support our national endeavours”.106 Slobodan Jovanović 
pointed out that “this explains why he was one of the greatest Russophiles, 
among all our Prime Ministers, that we have ever had”.107 Novaković 
seized the opportunity when the Ottoman Empire ran into trouble in the 
context of the Armenian Question. When the Greek Bishop in Prizren 
passed away, “Novaković managed to obtain from the Patriarchate the ap-
pointment of a Serbian bishop in part owing to the Sublime Porte and 
in part owing to Russia’s intervention”.108 Jovanović testifies that it was 
only after that success that it became clear “that Serbian bishops could be 
appointed through diplomatic channels, too, without resorting either to 
schism or mobilization”.109 Slobodan Jovanović and Jovan M. Jovanović 
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both agree that the results of Novaković’s efforts became evident “only 
later, under other governments”.110 For instance, Novaković’s government 
did not manage to resolve the question of the Skoplje bishopric, “never-
theless, it gave fresh momentum to it”. The succeeding Simić’s government 
gave effect to Novaković’s views on all “questions having arisen under his 
government (schools, Bishopric of Skoplje, Monastery of Hilandar, the 
Decani Question, school textbooks)”.111

In addition to his father’s advice, it is very likely that Slobodan 
Jovanović picked up a lot of knowledege about the work in the highest 
executive state offices from Novaković, who was the Prime Minister with 
years of administrative experience. The connection between Stojan No-
vaković and Slobodan Jovanović, which was established during their work 
in the government, in particular in the context of improving the position 
of the Serbian population living outside Serbia, in the territory of Old 
Serbia and Macedonia, was preserved even after the fall of Novaković’s 
government. Even though only few letters of Slobodan Jovanović sent to 
Stojan Novaković have been preserved and available, their tone and con-
tent imply that they corresponded on a more or less regular basis. Their 
correspondence usually touched on various scientific issues and political 
circumstances in Serbia. Slobodan Jovanović published several reviews of 
Novaković’s books. In his review of Novaković’s book titled Srpska knjiga, 
njeni prodavci i čitaoci u 19. veku (The Serbian Book, Its Sellers and Read-
ers in the 19th Century) published by the Serbian Literary Cooperative, he 
underlined the following: “The export of industrial goods to Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, Old Serbia and Macedonia seems not to be going smoothly, 
as it could go if there was a single customs zone encompassing all these 
territories and Serbia, and that is the whole truth. Nevertheless, even 
though it seems possible to weaken the exchange of goods, and even to 
bring it to a standstill, through the introduction of customs duties among 
certain parts of the dismembered Serbianhood, this does not imply that 
similar means could prevent spiritual exchange among them. Serbian 
books reach territories that remain out of reach of the Serbian goods. 
There are no boundaries for them”.112 When writing about Stojan Novak-
ović later on, he highlighted his patriotic national endeavor. One may say 
that Slobodan Jovanović’s sense of patriotic duty, alongside his service to 
his country during wartime, when he headed the War Press Bureau, and 
was the leading legal expert at the Paris Peace Conference and took part 
in the preparation of the Draft Constitution of the new state, builds on his 
efforts expended while he worked at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, when 
he was Stojan Novaković’s associate.
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RED THE ORDER 1894, SRPSKI PREGLED THE SERBIAN 
REVIEW 1895 AND SRPSKI KNJIŽEVNI GLASNIK
THE SERBIAN LITERARY HERALD 1901

Slobodan Jovanović wrote for the political and literary journal 
Red (The Order) launched in 1894 by his friend Pavle Marinković and a 
group of his peers coming from the families that supported the Liberals 
and Progessives (Conservatives), who mainly worked as clerks at the Min-
istry of Foreign Affairs and were former students of the Belgrade Gymna-
sium, graduated or received their doctoral degrees at European universi-
ties, mostly in Paris, Pavle Popović, Dragomir Janković (Bogdan and Pavle 
Popović’s relative), Boško Čolak-Antić (Jovanović’s relative), Živojin Perić 
(Pavle Marinković was his best man when he wed the sister of Mihai-
lo Petrović Alas, a mathematician), Svetolik Jakšić (the brother of Grgur 
Jakšić, a historian).113

The idea of launching the journal first emerged in the spring of 
1892, when Slobodan Jovanović still worked as a court clerk. Pavle Marink-
ović gathered a group of the younger Progressives and Liberals who had 
just begun to publish their articles in the Progessives’ or Liberals’ jour-
nals Videlo and Beogradski dnevnik. His intention was to launch a jour-
nal and establish his own political group that he would somehow later on 
place under the umbrella of the Progressive Party. Even though the group 
gathered around the journal Red never evolved into a political party, their
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political cooperation and the influence they exerted could be tracked in subsequent decades. 
For instance, Pavle Popović was present from the very moment the idea of launching the journal 
was conceived in 1892, through all the years of the existence of Red, Srpski pregled (The Serbian 
Review), Srpski književni glasnik (The Serbian Literary Herald), up until the foundation of the 
Serbian Cultural Club in 1937.114 He passed away in 1939, only few months before the launch 
of the journal Srpski glas (The Serbian Voice), which was an organ of the Serbian Cultural Club, 
of which editor-in-chief was Dragiša Vasić. At the time of the launch of the journal Poruka (The 
Message) in London in 1950, there was no one of Jovanović’s friends from 1892. Almost none of 
them was among the living. Živojin Perić emigrated to Switzerland, whereas Boško Čolak-Antić 
lived in Serbia, in inner emigration. Slobodan Jovanović proposed Perić for membership in the 
Association of Serbian Writers in Exile in London in 1951. The importance of the launch of the 
journal Red by far surpasses its short lifespan of only few months in 1894. Two professors of the 
Grand School, namely Dr Dragutin Dragiša Mijušković (1859–1903), professor of the history 
of Slavonic Law and a Liberal, from the well known Belgrade family of the Baba-Dudićs, and 
Dr Ljubomir Nedić (1858–1902), a professor of philosophy and a supporter of the Progressives, 
offered their support to the launchers of the journal.

Red, as its title implies, stood for order, system, gradualness. It was written that Pavle 
Popović’s mother wandered how it could be that the editor of the journal titled Red could not keep 
even his own room in order. Red criticized the prevailing political radicalism that was adopted by 
almost all who returned from their studies in the late 19th and the early 20th century from Paris, 
where the ideology of the French Revolution permeated the school atmosphere. Contrary to rad-
icalism that was embraced by the Radical Party as its theoretical foundation, Red advocated the 
conservative ideology in the spirit of Benjamin Disraeli.115 In his later written article on Thomas 
Carlyle, Slobodan Jovanović pointed to the fact that Disraeli used Carlyle’s thought to formulate 
the ideology of the British Conservative Party. In his review of the Serbian translation (by Božidar 
Knežević) of Carlyle’s book titled On Heroes, Hero-Worship, and the Heroic in History, Jovanović, 
by following George Meredith, underlined that Carlyle’s literary style was more a style of a poet 
than a thinker, that it was rather methaphorical (with a touch of humor, too) and thus very diffi-
cult to understand (this is evident in the Carlyle’s study titled On the French Revolution). Jovanović 
pointed to the fact that Carlyle, similarly like his fellow countrymen, had an equal sense of reli-
gious ardour and practical work. Contrary to socialists, he believed that relations among people 
could not be established on a sound basis as long as people did not start changing from the inside 
out. Socialists argued that people would start changing once the relations among them were estab-
lished on a sound basis. Carlyle’s Christian-Conservative socialism had a major political impact. 
The leader of the Conservative Party Disraeli (Earl of Beaconsfield), whom Carlyle looked down 
on, nevertheless, read his papers and wanted to apply his ideas, and owing to this fact Carlylism 
entered the sphere of practical politics and consequently “whatever the Conservative Party has 
done for the social reform, at least in part credits go to Carlyle”.116

The term “conservative” refers to the British political experience and the idea that, in-
stead of radicalism and revolution, precedence should be given to gradualness and evolution. At 
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first this term did not have such a negative connotation that later prevailed in public in the Serbi-
an language. Of all contributors to Red, Živojin Perić, who was at the time a clerk in the Ministry 
of Foreign Affairs, and later professor at the Faculty of Law and а corresponding member of the 
Academy, was the most persistent advocate of the preservation of the term “conservative”. Later 
on, Slobodan Jovanović wrote down that for Perić the term conservative was equivalent to the 
term lawful.117 Similarly, the term “democracy” bore a much narrower meaning than that it got 
afterwards. For instance, Slobodan Jovanović noted that Lord Robert Salisbury and Lord Arthur 
Balfour fought against democracy.118

The front page of Red always included an introduction concerning the more general polit-
ical topics – parliamentarism, morality in politics, political insincerity, the Serbian thought, Serbian 
domestic politics, public opinion in Serbia. It contained coulmns titled “Foreign Policy”, “Serbian 
Literature Review”, “An Overview of the Academic World”, “Theatre News”, “Serbs Living outside of 
the Kingdom”, “Musical Album” and chronicles – daily chronicle, court chronicle, military chroni-
cle, Berlin chronicle, Saint Petersburg chronicle, Paris chronicle, letters from Geneva.119

Slobodan Jovanović published several introductory articles in Red under the “collective 
pseudonym” R, standing for Red. In his article titled “The Fatherland in Danger!” he analyzed 
the articles published in the London newspapers The Times and The Standard, of which first 
one specified that “there is no one who will mourn if Serbia one day disappears”, whereas the 
latter described the manner in which Serbia might disappear, modelled on the disappearance 
of Poland (territory of Serbia could be apportioned among its neighbours – Austria-Hunga-
ry, Romania and Bulgaria).120 Jovanović highlighted in his article that the statement referring 
to “the hotbed of riots” that came as a result of parties clash, was not a sufficient reason for 
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the abolition of an internationally recognized state. He raised the ques-
tion of what should be done in that respect with other European states, 
with France that “is every day surprised with a new explosion”, or Italy 
in which “the civil war ended as recently as yesterday”, or Britain, where 
there was in Ireland “a real hotbed of the insurgency”, owing to which 
the British Minister of Interior said that Englad had became “a hotbed 
of all anarchist coups d’état”. Jovanović touched on the manner in which 
the British press saw a possible disaster: “[The Times...] added, how the 
catastrophe was likely to end: Serbia might disappear. A while later, The 
Standard added how it might disappear: its good neighbours might divide 
its territory among themselves. And finaly, The Daily News with the news 
on the measures, a pretext and on whose account such division might take 
place”.121 In the article titled “Our Enemies” he pointed to the fact that the 
true purpose of the articles published in the British press was to stir up 
interest in the division of Serbia around the world by a country that was 
not directly interested in the matter: “If published by the press in Vienna 
or Budapest, it would look like a pretentious request of the neighbouring 
monarchy: however, if published in a British newspaper, it indeed would 
look like a measure proposed for maintaining peace in Europe”.122 Jova-
nović published his first article on Gladstone in Red, which later on served 
as a foundation for a much broader study he published almost fifty years 
later. He also published several literary and theatre reviews in Red. Slo-
bodan Jovanović was a literary and theatre critic who analyzed plays, their 
ideas, the validity of their translation (for instance, Sima Matavulj’s) and 
theatre season repertoires (for instance, that composed by Milovan Glišić, 
a theatre director), actors and actresses’ performances (Miss Lazarević and 
etc.), as well as the typical reactions of the Belgrade theatre audience. Slo-
bodan Jovanović also published a review of the drama titled “Pribislav and 
Božana” by Dragutin J. Ilić in Red, and the book titled Zanovet by Milan 
Đ. Milićević, The Downfall by Emile Zola, “Women in Ibsens plays”, the 
article titled “A Monument to Vojislav”, and a very interesting review of 
Shakespeare’s King Lear.123

Slobodan Jovanović met Ljubomir Nedić when he began writing 
for Red. One can say that Nedić’s encouragements were very important 
for him. Therefore we should take into consideration Nedić’s standpoints 
and some philosophical questions he propounded in his lectures and arti-
cles, in particular those shared or accepted by Slobodan Jovanović. Nedić 
wrote about logic, psychology, sophisms, morality and law. He exerted a 
significant influence over the younger generation of literary critics, “so 
that even their style did not differ”. Jovanović highlights Nedić’s cultivated 
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aesthetic taste: “He always commended a writer for nice things, the beauty an ordinary reader 
would often fail to notice. In short, he was a man of taste, and of such a cultivated taste that 
sometimes seemed as if an aesthete had strayed into Serbia”.124

Nedić “considered himself a Conservative”.125 He leaned to the Progressives (Conserv-
atives) and preferred an old patriarchal lifestyle. On the first page of the first issue of Red he 
explained why he deemed necessary the existence of a conservative journal: “Nothing has set 
us back more than the pursuit of progress, in the course of which we were always ready to part 
ways with everything that had already been in place and to accept everything that was new, 
without examining its good or bad sides. For that what the world cherishes as a tradition, we do 
not know of. We do not have any authentic tradition [...] neither in politics, nor in school, nor 
in literature. We are in constant pursuit of everything that is new, and we fail to understand that 
proper, organic development is possible only if new tendencies are built on the previos ones”.126

Upon the closure of Red Nedić launched the journal Srpski pregled (The Serbian Review) 
in 1895. The same group of associates gathered around the new journal, with Stevan Sremac and 
Bogdan Popović who joined the group. Unlike the rather forgotten journal Red, Srpski pregled 
has been known for its importance for the development of Serbian literature. To a large extent 
Srpski književni glasnik (The Serbian Literary Herald) and the Mostar-based journal Zora as-
sumed its programme.

Nedić wrote three columns in Srpski pregled on a regular basis, alongside an introduc-
tory article, a literary review and a social chronicle. Bogdan Popović wrote the article titled “O 
vaspitanju ukusa” (On the Cultivation of Taste) that appeared serially, and Pavle Popović, who 
while still in Red gave an overview of the Serbian literature criticism up to that date in the study 
titled “Kritika srpske književnosti” (Serbian Literary Criticism), and also published in the journal 
his works titled “Sveti Sava” (Saint Sava) and “O Gorskom vijencu” (On the Mountain Wreath). 
Dragiša Mijušković published the paper titled “Sistem Dušanovog zakonika” (The System of the 
Code of Dušan), Pavle Marinković published the essay “Prota Mateja Nenadović” and the paper 
on Milan Piroćanac, while Stevan Sremac published “Ivkova slava” in the journal.

Slobodan Jovanović published the four-part study titled “O društvenom ugovoru” (On 
the Social Contract) in Srpski pregled, which represents an in-depth critical deliberation on the 
very foundations of the modern era, modelled on the Rousseau’s views and embodied in the 
French Revolution.127 For better understanding of the views of the group gathered around Srpski 
pregled, one should simultaneously read Slobodan Jovanović’s review of Rousseau and the review 
of Pierre-Augustin Caron [de] Beaumarchais by Bogdan Popović.128

In Srpski pregled he published the reviews of Gundulić’s “Dubravka”, the tragedy “Maksim 
Crnojević” by Laza Kostić and “Madame Sans-Gêne” by Victorien Sardou and Émile Moreau. He 
wrote about François Coppée’s drama titled “Pour la couronne”, in which an account of the late 
15th-century Balkans is given, with the following characters: Étienne, évêque et roi des Balkans, 
prince Michel Brancomir, Konstantin Brancomir... The premiere of the drama took place in the 
Odéon in Paris, on 19 January 1895. In the same year Dušan L. Đokić translated the drama in 
Serbian and it was performed in the National Theatre in Belgrade.
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In contrast to Red and Srpski pregled, Srpski književni glasnik was 
launched in 1901 by the two groups that differed in their political and liter-
ary affiliations. The founders of the journal were, on one hand, the contrib-
utors to Red and Srpski pregled, the brothers Bogdan and Pavle Popović and 
Slobodan Jovanović, and on the other hand, the contributors to the jour-
nal Delo (Artwork) and the members of the Radical Party, Svetislav Simić, 
Ljubomir Jovanović, Ljubomir Stojanović and Jaša Prodanović. The journal 
Delo was launched in the same year as Red (1894): “The founders of Red 
and Delo were mainly friends from school, and they have maintained their 
friendships even after finishing school”. It was Ljubomir Nedić who severed 
all ties between them after publishing “an unusually sharp criticism” of the 
journal Delo in Red. Slobodan Jovanović pointed out that “one of the pri-
mary goals of Glasnik has been to attempt to reconcile the contributors to 
Red and Delo”.129 Political circumstances, in particular the unpopularity of 
King Aleksandar Obrenović’s regime, eventually brought about their recon-
ciliation. Svetislav Simić, the founder of Delo, which was an exclusively rad-
ical-leaning periodical and therefore had to be closed down, did not want 
to relaunch Delo, but rather to launch a brand new journal: “Beyond any 
doubt, it was thanks to its first editor-in-chief Bogdan Popović that Glasnik 
as early as from its first issue earned a reputation of our best literary journal. 
Nevertheless, due credit should be given to its first owner Svetislav Simić 
for having lauched the journal after all, who brought together all its found-
ers”.130 Bringing together different political groups around Glasnik did not 
mean that the strife among them would cease: “the fact that the periodical 
did not contain the review of Nedić’s book titled Najnoviji srpski pisci (The 
Contemporary Serbian Writers) only meant that the Delo fraction and the 
Nedić’s fraction had contrary viewpoints on it”. The aforementioned review 
is actually Jovanović’s review of Nedić’s book that was consequently pub-
lished in Rista Odavić’s Nova iskra. However, later on, upon Nedić’s death, 
Jovanović’s articles on Nedić were eventually published in Glasnik, in addi-
tion to some articles from Nedić’s legacy.

Slobodan Jovanović’s political views on Serbia and the Serbian 
people, which he expounded on the pages of Srpski književni glasnik, were 
also expressed in the study titled “Spoljašnja politika Srbije u XIX veku” 
(Serbian Foreign Policy in the 19th Century) of 1901,131 as well as in his 
review of Pavle Orlović’s (Svetislav Simić’s pseudonym) discussion titled 
“Skopljansko vladičansko pitanje 1897–1902” (The Question of the Skopl-
je Bishopric 1897–1902) of 1902, and in an in-depth review of the discus-
sion titled “Ravnoteža na Jadranskom moru od Šarla Loazoa” (Balance on 
the Adriatic Sea by Charles Loiseau) of 1901: “Loiseau has perceived, and 
indeed well perceived, that Italy occupying this peninsula can be nothing 
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but an opponent of Austria, and consequently suggested that Italy and the 
Slavic states in the Balkans should draw closer together. Nevertheless, on 
the other hand, he overlooked the fact that Italy acted as a protector of the 
Albanians, and therefore it would be out of the question to speak about its 
drawing closer to the Serbian states [he meant Serbia and Montenegro]. 
The fact that he overlooked, we must not overlook here in Belgrade, since 
we are aware, or at least we are supposed to be aware, what the Albanians 
are for our people”.132

As envisaged by its founders, Glasnik was supposed to focus on lit-
erature, science and art, alongside the mainstream trends, not only in Serbia 
but in other Serb-inhabited countries in South Eastern Europe. In addition 
to the selection of literary works in the original languages (novels, short 
stories, dramas and poems) and different translations, reviews, discussions 
and studies in literature, art, science, social and political life, Srpski književni 
glasnik later included political, theatre, art (visual arts and music) and sci-
entific overviews and critique, reviews and excerpts as its regular columns.

Bogdan Popović earned a reputation of the main representative of 
the French influence in literature: “Glasnik contributed to the creation of a 
new literary style, which in terms of its refinement, rich nuances and cold 
intellectuality had points of resemblance to the French prose”.133 In a pa-
per dedicated to his father, Vladimir Jovanović, Slobodan Jovanović point-
ed to the fact that there was little understanding between the older and 
the younger generation: “Our journal did not have much success with our 
seniors. Milan Milićević said to his grandson, the poet Milan Rakić the 
following: ‘In that bunch of yours, including yourself, no one can speak 
Serbian anymore. What kind of sentences are those clumsy ones...’. The 
sentences in Glasnik in all likelihood seemed to Milićević as clumsy given 
the fact that with new generation the Serbian syntax was getting closer to 
the French syntax. There were a lot of those who belonged to that new 
generation who considered Đuro Daničić’s sentences, for instance in his 
translation of the history of the Serbs by Apollon А. Maykov, as clumsy 
as those in Glasnik seemed to Milićević. Stojan Novaković said to Pavle 
Popović that the articles in Glasnik were short and shallow – everything 
seemed as written in a rush. He was accustomed to the old magazines in 
which articles were lengthy studies that came out serially [...]. My father 
found articles in Glasnik to be colorless and cold. ‘One could say that you 
write lacking the proper conviction, and that you do not care’. The criti-
cality that we in Glasnik paid particular attention to, seemed to the old 
Liberals as the lack of conviction. When they were our age, not only did 
they write with conviction, but with pathos as well”.134
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The French language and style served as a standard in Glasnik owing to which the infinite 
language aporias associated with Vuk Karadžić’s reform were overcome. However, the emphasis 
on the general French influence exerted on the Serbian intellectuals in the 19th century was ex-
aggerated. Even though the Serbian intelligentsia loved Paris, similarly like the Russian one, in 
philosophy, political theory and the study of literature, the German and English influences were 
particularly strong. Even though Bogdan Popović admired the French language, literature and 
culture, he thought very highly of the English language, culture and authors (Alexander Bain, 
George Eliot [Mary Ann Evans], Matthew Arnold). Branko Lazarević pointed to this fact when 
he described Popović as “a French style Anglo-Saxson”, and his literary style as English, “Matthew 
Arnold’s one at the most”. Arnold focused on the Victorian model of culture and social critique.135 
Popović singled out literary education for its “educational value” in contrast to some specialized 
disciplines. Literature has that advantage to persuade us not only logically, but also “emotional-
ly”. Popović used a broader framework of the term literature under which he placed all literary 
papers and everything that could serve for acquiring all-round education. In addition to poetry, 
prose and drama, he also categorized thoughts on morality by Blaise Pascal, François, duc de la 
Rochefoucauld, Marcus Aurelius (favorite Stoic philosopher of the 19th and the early 20th century 
in Serbia, who superseded the monastic role models), and the philosophical texts in different lit-
erary forms (Plato, Arthur Schopenhauer).136 When literature expanded on humanism, it became 
obvious that literary education was actually another name for humanities, concluded Jovanović.

Jovan Skerlić wrote about Jovanović’s “outstanding literary qualities”: “Possessing an 
open spirit and a sharp mind, his writing style is crystal clear, concise and precise, with no trace 
of rhetoric, nevertheless, original and quite literary. Together with Bogdan Popović he put forth 
his best effort to elevate the literary style in Serbian literature and to provide younger generations 
of writers with patterns of genuine literary style”.137 Jovanović’s manner of expression possessed 
no pathos whatsoever. It was not intrusive, nor overemotional. According to Isidora Sekulić he 
was a self-possessed writer: “Even though every presentation and narrative given by Mr Jovano-
vić is solely made of terms, relations, facts, an entire horizon of thought processes has been hid-
den behind them. [...] Furthermore, Mr Jovanović’s language is tight, puritanical [...] He steers 
clear of figures of speech. Can’t stand superlatives”. She concludes that the secret of Jovanović’s 
style lies in the fact that his style is “the Belgrade inward literary style that exceeds the English 
inward literary style of an Emerson” and that his “virtuoso style has no façade, no surface”.138

When interpreting Jovanović’s texts one has to pay particular attention to his style, that 
is, to the meaning and the sense of the words and sentences he used to express his thoughts. 
One should not presuppose their meaning, since it is often different than that it bears today. If 
something is “great” and “influential”, it does not mean that it is good or desirable. For instance, 
Jovanović regarded Marxsism as a great and influential idea the success of which was “indisput-
able” and comparable only to the successes of religious ideas. When he says that something is “a 
fatal idea”, he does not regard it as an excellent idea, but rather as a very powerful and influential, 
revolutionary idea. One can draw a conclusion that he used the term “fatal” in a more negative 
than affirmative meaning. For him the term “nations and nationalities” (narodi i narodnosti) 
is distinct from the terms peoples and national minorities. He clearly defines the term “nation” 
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(narod) as the body of citizens of a state, formal-legal community: “the term nation means the 
body of people who live in the same state”. He defines “a nationality” (narodnost), however, 
as a people or an ethnic group: “A nationality implies some kind of spiritual kinship that is 
maintained through psychiological legacy. This spiritual kinship may be the result of blood re-
lation, but not necessarily”. The term “Yugoslavs” can have different meanings in Jovanović’s 
texts. Sometimes it refers to a political group (for example “when the Independents and the 
Yugoslavs united against Pašić”), and sometimes to South Slavs – a South Slavic subgroup of 
Slavic peoples of Indo-European, that is, Indo-German descent, as as it was previously termed. 
Jovanović makes a distinction among the terms “courage” (kuraž), “boldness” (hrabrost) and 
“audacity” (smelost). He does not equal the term “development” to the term “progress”, since 
all social groups develop, given the constant change of their inner relations: “Given the fact that 
every group, sooner or later, reaches the stage of decline and decay, it seems as if social devel-
opment fatally leads to regression, not to progress”. Slobodan Jovanović and other scolars and 
historians of that time most often spoke about Austria (not Austria-Hungary), which did not 
imply that they were not familiar with the Austro-Hungarian Compromise of 1867, but it rather 
meant that they called the Ottoman Empire Turkey, and the United Kingdom England, as we do 
nowadays. The word “considerate” (uviđavan) means “farsighted”: “Croats [Croatian politicians] 
were more considerate than Serbs”. The word “doctrine” (doktrina) means “study”, or “theory”. 
A separate topic is the term “moral”, which can have a broader meaning than that it bears today, 
for instance “Moral siences” (Cambridge University Moral Sciences Club). “The expression an 
“unbridled force” is not a commendation, but a statement, and it has a negative meaning, and 
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the same goes for the adjective “revolutionary”. He is not at all fascinated with the term “ener-
gy” (“teachers of energy” etc.). Nevertheless, some other words had affirmative meaning for the 
circle of people Jovanović belonged to. For Bogdan Popović “inhibition” was something good, 
necessary for gaining self-discipline. They appreciated impartiality, objectivity and the absence 
of expression of strong emotions, suppression of feelings.139 In addition to the history of terms 
and the importance of understanding the terminology, one should bear in mind that Slobodan 
Jovanović very easily used logic, which may pose difficulty in the interpretation of his works, es-
pecially if one finds it hard to make a distinction among the notions referring to the general, the 
specific and the individual, term, statement and conclusion, analysis and synthesis, dialectical 
and analytical thinking and possesses little or no knowledge at all on the most common logical 
fallacies taught in high school.

Jovan Skerlić pointed to the fact that Jovanović paid particular attention to literary style 
and the manner of expression in his theoretical essays: “As a jurist and a sociologist he has writ-
ten several highly regarded books, which have taken center stage in Serbian literature dealing 
with jurisprudential, political and historical issues”.140 He highlighted the fact that Jovanović 
stood far apart ”from almost all authors in his field of study, who possessed narrow expertise, 
had no all-round and literary education, and paid little attention to form and language. Jovanović 
wrote all his papers as a man of letters, by using his sophisticated style and exquisite language”.141
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THE FACULTY OF LAW IN BELGRADE AND SCHOLARLY
ENDEVOURS 18971914

Slobodan Jovanović was elected to the position of associate professor at the Grand 
School Faculty of Law and appointed on 11 June 1897, by the Julian calendar, that is, on 23 June, 
by the Gregorian calendar. By the decree, it was the professorship of State Law, whereas the full 
name of the subject was General and Special State Law. The then Dean of the Faculty of Law 
was Dr Dragutin Dragiša Mijušković (1896–1899), and Slobodan Jovanović’s predecessor in the 
chair was Dr Milovan Đ. Milovanović. At the time, lecturers at the Grand school held one of 
the following academic ranks: full professor, associate professor, honorary professor, assistant 
professor and assistant lecturer. According to the Grand School Regulations of April 1897, the 
basic qualifications required for the post of associate professor included the following: that an in-
cumbent had successfully (“with praise” magna cum laude) graduated from the faculty and that 
the two-thirds majority of the members of the Grand School Faculty Council concurred “that he 
possesses specific expertize in the field of study in question”. An associate professor at the Grand 
School was appointed by royal decree, at the request of the Minister of Education. He held the 
rank and salary of high school teachers. Jovanović’s salary remained the same (2, 750 dinars). 
Professors were obliged to deliver a public inaugural lecture once they received a professorship 
at the Grand School, as well as to deliver on a regular basis the specified number of lectures and 
exercises from the curriculum, which was submitted at the beginning of each school year, to 

Slobodan Jovanović was a professor at the Faculty of Law (1897–1941), which was situated in the building of 
Captain Miša’s mansion up to 1940. (photo owned by Miloš M. Jurišić)
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submit work reports and take part in the sessions of the Council and examination commissions, 
to head cabinets, seminars, libraries, and to assist academic authorities in maintaining order and 
to contribute to the students upbringing.

Slobodan Jovanović became a full professor at the Grand School in 1900. Upon the adop-
tation of the Law on University in Belgrade in 1905, on 27 February, that is, 12 March of the same 
year, all professors and teachers at the Grand School were dismissed. On the same day first eight 
full professors were appointed by royal decree – Sima Lozanić, Jovan Žujović, Jovan Cvijić, Mihai-
lo Petrović Alas, Milić Radovanović, Dragoljub Pavlović, Ljubomir Jovanović and Andra Stevano-
vić. Four days later, the board composed of the previously mentioned professors, headed by Sima 
Lozanić, elected the following seven full professors, Slobodan Jovanović, Bogdan Popović, Živojin 
Perić, Bogdan Gavrilović, Sava Urošević, Nikola Stamenković and Vlada Todorović, who were ap-
pointed full professors at the University of Belgrade by royal decree.142 In the same year, the Uni-
versity Disciplinary Regulations were introduced, the draft of which was prepared by Živojin Perić 
and Jovan Cvijić, and adopted by the University Council. During the process of its adaptation five 
professors, including Slobodan Jovanović and Bogdan Popović, stated their opinion. The students 
strongly protested as they believed that the Regulations would curtail the freedom of students. It 
was as late as in mid-1906 that the regulation was adopted.143 It is beyond doubt that Slobodan 
Jovanović at that point spoke with his father Vladimir Jovanović, who took part in the mid-19th 
century protests of the Lyceum students against the introduction of more stringent disciplinary 
measures. Jovanović was twice dean of the Faculty of Law (1903–1905; 1909–1912), he contributed

The first eight full professors of the University of Belgrade (1905). Left to right (sitting): Jovan Žujović, Sima 
Lozanić, Jovan Cvijić and Mihailo Petrović Alas, (standing): Andra Stevanović, Dragoljub Pavlović, Milić 
Radovanović and Ljubomir Jovanović. (the autor of the photo unknown, 1905, ASASA 14188) 



to the faculty development, participated in the election of professors and 
their professional development, took part in the work of commissions and 
boards, added to the library fund and attended to its protection in wartime 
and the construction of the new building of the faculty.

At the Faculty of Law, Slobodan Jovanović taught the same sub-
ject that was taught by his relative Dimitrije Matić (1850/1) almost half 
a century ago. In Matić’s time, the subject was called Serbian Public Law. 
Matić believed that the basics of general state law should be taught prioir to 
the positive law of any particular state. Matić made a distinction between 
general, philosophical, intellectual, state law, for which he (in the Hegelian 
manner) underlined that “it might be called natural as well, since it is noth-
ing but a sum of all possible logical developments emanating from the con-
cept of the state”, and on the other hand, positive or historical, state law of 
a particular state.144 Jovanovic’s predecessor at the Law School, Milovan Đ. 
Milovanović, similarly divided state law: “State law is divided into general 
and particular state law. General state law deals with the state as a general 
human institution; it looks into the contemporary concepts of state organ-
ization and state rights and obligations”.145 Slobodan Jovanović in a similar 
way makes a distinction between general and special state law. At the time 
when Slobodan Jovanović became an associate professor of state law at the 
Grand School (1897), the study of state law in Belgrade had a long and 
rich tradition, starting from the first Grand School (1808), through Lyce-
um (1838) up to the Grand School (1863). The general theory of the state 
(Allgemeine Staatslehre) even nowadays exists as a subject at some faculties 
in Germany and Switzerland.146

Jovanović published his inaugural lecture on general state law, that 
is, general theory of the state, titled “O suverenosti” (On Sovereignty) in 
1897.147 The lecture on sovereignty was not the first scholarly paper au-
thored by Slobodan Jovanović. If we exclude two student papers of which 
one titled “O demokratiji” (On Democracy) has been preserved, and the 
other one on Rousseau not, Slobodan Jovanović’s first known scholarly 
study is the four-part study titled “O društvenom ugovoru” (On the So-
cial Contract), devoted to the analysis of the Rousseau’s theory, published 
in Srpski pregled in 1895. Not only is it important for the analysis of the 
development of Jovanović’s philosophy of politics, but it also represents as 
relevant as ever analysis of the basic concepts and prejudices of the modern 
era. At the beginning of the study “O društvenom ugovoru” Jovanović em-
phasized the fact that Rousseau’s ideas exerted a crucial influence over the 
general political cultivation of public opinion and that the press regarded 
them as absolute truths. Rousseau’s ideas have become an integral part of 
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the opinions of all who deal with politics either in theory or in practice: 
“In Europe, more or less everywhere, they have been accepted without 
any discussion [...] inasmuch that they are likely to be regarded as a some 
kind of social prejudices”.148 Jovanović criticized Rousseau’s theory by 
analyzing, “by following their logical sequence”, the concepts of “natural 
state”, “social state”, “freedom” and “popular sovereignty”. He pointed out 
that it was in terms of its inconsistencies and contradictions that Rous-
seau’s theory had points of resemblance to the practice of contemporary 
democracy, thus following Hippolyte Taine’s critique of the philosophy of 
French Enlightenment (Le siècle des Lumières). Jovanović criticized in 
particular the concepts of free will and egalitarianism as he believed that 
Rousseau “perceived equality in too absolute terms, and what’s more, he 
treated everything else as subordinate to it”. He underlined that cutting 
all people from the same cloth was quite the opposite to freedom, as “in 
a deeper sense, freedom means an uninhibited manifestation of diversi-
ties that exist among people”. This study precedes the later studies looking 
into the state of the masses, the dialectic of Enlightenment, and the origin 
of the totalitarian systems in Rousseau’s theory. Slobodan Jovanović criti-
cized the concept of popular sovereignty (la souveraineté populaire), since 
it singled out only “the lower” strata of population within the concept of 
“nation” (people) and ascribed the source of all power to it, which inev-
itably led to populism, permanent instability, anarchy, terror and finally 
despotism of a general, Napoleon.

As previously said, Slobodan Jovanović focused on the concept 
of sovereignty in his inaugural lecture delivered at the Belgrade Grand 
School Faculty of Law in 1897. The lecture came out serially in the journal 
Branič, “the journal for legal and state sciences” and organ of the Serbi-
an Association of Attorneys-at-law (Udruženje javnih pravozastupnika u 
Srbiji), and later on appeared as a separate booklet published by the au-
thor himself in the same year (1897). His paper titled “O suverenosti” (On 
Sovereignty) was a continuation of the study “O društvenom ugovoru” 
published in Srpski pregled (1895). The main issues that he expounded in 
his paper “O suverenosti”, he revisited once again in his book on the state 
published in 1906, in particular within the chapter where he analyzed the 
concepts of “state power, sovereignty, history of sovereignty, national sov-
ereignty”. In the introduction of his study Slobodan Jovanović provided a 
basic overview of the history of the notion of sovereignty. In its first chap-
ter he looks into the definition of sovereignty, starting from Jean Bodin’s 
definition (“the highest power in the state”). The second chapter examines 
the issue “of the legal basis of sovereign power”. The third chapter provides 
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an analysis of the reaction against the principle of sovereignty and his conclusion. When the 
question is asked who is sovereign, the monarchist would reply that it is the monarch, and the 
Enlightenment, Rousseauian reply would be that one part of a nation, named “the nation” is sov-
ereign. Slobodan Jovanović holds that one should not seek for an answer to the question of who 
is sovereign but rather of what sovereignty is. In part he revisits his critique of Rousseau’s theory 
from his paper “O društvenom ugovoru”, and on the other hand he follows Westel Woodbury 
Willoughby’ arguments. He points out that the assumption of natural laws is wrong, since man 
in his natural state has no freedom, but only strength, and is subjected to pressure in a similar 
way as in society. It is therefore incorrect to claim that the formation of state authority brings in 
pressure and force in otherwise unrestrained relations among human beings, but rather that one 
authority is replaced by another one. Instead of uncertain, arbitrary personal authority (“a man is 
a wolf to another man”), a specific, universal authority is put in place that is above all others. The 
restriction of and the right to freedom are actually “obverse and reverse of the same thing”.149 
Jovanović refers to Thomas Woodrow Wilson’s study on the separation of powers in the United 
States of America, in which Wilson asserts that, despite the strict separation of powers, a legis-
lative body with its standing committees has subdued all other powers. On Jovanović’s account, 
parliamentary system in Europe has hampered, with few exceptions, any strict division of powers 
modelled on the original Montesquieu’s (Charles-Louis de Montesquieu) theory. Through the 
government (the cabinet), the executive and legislative powers are in constant correlations and 
instead of acting independently of each other, they interact with each other, given the fact that 
they are supposed to work together. Hence, a parliamentary system with cabinet governance can 
be defined as a fusion of powers. Walter Bagehot pointed out that the Parliament in England did 
not absorb the cabinet, but that rather their fusion took place, the merger of the executive and 
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the legislative powers. The government was formed by the parliament, but 
the government could dissolve the parliament.

According to Jovanović, the state is an absolute force, in the Hob-
besian sense, but not an indifferent one. The state is a force, but an or-
ganized one, as is the sovereign authority a force, but regulated one, since 
it operates under the rules that are set in advance. The State authority 
finds a moral justification for subordinating an individual in the fact that 
it is equally subjected to the same rules: “However unlimited under its 
definition, the force represented by the state power, constantly imposes 
limits on itself; each law is an act of its self-restriction”.150 By following 
Georg Jellinek’s view on the matter, Jovanović perceives the state as the 
self-limitation of the unlimited. The parliament is sovereign (unlimited), 
but by enacting laws, it imposes limits on itself. In this way in his paper 
“O suverenosti” Jovanović touches on the issue of reconciliation of the 
state with liberty. It was as early as in 1897 that some basic outlines of the 
entire Jovanović’s theory could be noticed, that he would later on expound 
in more detail in his book on the state (a critique of natural law and social 
contract, the theory of sovereignty and self-limitation of sovereignty). The 
division of powers within a legislative body results in imposing self-lim-
itation, through the introduction of a bicameral parliamentary system, 
which Jovanović elaborated on two years later in his study “A Bicameral 
System”, as well as in his book on the state.

In the 1897/1898 school year Jovanović delivered lectures on the 
English constitution at the Faculty of Law, and in the following 1898/99 
school year, on the Serbian constitution (starting from the 1812 Treaty of 
Bucharest).151 In Jovanović’s view, constitutional law does not refer solely 
to the interpretation of the written constitution, but constitution in gen-
eral. Slobodan Jovanović published articles on a parliamentary system, 
bicameral system and the English constitution upon his return from Eng-
land, where he spent the summer of 1898.152 One may rightly assume that 
during his studies in Paris he planned to continue his education in Eng-
land, which his father visited three times (1860, 1862/63, 1875). Given the 
broad network of Vladimir Jovanović’s contacts, we may assume that he 
organized some meetings for his son. It is very likely that he also got some 
recommendations from Ljubomir Nedić, who had studied in London for 
a while. In all likelihood Slobodan Jovanović visited the university centers, 
Oxford and Cambridge, and studied the English parliamentary system. 
Upon his return to Belgrade, in his letter to Stojan Novaković, he com-
pared the English Parliament in the Middle Ages with the Serbian medi-
eval Parliament, Novaković touched on in the preface of the new edition 
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of The Code of Dušan. In the following year, in 1899, Slobodan Jovano-
vić published the study titled “O dvodomnom sistemu” (On a Bicameral 
System) in which he analyzed in detal the Westminster system.153 Based 
on the footnotes from the study, one can draw up a list of the British au-
thors whose works he read. It is very likely that he even met or listened 
to some of them. When he writes about Arthur Balfour, Prime Minister, 
one is under impression that he is right in front of him. There was no 
a reprint of that article, and it is quite different from his later article on 
Balfour: “Actually, Arthur Balfour is [...] a statesman, and what’s more, 
that kind of a statesman sharing many of the best traits of a prominent 
historical figure such as Pericles, having received all-round philosophical 
education. He was passionately committed to metaphysics in his youth, he 
was exceptionally gifted at, based on his papers titled ‘A Defense of Philo-
sophical Doubt’ and ‘The Foundations of Belief ’. He excelled in dialectics 
while pursuing philosophy, which, one day, even Herbert Spencer had to 
acknowledge, but at the same time he became disillusioned once and for 
all, and turned into the same intellectual Nihilist as his great fellow coun-
tryman David Hume had used to be”.154 Based on a preserved letter one 
can assume that Slobodan Jovanović planned to meet with Čedomilj Mi-
jatović, the longtime envoy of the Kingdom of Serbia to England, a mem-
ber and the second president of the Serbian Royal Academy (after Josif 
Pančić). In the legacy of Slobodan Jovanović deposited in the Archives of 
the Serbian Academy of Sciences and Arts, Mijatović’s letter of July 1898 
was preserved, mainly containing his advice and a detailed explanation of 
how to reach him by train, as he was out of London at the time, resting in 
a well-known resort.

When expounding a bicameral system he elaborates on the con-
cept of sovereignty: “According to the principle of division of powers, the 
main point of the division is to set limits on each other. However, yet the 
legislative power remains unlimited. It cannot be limited by either judi-
cial or executive powers, as they are subordinate to it. Neither could it be 
limited by the Constitution, if the judicial power was to be granted right 
to examine the constitutionality of the laws, which, from the very point 
of view of division of powers, should not be granted to it. In no other 
way can the legislative power be limited, than by itself: in other words, it 
should be divided into two branches, that would limit one another. A bi-
cameral system is nothing but a continuation of the division of powers”.155 
Some believe that the introduction of a bicameral system only complicates 
a parliamentary system. This view is most often associated with the belief 
that a democratic system should be as simple as possible to be closer to 
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the people. Nevertheless, the parliamentary system is “the most complicated of all forms of rep-
resentative governance, and what’s more, those complications are deemed necessary for ensuring 
political freedoms”.156 Milovan Milovanović highlighted in his paper titled “Jedan ili dva doma” 
(A Unicameral or a Bicameral Legislature) that “a unicameral legislature in France was always a 
revolutionary characteristic”.

The states all around the world, which served as models to jurists a hundred years ago, 
still have a bicameral system, although it has been undergoing different reforms. Slobodan Jova-
nović pointed out that the states with a unicameral system made a negligible minority in both 
qualitative and quanitative sense: “those are the Balkan states and the republics of Central Amer-
ica, in which the representative governments for sure cannot take pride in any considerable suc-
cesses”.157 A bicameral system existed for a while in the Kingdom of Serbia, and in the Kingdom 
of Yugoslavia as well.

In the following year, in 1900, Slobodan Jovanović published in the journal Branič, and 
also as a special edition, his study on the constituent assembly titled “Velika narodna skupština” 
(The Great National Assembly).158 In his study he elaborated on why he deemed great national 
assembly, as a constitutional assembly, unnecessary and adverse. He pointed out that in terms of 
the areas they govern, the difference between constitutional law and ordinary law can be hardly 
distinguished, as well as in terms of their essence. Nevertheless, the constitutional law (constitu-
tion) is special owing to“its outer sign”.159 In other words, constitutional law is not enacted in the 
same way as ordinary law. The enactment of the (written) Constitution involves the fulfillment 
of some special formalities, which are more complex and take more time than the procedure 
ordinary laws must follow to be passed: “Once the [written] Constitution is enacted, it is much 
more difficult to be revised or amended than any other law”. After covering some general con-
stitutional issues, Jovanović moved on to the analysis of the constitutional history of Serbia. He 
proved that the Great National Assembly was not some ancient institution. The Sretenje Consti-
tution was not enforced by the Great National Assembly. The Assembly was established by the 
1869 Regent’s (Namesnički) Constitution, from which it was transposed into the 1888/9 Con-
stitution.160 He deemed the Great National Assembly unnecessary. Instead of solving problems, 
it creates them: “If the Great Assembly were a body supposed just to vote, the great number of 
its members would not pose any significant obstacle; but, if it were a body supposed to debate 
and address issues, its membership could be a source of weakness”. He pointed out that in con-
stitutional assembly sessions “debates are of no interest or importance” given the fact that “the 
real [...] conflict of opinions does not take place in the sessions; it has already taken place in the 
committee met to review the draft constitution”.161 Evidently, Jovanović here criticizes all short-
comings of the national sovereignty idea that he has already criticized in his earlier writings. He 
stressed that all powers should act within the limits of law: “Omnipotent assemblies, just like 
dictatorships, emerge only in revolutionary times”.162

Jovanović stressed that even though the majority of countries in continental Europe dis-
tinguished the differences between constitutional and ordinary laws, there was no independent 
power established for the purpose of enacting the constitution. He concluded that the need for 
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the Great National Assembly only meant “that our political life still lacks 
the proper organization, and that constitutional reforms in our country are 
not reforms but rather revolutions”. The only European countries with great 
national assemblies (constituent assemblies) were the Balkan states, Bulgar-
ia, Greece and Serbia: “In all likelihood, Bulgaria took it from us and from 
Greece [...] But if one wants to see it in all its purity as it is seen in our coun-
try or Bulgaria, one should go overseas. There are two republics in Ameri-
ca – not more, that also know of constituent assembly. Those republics are 
Paraguay and El Salvador”.163

The publication of Jovanović’s studies titled “O dvodomnom sistemu” 
(On a Bicameral System) (1899) and “The Great National Assembly, a Study 
of the Constitutional Power” (Velika narodna skupština, studija o ustavotvor-
noj vlasti) (1901), preceded the promulgation of the 1901 April Constitution 
of the Kingdom of Serbia, under which a bicameral system was introduced 
and the Great National Assembly dissolved. It remains questionable whether 
Slobodan Jovanović could influence the introduction of the Upper House, 
that is, the Senate and the dissolution of the Great National Assembly, having 
had direct contacts with the then government. The dissolution of the Great 
National Assembly was also advocated by Živojin Perić, who was a professor 
at the Faculty of Law and a member of the group gathered around the jour-
nal Red. Even though the Progressive Party was dissolved after the fall of Sto-
jan Novaković’s government in 1896, the Progressives continued to take part 
in the political life of Serbia. Jovanović’s friend and the editor of Red, Perić’s 
best man on his wedding with the sister of Mihailo Petrović Alas (1895), 
Pavle Marinković, who in the previous “wedding” (of King Aleksandar and 
Draga Mašin) government headed by Aleksa Jovanović was the Minister of 
Education and Church Affairs, and later on was persecuted similarly like the 
journalists identifying themselves as Radicals during the mandate of Vladan 
Đorđević’s government, eventually emerged as a key figure in the formation 
of the Radical-Progressive government in 1901. The draft constitution was 
prepared by Pavle Marinković, Slobodan Jovanović’s close friend and next-
door neighbour, and Dr Milovan Milovanović, the best man on Slobodan’s 
sister Pravda’s wedding and previous professor of state law: “Milovanović’s 
prime concern was to ensure free elections by secret ballot, Marinković’s 
prime concern was the institution of the Senate (Upper House)”. Although 
the Radicals were steadfast against the introduction of a bicameral system, 
they eventually accepted and introduced it under the 1901 April Constitu-
tion. Under the new constitution the permanent members of the Senate ex 
officio were the crown prince, when coming of age, Archbishop of Belgrade 
and Bishop of Niš. The King could appoint 30 life tenure members of the 
Upper House. The Senate also had 18 elected members, one from Belgrade 
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and the rest from other electoral districts. The elected members of the Senate served terms of six 
years each.164 Pavle Marinković, with the prospect of marrying one of the sisters of Queen Dra-
ga, was considered the future leader of the Progressive Party. The Progressive-Radical agreement 
was not accepted by all Radicals and eventually its opponents, including Svetislav Simić, Ljubom-
ir Stojanović, Jakov Jaša Prodanović and Ljubomir Jovanović (co-founders of Srpski književni 
glasnik), formed the Independent Radical Party, to which Jovan Skerlić joined after his expulsion 
from the Social Democratic Party in 1904.

In 1901 Slobodan Jovanović published the study titled Srpsko-bugarski rat. Rasprava iz 
diplomatske istorije (The Serbo-Bulgarian War. A Diplomatic History Discussion). The book contains 
fourteen chapters looking into Plovdiv Coup (Bulgarian unification 1885), political situation in 
Europe in 1885, great powers politics, the Serbo-Bulgarian war, the Treaty of Bucharest etc.

In the following year, in 1902, he published the study titled “Engleski parlamentarizam” 
(The English Parliamentary System), in which he analyzed British political parties, the relation-
ship between the government and the king, parliament and public opinion. The study provides 
an in-depth insight into a parliamentary system, and at the same time serves as a some sort of a 
handbook for Serbian politicians and jurists.

In this study he managed to identify the most important aspects of the English system 
he would later incorporate in his theory.165 His essays “John Morley” (1901, 1902), “Arthur Bal-
four” (1903), which was later adapted, as well as “Thomas Carlyle” (1904), are closely related to 
the essay “Engleski parlamentarizam” (The English Parliamentary System). The essay on Carlyle, 
British historian, was written on the occasion of the publication of his book titled On Heroes, 
Hero-Worship, and the Heroic in History translated by Božidar Knežević.166 The characteristics of 
Carlyle’s puritanism are similar to Jovanović’s description of Oliver Cromwell in his review of the 
book authored by John Morley bearing the same title. English religious devoutness made an im-
pression on Slobodan Jovanović and his generation. Bishop Nikolaj also wrote that Englishmen 
were devout believers at the time.

Slobodan Jovanović underlines that in contrast to the majority of parliamentarian coun-
tries, in which the parliament is given a mandate by the people, and the prime minister is ap-
pointed by the parliament, in Great Britain both the prime minister and the parliament are given 
authority directly by the electorate: “In England it was the people who delegate authority to both 
the prime minister and the parliament alike; therefore, in the event of their conflict, they can 
do nothing else but to turn to the people to be judged. The parliament has no right to seize the 
power given to the prime minister, since it was not the parliament that delegated the power to 
him in the first place.167 Since the fall of the prime minister leads to calling a new election, the 
parliament mayority, even though it can in theory, avoids bringing the government down. It is 
due to the prospect of calling a new election that the governments in England are far more stable 
than those in France, where the same parliament could elect several governments: “In France 
the parliament has a term of four years, during which it sees on average the dissolution of four 
governments. In England, the parliament has a term of five to six years during which it changes 
only one government, or more often none”.168 Owing to people’s support, the prime minister acts 
independently of both the King and the parliament: “He is some sort of a dictator by the will of 



the people”.169 Jovanović pointed to the examples from the British parlia-
mentary life: “Balfour said in the parliament: ‘If the last elections meant 
something, they meant that the people bestowed upon Lord Salisbury the 
mandate to form the government...’ Neither the king nor the parliament 
made Lord Salisbury the prime minister but the people. Given the pre-
viously said, Balfour wanted to further infer that the parliament had no 
right to ask Lord Salisbury to render accounts of how he had formed the 
government”.170 Even though the monarch and the parliament alike can 
exert pressure on the prime minister to seek new power of representation 
from the people, nobody can deprive him of that power whatsoever. The 
MPs from the governing party do not have any independent organization 
outside the prime minister’s cabinet, who is the only and highest authority 
for them. Jovanović stresses that the English parliamentarism is “the rule of 
one man who renders accounts of his most latest results to the people”,171 
and highlights that such type of rule in France would be regarded as a 
plebicitary rather than parliamentary regime. Jovanović points out that it 
was inferred in England that the disadvantage of the monarchy did not lie 
in the fact that it was the rule of one man, but rather that it was the pow-
er exercised with no oversight and exempt from responsibility. Hence the 
authority in England was not transferred from the monarch to the parlia-
ment, but from the monarch to the prime minister, who differs from the 
king in that he can be held to account, can be dismissed and his term in 
office is time limited. Therefore, England has transformed, Jovanović adds, 
“into a some sort of an elective monarchy in which the real monarch bears 
the title of the prime minister”.172 In such a state the absolute power is 
concentrated in a single center. Indeed, even though it is not an envisaged 
ideal of a rule-of-law state and of the division of powers, at least the pos-
sibility that the prime minister becomes a monarch is ruled out, since he 
is limited by his term in office and his disagreements with the parliament 
or public opinion, and given the fact that the monarch already exists. One 
can draw a conclusion that Jovanović regarded England as a some kind 
of a dyarchy, a government having two joint rulers, one with passive au-
thority and the other one who actively rules with the authority devolved 
upon him by the first one.173 The role of the king in the British system is 
to eternally keep the prime minister in the rank of a minister and not to let 
him climb further, that is, to become a king. Here Jovanović sees a sharp 
distinction between England and France, where after the overthrown of the 
king Frenchmen “live in continual fear of the possibility that their presi-
dent might make himself if not a king, than at least a dictator”.174

Jovanović favors the English model of parliamentary monarchy 
over the American presidential system, the continental French system 

John Seeley (1834–1895), 
political essayist, professor 
of Latin (University College, 
London) and modern history 
at Cambridge

69



of parliamentary republic, the German constitutional monarchy and the 
Weimar parliamentarism of the German empire without an emperor: “In 
our view, the British parliamentary system should be given precedence 
over the French parliamentarism. There is such a distinction between the 
legislature and the executive that the other one organized to perform the 
functions within its branch hence becomes incompetent for performing 
the functions within the scope of responsibilities of the other branch. The 
legislature should be organized collegially to ensure an atmosphere of dis-
cussion; whereas the executive power should be concentrated in one man, 
or a small group of people, for the purpose of swift decision making”.175 
Slobodan Jovanović cites John Robert Seeley’s Introduction to Political Sci-
ence: “The Minister is indeed chosen by the House, but he is chosen to 
rule, not to serve; the House does not dictate to him, but commissions 
him to dictate to itself. Perhaps the word Minister may contribute to mis-
lead us; for does not Minister mean servant? But I need hardly remind 
you that the Minister is not Minister to the Parliament, but to the Crown. 
On the whole, then, the English Minister is a ruler [boss]. If he is depend-
ent upon others who can make and unmake him, so is every ruler...”.176

In 1903 Slobodan Jovanović published an analysis of a change, 
shift in British customs policy. On one hand there were the steadfast sup-
porters of free trade, who claimed that “never has England achieved such 
an impressive economic growth as under the system of free trade and 
that all claims about its industrial setback have been unfounded”.177 This 
standpoint was advocated by the most prominent representatives of the 
Unionist (Conservative) Party. It was criticized by Joseph Chamberlain, 
who believed that only after it had tightend control over its colonies, could 
England have grown into a true empire, by offering economic advantages. 
The leader of the Unionist Party and the Prime Minister, Arthur Balfour, 
stood between the advocates of free trade and the advocates of customs 
closeness between England and its colonies. The opponents of any change 
claimed that the unity of the British Empire had not been compromised 
since the colonies would always have reason to be with England as thus 
they would not have to cover the costs of maintaining the army and the 
navy for which England provided funding from its own budget: “That free 
military protection that England provides for its colonies is indeed such 
a great sacrifice and therefore colonies really do not have right to require 
any additional economic privileges”.178 Even though public opinion was 
delighted with Chamberlain’s imperialistic ideas referring to customs re-
lations between England and its colonies, it was dismayed over the arti-
cles implying that England export trade faced setback. Jovanović separates 
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political propaganda from the actual situation he refers to when says that 
the leader of the Liberals Herbert Henry Asquith, a lawyer, “by following 
inquisitorial logic, forces Chamberlain to release one statement after an-
other, as if he is dealing with a false witness”.179 In his analysis, Slobodan 
Jovanović demonstrates all the flexibility and the sharpness of his mind. 
He easily plundges into the issues of foreign state and quite clearly looks 
into different arguments expounded by its politicians, from the point of 
view of the interest of the state and a general issue of free trade, protection-
ism and the highest privledges contract (a most favoured nation clause).

Slobodan Jovanović published the essay on the Serbian social-
ist and radical iconic figure, Svetozar Marković, in 1903. He examined 
and adopted some of the arguments that his father Vladimir Jovanović 
expounded in his dispute with Svetozar Marković. Still, their papers dif-
fer. Vladimir Jovanović fought a journalist duel with Svetozar Marković, 
whereas Slobodan Jovanović’s study is an in-depth, critical analysis of 
Marković’s theoretical thought, wherein he maintains the historical dis-
tance and examines the reasons of indoubtedly huge influence he exerted 
on his contemporaries. The study is divided into nine chapters.

Slobodan Jovanović stressed that Svetozar Marković did not want 
to be a scholar, but a practical reformator instead. In his most important 
theoretical papers he usually provided excerpts from the books he read. 
Marković regarded Russian Socialism to be “higher in rank” than the 
Western Socialism: “Under the influence of Chernyshevsky (Николай 
Гаврилович Чернышевский), Marković understood Socialism not as an 
economic doctrine, but as a new philosophical view of man and life”.180 
Svetozar Marković did not deem Karl Marx’s ideas to have a universal im-
portance. He regarded Marx as an expert who limited himself only to the 
economical issues of the Western society. For Marković the framework of 
class struggle between bourgeoisie and proletariat was not sufficient, as he 
pursued overall spiritual transformation. Slobodan Jovanović implies that 
Marković was actually a Utopian socialist.181 Svetozar Marković reproached 
Marx for expounding principles that apply solely to industrial workers.182 
He was aware of the fact that Marx’s laws did not apply to Serbia, where 
landowning peasants made up a majority of the population. The primary 
task of Serbian socialists would be to persuade the small landowners, to 
renounce private property of their own free will and get organized on the 
basis of common ownership of property. Svetozar Marković actually dealt 
with landowning farmers (seoske gazde), and the ideas he wanted to pro-
pound were such that “a landowning farmer would not like to understand 
them, even if he could”.183 The extent of such a utopia was best reflected 
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in a failed attempt of establishing kolhoz and sovhoz farms in Yugoslavia in the aftermath of the 
Communist Revolution, in spite of all the instruments of state coercion. As Slobodan Jovanović 
showed, when applying his theory to Serbia, Marković substantiated his principles by random 
selection of statictical data. Since Svetozar Marković could not identify bourgeoisie and proletar-
iat in Serbia as two antagonist classes, he identified bureaucracy as an enemy of the peasantry. 
Jovanović pointed out that on the one hand, Svetozar Marković deemed a family cooperative 
(porodična zadruga) to be an ideal system, which failed due to the introduction of monetary 
economy, and on the other hand, he criticized its structure, perceiving it as a cause of its doom: 
“’A Serbian cooperative’, he says, ‘has failed primarily owing to a despotic structure of a Serbian 
family – I say this on behalf of many who had the opportunity to observe the property division 
disputes of cooperative members at courts’”.184 Actually, more than in zadruga, Marković saw 
the embodiment of an ideal in the Russian ‘mir’ (Obshchina), village common property (peasant 
village community), a commune praised by Chernyshevsky. He believed that the transition from 
a cooperative to village communism was possible: “Marković advocated communal ownership of 
the whole village, which could persevere only if even stricter discipline would be applied than that 
in zadruga”. Marković condemned the state “for its violent character”, that is, for the existence of 
a distinction between those who obey and those who command in the state, instead of coming 
to terms on common affairs as equals.185 Marković believed that in socialist society there would 
be no commands, “and that everything would be a matter of agreement – and since everything 
would be done in agreement, the government would become irrelevant”.186

In his 1903 study on Svetozar Marković, Slobodan Jovanović propounds the standpoints 
that he will later elaborate on in more detail in his book on the state that was first published in 
1906: “The state can be considered as organized violence only as a consequence of the misuse of 
terms. Power and violence are not the same thing, even though one deems it true when referring 
to the state as organized violence. Given the fact that in a state of anarchy the strong would op-
press the weak, and that the state power alone ensures the rule of law that deters private violence, 
one may concede that the state power does not inflict violence, but quells violence instead [...] 
To equal every command without distinction with violence, is not otherwise true; it is the least 
true in the case of the command of the state authority, which exists for the benefit of the rule 
of law and securing personal freedom”.187 In his critique of Svetozar Marković, Slobodan Jova-
nović proved all the limitations of Marković’s theory, its contradictions and the lack of scientific 
circumspection and methodic doubt. In his critique he followed Vladimir Jovanović’s critique of 
Marković’s theory that he expounded during their discussion, when he pointed to the fact that it 
was illogical to first “deny the very basis of the state”, and then to call for “an overall cooperative”, 
which is, in fact, the state. Marković denied the government, and he established commissioners 
who would perform national affairs, and who were, in fact, the government.188

It is very difficult to defend Marković as a theoretician. Although Slobodan Jovanović’s 
study was highly critical of Marković’s teaching, it was perfectly well and clearly understood and 
accepted by the socialists Živko Topalović and Jovan Skerlić by reference to Marković’s evident 
theoretical weaknesses. Živko Topalović later wrote down that his disagreement with Slobodan 
Jovanović arose over his critique of Svetozar Marković, nevertheless he stressed that that critique 
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was two-way “fruitful”. Topalović concedes that Svetozar Marković fails 
to perceive the importance of the state authority for the cultural develop-
ment of a nation. Furthermore, not even the broadest possible national 
self-government can reduce the number of clerks or their competencies, 
given that while a nation develops, the role and the tasks of the state are 
constantly increasing. Given these Topalović’s standpoints one may con-
clude that he accepted arguments expounded by Slobodan Jovanović in 
his book on the state.189

The follower of Svetozar Marković and his most sincere support-
er, and even his admirer, Jovan Skerlić, who published his book on Sve-
tozar Marković seven years after Jovanović’s book, “realizes that, from 
a purely theoretical point of view, Marković’s ideas do not always seem 
correct”.190 Skerlić always defended Marković, given his undeniable in-
fluence. He believed that no one had done more “for the spiritual for-
mation of today’s Serbia” then Marković. As a socialist, Skerlić regarded 
history as a path to liberation, both political and economic. In his view, 
great personeages succeed one another on that path, that is, following 
the progress towards liberty.

In his review of Skerlić’s 1910 book on Marković, Slobodan Jova-
nović pointed to all well-known facts. He refers to Marković as the father 
of the Radical Party, but the Radical Party is “a child that does not take 
much after its father”.191 Actually, the Radical Party was established by 
Nikola Pašić and Pera Todorović, owing to their organizational and agita-
tional skills, one may even call them populist: “The most significant his-
torical achievement of the Radical Party is this parliamentary system that 
we have today. Did Svetozar Marković want that?”192 Slobodan Jovanović 
conceded that: “if Marković himself was not praiseworthy, it was the work 
of art ‘that Skerlić made out of Marković’s material’ that was praisewor-
thy”.193 Skerlić did not remain silent on Jovanović’s critique. He point-
ed out that because of well-known examples and abuses one should not 
forget an ideal of “a better man”. In Slobodan Jovanović’s view, Marković 
and Skerlić’s ideal of “a better man” cannot be subject to separate critique: 
“It is appealing as a symbol of strict integrity. On the other hand, in “a 
better man” Jovanović perceives points of resemblance to “altruism exalt-
ed on a cold rationalistic basis”. Something similar to Turgenev’s (Иван 
Сергеевич Тургенев) Bazarov (Евгений Васильевич Базаров).194 Even 
though “a better man” would possess nothing selfish or subjective, at the 
same time he would have no heart at all: “In our time, the communists 
have been the embodiment of that ideal”, he conceded afterwards.195

Jovan Skerlić was appealing. Owing to his clear impressions, ac-
cording to Bogdan Popović, he was able to express his remark or thought 
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“in a form of a compact and witty phrase that clearly characterizes the trait, forming a class im-
mediately” thus getting it engraved in mind as “a thought label”. Popović underlines that “’labe-
ling’ of thoughts” is a stylistic manner that some writers love to use and that “hardly anyone has 
been more fortunate in making these ‘labels’ than Skerlić”.196 Nevertheless, one should put aside 
first impressions and prejudices and seriously take into account that Skerlić was a convinced 
Socialist, opposing private property and inheritance. To prove the adherence to his principles he 
renounced the inheritance from his father. He was an egalitarist, and egalitarianism caters to the 
collectivism and impairs individual freedom. He had “a hostile attitude” towards the Church.197 
One’s strong beliefs are good if they are true, but it is immature and shallow to adopt the stand-
point of a rolemodel solely due to the firmness of his convictions or his distinctive style.

In that same year (1903) when he published his critique of Svetozar Marković, Slobodan 
Jovanović was elected dean of the Belgrade Grand School Faculty of Law. He was once again dean 
from 1909 to 1912. Naturally, he served as vice dean and acting dean as well. His duties were to 
represent the Faculty and to head the Faculty’s Council, to report to rector on the work of the 
Faculty’s Council and to inform the Council about the official acts and orders issued by rector, 
to attend to school discipline, to monitor regular delivery of lectures and exercises, to supervise 
the work of scholarship beneficiaries, to enroll the students admitted to the faculty, to submit the 
end-of-year report to rector, to sign diplomas and documents, to convene faculty sessions and 
to perform certain duties as a member of the Academic Administration (of the Grand School)

Slobodan Jovanović published in 1905 in the journal Srpski književni glasnik his article 
titled “Naše ustavno pitanje u XIX veku” (Our Constitutional Issue in the 19th Century). In part 
he had already examined that topic in his articles titled “O dvodomnom sistemu” (On a Bicameral 
System) and “Velika narodna skupština” (The Great National Assembly), and in part in his study 
addressing the Serbian foreign policy that he wrote together with the historian and diplomat Mi-
hailo Gavrilović. In addition, he revisited the topic at the Faculty of Law when he delivered lectures 
on the Serbian constitutionality in 1898/99 (starting from the 1812 Treaty of Bucharest). That was 
a recurring theme in his scientific papers. He refers to it in his later review of Stojan Novaković’s 
work titled “Ustavno pitanje i zakoni Karađorđeva vremena” (The Constitutional Question and the 
Laws of Karađorđe’s Times) from 1908, in which Novaković analyses “the oldest and up to now 
the least researched period of our constitutional history of the 19th century”. As one may conclude 
based on the title of the lecture delivered at the Grand School, Jovanović did not limit himself 
strictly to the concept of constitution, for instance the Sretenje Constitution, but he rather referred 
to constitution (constituality) that existed before the emergence of written constitution. All his his-
toriographical papers dealing with 19th-century Serbia shall be modelled on his paper titled “Naše 
ustavno pitanje u XIX veku” (Our Constitutional Question in the 19th Century) from 1905.

Slobodan Jovanović was elected a corresponding member of the Serbian Royal Academy 
in 1905, along with the historians Dragoljub Pavlović and Stanoje Stanojević, as well as Živojin 
Perić, a professor at the Law school. Jovanović entered the Academy of Social Sciences. Under the 
Basic Law on the Royal-Serbian Academy, later Serbian Royal Academy (1886), there were four 
academies (departments, expert academies): “First, the academy of natural sciences. Second, the 
academy of philosophical sciences. Third, the academy of social sciences. Fourth, the academy



of arts”. Pursuant to Article 4 of the law “Mathematical, philological and 
historical sciences, in addition to the history of literature, shall be studied 
within these departments in line with the affinity of their field of study 
with the respective department of the academy”. The same law underlined 
that “the Royal-Serbian Academy primarily focuses on the land of the 
Serbs and Serbian neighbourhood in its research in the field of ethnogra-
phy, philology and history”.198

In 1906 Jovanović published the first edition of his book on the 
state titled Osnovi pravne teorije o državi (The Fundamentals of the Legal 
Theory of the State). The book is a continuation of his previously published 
articles “O društvenom ugovoru” (On the Social Contract) (1895) and “O 
suverenosti” (On Sovereignty) (1897). Slobodan Jovanović explores the is-
sue of the state, expressing his standpoints with regard to the standpoints 
of his predecessors in the chair, Dr Milovan Milovanović and Dr Jakov 
Nenadović, whose writings have been preserved, even though they nev-
er published books on the state. Milovanović’s writings were published, 
whereas Nenadović’s remained in a form of an unedited manuscript in his 
students’ handwriting. They have been deposited at the University Library 
in Belgrade.199 Even though he was a closer acquaintance of Milovanović, 
Jovanović was closer to Nenadović’s views and approach to the subject 
of the state. Nenadović makes reference to German, French and English 
literature, whereas Milovanović in his manuscripts only makes reference 
to French literature or translations, for instance from English literature to 
French one. The Conservatives’, that is, the Progressives’ high hopes had 
rest on Milovanović, as he was the son of an old conservative, counselor 
and minister, Colonel Đorđe Milovanović, and came from a very priv-
iledged background, as the son-in-law of the boyars of Wallachia, married 
to the granddaughter of Jovan Marinović and the great-granddaughter of 
Captain Miša Atanasijević. Those were the houses in which not only the 
family and all the members of the household, but also “cat and dog as 
well” had to be the Conservatives. As Jovanović testifies, the French school 
atmosphere, “which set the principles of personal freedom and national 
sovereignty as eternal truths and an ultimative goal of social progress”200 
did not suit Milovanović during his studies in Paris, where he received his 
education not as a state scholarship beneficiary but as King Milan’s cadet. 
Even though he “did not much believe in democracy or parliamentarism, 
he deemed practical for a politician to accept both democracy and parlia-
mentarism as the necessity of his times”.201 Of course, one should bear in 
mind that democracy and conservativism did not have exactly the same 
meaning than that they have today. Democratism implied radicalism. Mi-
lovanović conformed to the Radicals because he saw there room for political
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action. He quite well understood Jovanović’s standpoints and consented 
to the establishment of a bicameral system that was introduced under the 
1901 April Constitution, which has already been mentioned. Yet, accord-
ing to Jovanović, Milovanović was convinced that “only Machiavellianism 
was the pure, undiluted truth, and everything else was either naivety or 
hypocrisy”.202 During a conversation on the conservative journal Red, the 
principles of which could not be understood by Svetislav Simić, a Radical 
from the journal Delo, who did not “separate social progress and democ-
racy”, much to Simić’s surprise, Milovanović “spoke with a certain skep-
ticism about the virtues of democracy and in part agreed with Red: ‘It 
seems as if democracy is outdated, and something new is underway. Nev-
ertheless, a practical politician would never, like those gentlemen from 
Red, do his best to be the forerunner of that new development. He would 
leave that task to others, and only when these new ideas are about to win, 
he would decide to take them into consideration: not before that’”.203 Mi-
lovanović’s political career followed an upward trajectory. He served as the 
Minister of Finance (1901–1902), Envoy to Rome (1903–1907), Minister 
of Foreign Affairs (1908–1912) and Prime Minister (1911–1912).

Jakov Nenadović followed the arguments expounded by Bluntschli 
and Edmund Burke, similarly like Jovanović. Nenadović was dismissed 
from the faculty after the so called Čebinac’s affair, and Jovanović also be-
lieved that he had been privy to Alavantić’s affair. He was a close relative 
of King Petar and his closest associate while he was in exile, and was cred-
ited with being among those who ensured the return of the Karađorđevićs 
to the throne.

The theory of the state is a highly demanding topic, and owing 
to that fact one has to pay particular attention to the issues expounded 
in it. In his book, Jovanović looks into the basic issues of the general the-
ory of the state – the concept of the state, theory of the three elements 
of the state, the relations among power, law and force and the concept 
of soveregnity, that is, the supreme power. Constitutional issues emanate 
from the solutions of basic state issues, in particular the division of pow-
ers, that is, the functions of powers and the organization of the state.

Jovanović’s book was a textbook at the Faculty of Law, as were 
some of the most well-known philosophical and scientific writings. It is a 
lengthy deliberation on the concept of the state at a deeper level than the 
educational. The most general concept of the state exceeds the concept of 
the state of a certain epoch and refers to all historical types of the state 
organization. Jovanović considers “an idea of the state in general” and “the 
typical state” as a type of the state of a specific epoch, whereas “the gen-
eral term of the state” applies to all types of states in all epochs. However, 
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which term is used is of secondary importance as we actually refer to a specific and a general 
term of the state. The general characteristics of specific states are categorized under the term of 
“the state in general”.204

Jovanović stresses that the state originates in war, and that wars have had a crucial impact 
on the life of the state and the transformations it has undergone throughout its history: “When it 
is said that war is the cause of the state, this does not refer to the manner in which it was estab-
lished, but only designates a need resulting in the formation of the state”.205 Man had an existen-
tial need to get organized to protect his life and defend himself and his natural social group. In 
Jovanović’s view, the state evolved from society, in a collective act of creation, semi-intuitively and 
semiconsciously, that is, instinctively and artificially, in a fight in life and death. An organization 
founded to fight is in its essence a military organization, and according to Jovanović, consequently 
it comes into existence once a military organization subjugates a group of people. The military 
organization is a hierarchically organized authority, and the state emerged from it: “People wanted 
to organize an army, and got a state going beyond what they expected”.206 Furthermore, an issue 
of subjugation that prevailed in some theories of the origin of state, is less important than the 
establishment of a hierarchy: “Hereinafter we shall always bear in mind this third case, implying 
that the state emerged within a tribe that got organized to engage in warfare. Historically speak-
ing, even though this case is not the most common, it is the most suitable for illustrating those 
theoretical arguments that we are about to determine in this chapter”.207 Jovanović does not follow 
Ludwig Gumplowicz, but rather criticizes the one-sidedness of sociological theories that want to 
put focus on the aspect of subjugation, that is, a state of classes.208 Slobodan Jovanović agrees with 
Hobbes’view that there was no law prior to the existance of the state: “Where there is no common 
power, there is no law as well. If there is no law, there is no injustice”. The state comes into exist-
ence in a factic manner, as a result of collective creation, not by legal act. Once the state comes 
into existence, the regulations that govern its affairs also come into existence, which implies that 
the state and law came into being at the same time. Something that is not obligatory is not law, 
since without authority involved it only refers to moral obligation that subsists in conscience and 
man’s inner feelings, and such an obligation is not legally bounding. Only when there is a force 
that can enforce a legal rule, solution or decision, there is law, as Hobbes stresses: “And Covenants, 
without the Sword, are but Words, and of no strength to secure a man at all”.209 For that reason, 
Jovanović assumes that it is impossible that law exists without the state.

The term “the justification of the state” usually applies to the justification of the state as a 
coercive force. The state provides protection from all sorts of violence, without distinction, from 
both, the violence that would be inflicted to an individual, and the violence that an individual 
would inflict to others. Therefore, the state is a coercive organization, primarily owing to the fact 
that it coerces people into abstaining from violence. By conceding that without the state there is 
no law, Slobodan Jovanović shows that the very concept of natural law is contradictio in adjecto.210

In his book on the state Jovanović revisits the term of “sovereignty”. He examines in par-
ticular the theories that influenced the official state ideologies in European countries. He consist-
ently advocates the theory of state sovereignty. Thereby he did not derive his opinion from the 
theory of the state as an organism, but rather from a legal personality of the state.211 Still, even 
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though he does not caracterize the state as a biological organism, in his view 
a legal personality of the state cannot be separated into legal norms.212 As 
per state sovereignty, he follows the basic standpoints of Bluntschli’s theory 
and is highly critical of any deviations and adaptations of the theory made 
under the influence of political circumstances in Germany after the unifica-
tion in German Reich. State sovereignty is a sovereignty of a whole, and as 
such is superior to the sovereignty of any of its members or bodies. By fol-
lowing Hegel, Bluntschli argues that it may be said that national sovereignty 
is equal to state sovereignty, if a nation would be understood as a politically 
organized body of all its citizens.213 It is wrong to divide the nation and 
to grant sovereignty solely to its one part. The nation as a whole includes 
everyone, the ruler, the church, state officials, the officer corps, intellectu-
als, merchants and bankers, landowners and industrials, metayers and day 
laborers, the rich and the poor. Even though Bluntschli does not deny the 
sovereignty of a monarch as the head of a political organism, he believes 
that the state is superior to its supreme executive organ: “The sovereignty of 
a nation and the sovereignty of a monarch cannot be at peace, still, between 
the sovereignty of a state and the sovereignty of a monarch the same harmo-
ny is achieved as that between a man as a whole and his head”.214

Slobodan Jovanović published his book on the state four times 
(1906, 1914, 1922, 1936), each time with new modifications and updates. 
In the preface to the 1914 second edition, he highlighted that the materi-
al from the first edition was revised from scratch and that he rewrote the 
three fourths of the book. He introduced some problem-considerations on 
certain issues, to avoid the critique that the first book was written in too 
apodictic manner. Nevertheless, specifying that critique gave him the room 
for more broader and deeper analysis of the phenomenon of the state. In 
the second edition he examined in more detail controversies and provided 
some additional explanations in reference to his critique of contract the-
ory and natural law theory. He criticized John Locke’s theory and liber-
al individualism, individualistic social Darwinism, Rousseau’s hypothesis 
on rights preceding the state and socialist theories. He criticized Georg 
Jellinek’s theory of autonomous obedience, pointing to its foundations in 
natural law, Otto Mayer’s critique of the state as a legal person, and Léon 
Duguit’s natural-law theory of the social origin of law. In Duguit’s view, 
law originates in society and precedes the state to which preceds society. 
He criticizes Descartes’ proposition, сogito ergo sum, as false: “Descartes’ 
proposition, I think, therefore, I am, is false“, and argues that a man be-
fore thinking of himself, had a thought of society.215 Even though Jovano-
vić does not deny that society preceds the state, he denies that law existed 
before the state: “His (Duguit’s) theory, is an old-time natural-law theory 

78

Johann Bluntschli (1808–1881), 
state law professor (Zürich, Munich, 
Heidelberg)



adapted in accordance with modern sociology“. In the third edition of Jovanović’s book on the 
state he also criticizes Kelsen’s natural-law foundation of the normative theory of legal science. As 
early as in the preface of the 1906 first edition he praised Paul Laband: “In addition to the works on 
state law, the works on the state law of the German Empire are also important, alongside the works 
on the state law of separate German states: one is likely to come upon the theoretical deliberations 
of utmost importance for general state law. [...] Laband is a leading representative of a purely legal 
method: if someone is to be given due credit for the prevailing of the legal method in German 
state-law studies, it is he. Possessing less historical erudition and less inclination to philosophical 
speculations than Jellinek, Laband displays much more talent for clearly legal constructions: one 
might say that nowadays he is the most talented jurist in Germany”.216 Here the problem arises 
from the fact that law studies in the German Empire after the unification had to be adjusted to po-
litical reality, that is, to political requirements, in particular with the reference to the central issue 
of sovereignty, which Jovanović criticizes, when examining the concept of federal state.

The titles of Jovanović’s book on the state were as follows: Osnovi pravne teorije o državi 
(The Fundamentals of the Legal Theory of the State) (1906), Osnovi pravne teorije o državi, drugo 
prerađeno i prošireno (The Fundamentals of the Legal Theory of the State, the second revised and 
extended edition) (1914), O državi, osnovi jedne pravne teorije, treće pregledano i dopunjeno izdanje 
(On the State, the Fundamentals of a Legal Theory, the third reviewed and supplemented edition) 
(1922) and Država (The State) (1936). The title Država (The State) (1936) is best suited to its con-
tent, given that it was a comprehensive study on the state, an in-depth study of the state from its 
very first edition, which is one of the oldest philosophical subjects of legal and political theories. 
Through the irony of fate, the subject he used to teach at the faculty was named General Theory of 
the State at the time when Slobodan Jovanović was a member of the royal government in exile in 
London, and the country was under German occupation. In addition, constitutional law became a 
separate subject and was named in line with the content of Jovanović’s lectures and his deliberations 
on constitutional law, Constitutional law with the history of constitutionality. Slobodan Jovanović 
is more concerned with constitutionality than with the written constitution. The subject Serbian 
state in the 19th and 20th century was also introduced, as well as the subject The history of political 
doctrines, which were the titles of the two volumes of Jovanović’s Collected Works published in the 
1930’s. International law was given less Kelsenian, and more Hegelian name, Interstate law.

The book on the state referred to general state law. Constitutional law was a part of spe-
cial state law. Slobodan Jovanović published the textbook Ustavno pravo (Constitutional Law) two 
years after he had published his book on the state, in 1907. In Ustavno pravo he elaborated on and 
commented the articles of the 1903 Constitution, that is, the 1888/9 Constitution. It was profes-
sionally and politically correct written textbook. To understand Jovanović’s views on constitution, 
one has to read Ustavno pravo together with his earlier studies “O dvodomnom sistemu” (1899) 
and “Velika narodna skupština, studija o ustavotvornoj vlasti” (1900). As already mentioned, Slo-
bodan Jovanović criticized the 1888/9 Constitution. Even though he argued that the Radical Par-
ty deserved credit for the introduction of a parliamentary system in the Kingdom of Serbia, he 
criticized Radicals’ understanding of parliamentarism, deeming it too simplistic. He advocated 
a bicameral system and the dissolution of the Great National Assembly. Under the 1901 April
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Constitution, which was adopted following the Progressive-Radical agree-
ment, a bicameral system was introduced and the Great National Assembly 
was dissolved. Nevertheless, after the May Coup, the 1888/9 Constitution 
was once again adopted. As a professor at the Faculty of Law, Slobodan 
Jovanović prepared and published a textbook in which he interpreted 
the 1903 Constitution, that is, the 1888/9 Constitution, for his students, 
in a factographical manner, succinctly and impartially, without address-
ing problem questions. He expounded his view on constitutional issues in 
the Kingdom of Serbia in his earlier works. A bicameral system was pro-
posed in the 1920 draft constitution of the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and 
Slovenes, which was submitted to the government by the Constitutional 
Committee, a governmental legal expert body, headed by Slobodan Jova-
nović.217 Jovanović’s friends and associates, who as early as in 1892, that is 
1894, were gathered in a political group around the journal Red, advocated 
a bicameral system during their lifetime. In his Politički rečnik Vladimir 
Jovanović advocated a unicameral assembly, pursuing Mill’s tradition. He 
later on changed his mind. Both Vladimir and Slobodan Jovanović argued 
that simple majority was only a mere force and that votes could not be just 
counted but measured as well. A bicameral system ensured intelligentsia 
not to be always outvoted. It also thwarted the tirany of the majority.

In the same year, in 1907, Slobodan Jovanović started publishing 
his analysis of parliamentary life in Serbia in his coloumn titled “A Parlia-
mentary Chronicle” in the journal Arhiv za pravne i društvene nauke (Ar-
chives of Jurisprudence and the Humanities), which was launched in 1906. 
Contrary to his book titled Ustavno pravo (Constitutional Law) published 
in 1907, in which he examines the existing constitution, in Arhiv he was 
able to point to all its weaknesses originating from the shorthcomings of 
the constitution. The Radicals’ majority considered parliamentarism as an 
unlimited rule of the majority. The parliamentary minority and the prin-
ciple of legality became endangered. Jovanović pointed to the necessity 
of protecting the minority, which, in the absence of a better mechanism, 
resorted to obstruction: “The rule of law becomes jeopardized once the 
parliamentary system is reduced to the principle of the absolute rule of 
majority, especially given that a legislative body is unicameral and ob-
struction remains the only way to moderate the parliamentary majority 
and fight against the abuse of power”, since majority believed that it did 
not have to take even the constitution into consideration.

In the same year when he published Ustavno pravo (of the King-
dom of Serbia), in 1907, he also published the study on Niccolò Machia-
velli, first in the Srpski književni glasnik, and later on in a publication pub-
lished by Geca Kon. He revised and extended his study on Machiavelli in 
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its later editions (S. B. Cvijanović 1912, Collected Works 1935).218 He also 
wrote on Machiavelli in his only book published on his own while in exile 
titled О totalitarizmu (On Totalitarianism) (Association of Serbian Cooper-
atives “Oslobođenje”, Paris 1952). Slobodan Jovanović focused in particular 
on Machiavelli’s works The Prince (Il Principe) and The Discourses on the 
First Ten Books of Titus Livy, given that they are dedicated to the state and 
and that they ushered in modern political theory: “we are primarily con-
cerned with his political ideas – his, how to say, ‘Machiavellianism’”.219 It 
was not only because of the overall importance of Machiavelli, but also 
thanks to his discussions with Milovan Đ. Milovanović, that Slobodan 
Jovanović was additionaly encouraged to examine “Machiavellianism”. In 
his several times published and revised study on Machiavelli he analyzes 
different meanings of the term “Machiavellianism”.220 Slobodan Jovanović 
pointed out that Machiavelli reached a view that the state was not a part 
of a whole, but a whole itself and each whole is an end in itself: “The main 
idea of that politics is that the state is an end in itself. The state is not sup-
posed to be subservient to religious goals such as the case with the Chris-
tian medieval state.221 Hence, there is nothing within the modern state that 
could hinder it from pursuing its interests as long as it does not come upon 
some outer obstacle. For Machiavelli, a ruler is a military strategist and a 
diplomat, and therefore his monarchy is not a genuinely modern, absolute 
monarchy, but “a mere dictatorship established for an indefinite period of 
time”. Even though he investigated the basic principles of the modern state, 
Machiavelli, contrary to Jean Boden, as Jovanović points out in his study, 
failed “to ascend to a genuine idea of monarchy, a monarchy based on the 
principle of state sovereignty or divine right of kings, which some promi-
nent figures such as Boden, Jacques-Bénigne Bossuet, and Hobbes would 
later elaborate on”.222 Jovanović makes distinction between a broad and a 
narrow understanding of the term “Machiavellianism”. In the narrow sense, 
Machiavellianism infers that the state in reference to its relationship with 
its subjects and other states is not bound by any moral regulations. In a 
broad sense of Machiavellianism, which is a prevailing one, these moral 
regulations do not apply to a certain group of politicians, who within the 
state fight for power and are allowed to use all possible means in their fight 
against each other. Jovanović shows that two different interpretations of 
Machiavellianism, in a narrow and a broad sense, are opposed to each oth-
er.223 In a broad sense, in which Machiavellianism implies that politicians 
and parties are allowed to resort to all possible means to achieve success, 
it is inferred that in politics can be done all that is unacceptable in private 
life. Jovanović notes the following examples: deceiving voters with false 
promises, ascribing motives and intentions to opponents that actually do 
not exist, tolerating party colleagues with whom you would hardly shake 

81

Niccolò Machiavelli (1469–1527), 
diplomat, political philosopher, writer 
from Florence (portray: Santi di Tito, 
Palazzo Vecchio)



82

hands in private life, advocating ideas that are contrary to your intimate convictions because of 
their current popularity and criticizing other ideas for their current unpopularity.224

Jovanović stresses that Machiavellianism in a broad sense contradicts Machiavelli’s the-
ory of the state: “Machiavellianism in a broad sense is a false doctrine, it is false from the very 
point of view of Machiavellianism itself ”.225 Namely, Machiavellianism presupposes the state’s 
interests above all other insterests, including moral interests as well. However, since Machiavel-
lianism emphasizes the state’s interest, that is, the reason of state, as the supreme interest, Jova-
nović points to the fact that state’s biggest concern is who shall lead it. It is due to that highest 
state interest that immoral means have to be excluded from political struggle ongoing within a 
state. He concedes that it remains uncertain whether Machiavelli envisaged Machiavellianism in 
a broad sense, let alone approved, since he could not have taken into account modern political 
parties: “nevertheless, Machiavellianism in a narrow sense, beyond any doubt, is a true picture 
of Machiavelli’s ideas. It is a genuine Machiavellianism, envisaged by Machiavelli himself and 
consequently for which he is held to account”.226

Slobodan Jovanović supplies his Machiavelli book proof corrections to the publisher, Svetislav Cvijanović
(ASASA, the Legacy of Svetislav B. Cvijanović, 10864/7 1, 2) 
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THE SERBIAN ROYAL ACADEMY 1905

As already mentioned, Slobodan Jovanović was elected a corresponding member of the 
Serbian Royal Academy (SRA) in 1905. In the 1905 Godišnjak (Yearbook) his name is on the list 
of corresponding members of the Academy of Social Sciences, which was also the title of foreign 
fellows. On the next page of the 1906 Godišnjak, the name of Vladimir Jovanović is on the list of 
honorary members.227 As of 1910 Slobodan Jovanović took part in the work of the Academy’s 
Board for legal and social life, guilds, cooperatives, old and customary law, social classes and 
the church, which was headed by Stojan Novaković, the ninth president of the Serbian Royal 
Academy (1906–1915): “It was a board dealing with Stojan Novaković’s matters of interest – and 
its very name bears semblance to Novaković’s program expounded in the manuscript Zemlja i 
narod u staroj srpskoj državi (The Country and the People in the Old Serbian State)”.228

Slobodan Jovanović was elected a full member in 1908, and proclaimed in late 1911.229 
In late 1911, at the gathering held at the Second Belgrade Gymnasium, Novaković, as president 
of the Serbian Royal Academy, invited Jovanović to deliver his inaugural academic speech. Slo-
bodan Jovanović’s inaugural academic speech was actually an excerpt from his book titled “Usta-
vobranitelji i njihova vlada 1838–1858” (The Defenders of the Constitution and Their Govern-
ment 1838–1858). After he read his inaugural academic speech, Novaković declared him a full

Premises of the Serbian Royal Academy in the former house of Jovan Marinović, former Prime 
Minister and envoy to Paris, Captain Miša Anastasijević’s son-in-law, at 15 Gospodska (Brankova) 
Street in Belgrade (BCM, Colonel Jeremija Stanojević’s Fund, Ur 8913)



member of the Academy. The entire study was published in 1912 as a special 
publication of the Serbian Royal Academy. Based on the minutes published 
in Godišnjak SKA, one can reconstruct Jovanović’s work in the Academy. 
He accepted the essay “Engleska bibliografija o Istočnom pitanju” (English 
Bibliography on the Eastern Question) authored by Vojislav M. Jovanović 
(Maramba) after peer-reviewing it, and provided several remarks, and sub-
sequently it was published in Spomenik, a serial publication of the Serbi-
an Royal Academy. He rejected the essay titled “Srpski radnički sindika-
ti” (Workers’ Trade Unions) authored by Luka Zrnić (1908), as well as the 
manuscript “Misija Filipa Hristića u Londonu 1863. godine” (The Mission 
of Filip Hristić in London in 1863) (1909). He suggested the purchase of 
“Autobiografija Dimitrija Matića” (Dimitrije Matić’s Autobiography) (1911). 
He was the editor of Jovan Ristić’s letters to Filip Hristić (1912).

Together with Secretary of the Academy he composed a response 
and an accompanying letter in 1913 in reference to “The Statement of 
the Bulgarian Academy on the Political Situation in Macedonia”. After the 
First World War, together with Stanoje Stanojević and Vladimir Ćorović, 
he was in charge of delivering an answer to director of the State Archives 
(Zemaljski arhiv) in Zagreb on the manner in which the Habsburg mon-
archy archival materials would be taken over. After conducting a peer re-
view, he rejected the essay “Savez balkanskih naroda, pokušaj Dim. Katića” 
(The Union of Balkan Peoples, an Attempt by Dim. Katić) authored by 
Dragiša Lapčević, and suggested it should be archived (1921). He suggest-
ed to the Presidency of the Academy that the memoires of the mid-19th 
century Serbian statesmen should be prepared and published (1922). Jova-
nović undertook an obligation to speak with the descendants of Nikola 
Hristić. He deemed important to take over Mihailo Gavrilović’s copy-outs 
from Parisian archives (1925). After conducting a peer-review together 
with Vladimir Ćorović, he accepted the manuscript “Politika Francuske 
i Austrije na Balkanu 1840–1870” (French and Austrian Politics in the 
Balkans) authored by Vasilj Popović. Slobodan Jovanović and Jovan Tomić 
accepted the essay autored by Dušan Pantelić “Beogradski pašaluk posle 
Svištovskog mira 1791–1894” (The Pashalukоf Belgrade Following the 
Signing of the Treaty in Svistova). He suggested the publication of the cor-
respondence between Ilija Garašanin and Jovan Marinović (1926) as well 
as of the purchased memoires of Stevča Mihailović (1928). He suggested 
that Vladimir Ćorović should continue researching and writing out the ar-
chival materials in Vienna and together with Ćorović explained the meth-
od of research and publication of materials from Vienna archives (1929). 
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In reference to the manuscript authored by Vasa Čubrilović “Bosanski ustanak 1875–1878” (The 
Bosnian Uprising 1875–1878), he asked to be acted as he instructed (1929).230

At the time when Stojan Novaković was president of the Serbian Royal Academy, in 
1914, Slobodan Jovanović was appointed secretary of the Academy of Social Sciences. Together 
with the permanent secretary and the president of the Serbian Royal Academy secretaries, he 
comprised the Presidency of the entire Academy. They chaired scientific gatherings and attended 
to the publishing affairs of their departments (expert academies). They were elected every year.

With his essay titled “Ustavobranitelji” (The Defenders of the Constitution), Slobodan 
Jovanović embarked on presenting an in-depth overview of the 19th century history of Serbia, 
which he continued in his subsequent historiographical works: “In addition, he composed sev-
eral separate studies portraying the prominent jurists and politicians from that period, Jovan 
Hadžić, Ilija Garašanin, Svetozar Marković, Pera Todorović, Stojan Novaković, Milovan Milova-
nović. The two Serbian statesmen, Jovan Ristić and Vladan Đorđević, also investigated that his-
torical period to a large extent. But there was such a big difference between them, especially be-
tween Ristić and Mr Jovanović (since Vladan Đorđević cannot withstand earnest criticism)!”231

The study “Ustavobranitelji” is a continuation of Jovanović’s research of the constitution-
al history of Serbia. He provided the most succinct overview of periodization of Serbian history 
in his later written essay published in 1929, titled “Periodi srpske ustavne istorije” (Periods in 
Serbian Constitutional History).232 Jovanović divides Serbia’s path from an absolute monarchy to 
a parliamentary monarchy with universal suffrage, into seven periods, that is, “ages”. The first pe-
riod encompasses the age of the creation of ruler’s authority (1804–1830), which was the time of 
absolute monarchy that attained its zenith under “Miloš’s autocracy”, and ended with his son Mi-
hailo’s leaving the country in 1842. The second period is the age of bureaucratic oligarchy of “the 
Defenders of the Constitution” (1842–1858), during the rule of Prince Aleksandar Karađorđević, 

Ilija Garašanin (1812–1874) Jovan Hadžić (1799–1869)



when under the 1838 Constitution, bestowed by the sultan, Serbia introduced written laws with 
courts and bureaucracy modelled on the Western European pattern: “Under Miloš’s rule, state 
officials were not separated from Prince’s personal escort and servants. In the new age bureau-
cracy evolved to the ruling class in the state. The legislative functions were performed by the 
Council comprising the highest ranking state officials. Serbia resembled a bureaucratic republic 
at the time”. The third period is the time of a police state, that is, a personal regime or Prince Mi-
hailo’s absolute monarchy: “He reconciled Miloš’s despotism with Karađorđević’s bureaucratism, 
and thus Miloš’s patriarchal despotism gave way to Mihailo’s bureaucratic despotism. Under Mi-
hailo’s rule, the complete centralization of administration took place, and police control attained 
its peak”. The fourth period is the age of constitutionality (1869–1889). The Regency established 
to rule in the underaged prince’s name introduced a constitutional monarchy, instead of royal 
absolutism, under the 1869 Constitution, modelled on the German states “in which there was 
constitutionality without parliamentarism”. After the rule of an absolute monarch and the au-
thority of the Council, the authority of an assembly emerged, which besides the monarch became 
the second legislative authority. No longer could the monarch adopt laws on his own without 
the assembly, nevertheless he remained independent in performing the executive functions. The 
ministers were his officials who were held to account solely to him, similarly like officials (sec-
retaries) in the United States of America are held to account solely to the president. The struggle 
for parliamentarism began: “The struggle between King [since 1882] Milan and the Radicals, 
which lasted nearly ten years (1880–1889), was actually a fight over whether the ministers were 
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to be held account to the King or to the Assembly. King Milan did not 
want to go beyond the 1869 Constitution; the Radicals called for a more 
liberal constitution, which would introduce a parliamentary system”. The 
fifth period is the age of parliamentarism (1889–1893). Prior to his abdi-
cation, in order to secure the throne to his underaged son, King Milan, to-
gether with the constitutional Assembly, promulgated a new constitution 
in 1888, which introduced a parliamentary system: “The Radicals, who 
attended the assembly session following Milan’s abdication, were devel-
oping the idea of parliamentarism to the utmost limit. The shift of gov-
erning power from the monarch to the ministries was to take place, who 
were under continual oversight and had to act under the instructions of 
the club of their party. The peasant masses, who supported the Radicals, 
were given self-government of districts, counties and municipalities, since 
peasants were more embittered by centralization and state police, than 
thrilled with parliamentary system, as it still was a novelty for them”.233 
The sixth period Jovanović named “The age of reaction” (1893–1903). Af-
ter he ascended the throne in 1893, King Aleksandar Obrenović tried to 
restore the age of constitutionality. He abrogated the 1888 Constitution 
and reinstated the 1869 Constitution. He fought against parties that in the 
past few years organized in a modern manner. Similarly like King Milan, 
in fighting radicalism he primarily relied upon the army: “The Constitu-
tion that he promulgated in 1901 was a failed attempt of his compromise 
with the Radicals”. Since he did not establish parliamentary system in the 
true sense of the term, the value of this constitution was the introduction 
of a bicameral system that existed from 1901 to 1903. King Aleksandar, 
who heavily relied upon the army, “due to some of his personal traits saw 
his reputation seriously diminished with one part of military officers; and 
owing to their opposition to him, they accepted radical political ideas, and 
consequently following Aleksandar’s assassination in 1903 the army did 
not resist to the reinstatement of the 1888 Constitution.” The seventh peri-
od is “the age of restored parliamentarism” (1903–1914). Jovanović stress-
es that King Petar Karađorđević aspired to be a parliamentary monarch. 
In his time parliamentarism “revolved around the cooperation among the 
king, the army and the Radicals. It were their common views on foreign 
policy that maintained the unanimity among these three factors, to which, 
owing to their continuous conflicts with Austria-Hungary, particular at-
tention had to be paid”.234 However, there were some serious internal ten-
sions in the state. In the aftermath of the May Coup Petar Karađorđević 
ascended to the throne, and the Radicals established the government, nev-
ertheless, the lords of the army were the conspirators: “Alongside King 
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Petar who did not much interfere with either military or civil affairs, as by tacit agreement, a 
dual government was established: the Radicals’ government, in charge of all affairs, except the 
military ones, and that of the conspirators, which was in charge of exclusively military affairs”.235 
The leader of conspirators, Lieutenant Colonel Dragutin Dimitrijević Apis, was reproached for 
having established an officers’ party and for having dragged the army into politics: “And while 
King Petar did not interfere in anything, the officers’ party kept prying into everything, and its 
leader, young lieutenant colonel made himself, instead of the king, one of the two constitutional 
factors”.236 Slobodan Jovanović, similarly like Živojin Perić, believed that a constitutional mon-
arch was not a monarch who was supposed to do nothing: “An inactive monarch would not be 
needed anywhere, not even in a constitutional monarchy”.237 On the other hand, he pointed 
out that there could be no simple answer to a question whether in all cases monarch’s inactivity 
could be condemned from the constitutional point of view. Perić argued that under the con-
stitution the monarch had duty to exercise his constitutional competencies: “Each power, even 
that of a monarch, has been established with that goal. The monarch has not only the right, but 
also the duty to exercise his constitutional competencies. The monarch who exceeds the limits 
of his constitutional competencies equally deserves condemnation like the one, who for fear of 
breaching the constitution, denies his constitutional competencies. The law can be broken with 
doing and undoing alike. [...] If the monarch would render himself incapable of action, he would 
contrary to the constitution made the parliament the sole bearer of sovereign power”.238 On the 
other hand, Stojan Protić, the ideologist of the Radical Party, argued that parliamentarism im-
plied the power transfer from the king to the accountable ministers, and therefore the king was 
not allowed to hold a view that would differ from that of the government. Perić, as Slobodan 
Jovanović stresses, wanted the king to retain the oversight and advisory competencies, that is, to 
be entitled to his own opinion, as “solely negative and critical functions”.239
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DEAN OF THE FACULTY OF LAW 1909–1912 AND
RECTOR OF THE UNIVERSITY OF BELGRADE 1913–1914

On the eve of the Balkan Wars Slobodan Jovanović was appointed as Dean of the Facul-
ty of Law for a second term from 1909 to 1912. His predecessor and successor in the chair was 
Živojin Perić (1908–1909, 1912–1919). Slobodan Jovanović served as Rector of the University of 
Belgrade for the first time between the Balkan Wars and the First World War in 1913 and 1914, 
having succeeded the mathematician Bogdan Gavrilović. Due to wartime conditions, the Uni-
versity suspended its work, whereas professors and students performed certain military duties. 
In his speech delivered on St Sava’s Day in 1914, Slobodan Jovanović underlined the following: 
“Never before in any of our wars has the academic youth taken part to such an extent, they have 
been fighting on the front lines, and, as far as it is known at the moment, these are the university 
graduates who gave their life in service to our country”.240 He read the names of the deceased 
students that were engraved on the plaque placed on the wall of the Captain Miša’s Mansion, 
starting from the name of Aleksandar Sanja Živanović, the student of technical sciences, who was 
killed in the chetnik units stationed in the area of Lisica. Živanović was the son of Živan Živanović 
(1852–1931), a Liberal and the closest political friend of Jovan Ristić and two times minister dur-
ing the reign of Aleksandar Obrenović, and was also a friend of Vladimir Jovanović. On the other 
hand, he was married to Dragutin Dimitrijević Apis’ sister. Therefore, Aleksandar Sanja Živanović 
was Apis’ nephew. Slobodan Jovanović wrote down later on: “Apis loved his friends, but he did not 

Topličin venac. The photo depicts the Endowment of Bishop Vićentije Krasojević (the last building in the row, before 
present-day Vuka Karadžića Street) that was the home to the library of the Faculty of Law, where Slobodan Jovanović 
used to write and spend his time. (photo owned by Miloš M. Jurišić)



spare them. It was with the same zealousness with which he promoted them 
to higher ranks that he was drawing them in the most dangerous ventures 
that could cost them their lives. Like all fanatics, he also appreciated more 
the success in any undertaking than people’s lives. He threw his own nephew 
in the chetnik units, and the boy got killed first time they crossed the bor-
der. His friends were very dear to him and very cheap at the same time. His 
friendship involved a bit of danger, nevertheless, it is likely that it was the 
danger that made his personality so attractive”.241

When comparing the number and the quality of students, and there 
were around one thousand five hundred students at the University of Bel-
grade in 1914 (there were 778 students in 1905), Slobodan Jovanović con-
cluded that: “There is a tendency, and therefore something has been done in 
that respect, that our University should take primacy not only in scientific 
research of the Serbian land and Serbian people, but also, if possible, in un-
dertaking scientific research of the Balkans as a whole. Our university can-
not be reproached for not being able to educate proper scientific workers. 
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From left to right (sitting): Jelena Ž. Živanović (1863–1945); Milan Ž. Živanović (1899–1975, a lawyer-to-
be); Jovanka Dimitrijević (Jelena Živanović and Dragutin Dimitrijević Apis’ mother); Milica Ž. Živanović 
(with a doll, 1894–1978, got married to Dr Rista Gostuški, a physician); Živan Živanović (1852–1931), 
a minister; (standing): Aleksandar Sanja Ž Živanović (1890–1912); Stanislava Ž. Živanović (1887–1966, 
married to Infantry Lt. Colonel Aleksandar Glišić (1873–1912), who was killed at Kumanovo; Major (later 
Colonel) Dragutin Dimitrijević Apis (1876–1917); Mileva Mila Ž. Živanović (1888–1974), married to 
Artillery Lt. Colonel Dušan M. Optrkić. (the photo owned by the Gostuški family)

Aleksandar Sanja Ž. Živanović 
(1890–1912), student of the 
Faculty of Technical Sciences in 
Belgrade, killed at Lisica near 
Merdare in 1912



91

There is something else it could be reproached for, namely, it produces the insufficient number of 
scientific workers: only few students within the large body of students are considered ‘reputable 
specimens’. And yet, of primary importance is the fact that the University proved capable of pro-
ducing ‘reputable specimens’ after all, regardless of their limited number”.242 He pointed out that 
even though the law foresaw the existence of the Faculty of Theology and the Faculty of Medicine, 
alongside the Section of Agriculture, they did not exist at the time. He also looked into different 
funding issues: “A country that in the last fourty years has been fighting in five wars, of which 
almost each of them was a war of survival, such a state can hardly allocate any substantial funding 
to cultural tasks, even with the best will in the world. After all, universities in some other, much 
richer countries, were not founded solely owing to state funding. [...] The departments founded 
by private benefactors are very common in the United States of America and England, and they 
bear the name of their benefactors on a permanent basis. A small number of benefactors could 
enable the proper development of the University over longer periods of time, and if there were 
only a few more people such as for instance Mr Luka Ćelović, to whome our Faculty of Technical 
Sciences already owes so much, all the difficulties that our University faces today, would for sure 
be eliminated. The University must not be exclusively a state institution; it has to become a na-
tional institution”.243 After the war, Slobodan Jovanović took part in the preparation of regulations 
for Luka Ćelović’s Fund, alongside the regulations for the administration of legacy assets.

During the bombardment of Belgrade, at the outset of the First World War, the Cap-
tain Miša’s Mansion, which accommodated the Rectorate and the Faculty of Law, was damaged. 
Slobodan Jovanović, among others, was in charge of rescuing and saving of what was left. In 
1914 Belgrade was occupied by Austro-Hungarian troops and then liberated soon after. Pavle 

In 1914, during the bombardment of Belgrade, Captain Miša’s Mansion (University of Belgrade)
was damaged.



Popović left the description of Captain Miša’s Mansion in his diary in Au-
gust 1914: “The University: the upper repaired part of the façade (written 
in golden letters: Miša Anastasijević etc.) intact. The scaffolding intact. 
We barely entered the gate. On the first step on the left immediately when 
you enter the porch a closet is open – it is the closet of the National Li-
brary [...]. The steps leading to the third floor, there is not any. [...] A view 
from the courtyard: Department’s [for languages] floor and Cvijić’s floor 
uncovered. [...] It seems to me that the wall with the clock is intact, but 
there is no flooring. Everything collapsed on the lower floor [...] Vićović: 
50 shells fell. He thanked me for coming. He says that Aleksandar Belić 
was coming the other day: said: ‘Thank God, the Department is intact’”.244 
In January 1915, dean of the Faculty of Law, Živojin Perić, informed the 
Ministry of Education and Religious Affairs that he had consulted with 
Slobodan Jovanović in Niš and that based on Jovanović’s list certain books 
had been singled out to be preserved and sheltered. In October 1915, the 
Kingdom of Serbia was attacked by Austro-Hungarian, German and Bul-
garian troops and Belgrade was occupied once again.

The interior of Captain Miša’s 
Mansion (University of Belgrade) 
damaged during the bombardment
of Belgrade in 1914
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BALKAN WARS AND THE FIRST WORLD WAR 1912–1918

During the Balkan Wars and the First World War Slobodan Jovanović headed the War 
Press Bureau of the Intelligence Section of the Supreme Command (up to 1917). At the Press 
Bureau were also Dr Branislav Petronijević, a professor of philosophy and member of the Serbian 
Royal Academy, Živan Spasojević, a professor at the Faculty of Law, Vojislav Jovanović Marambo 
etc. At the Press Bureau also worked Boško Tokin, Božidar Vlajić, Živko Barlovac and others. 
A photo has been preserved depicting Slobodan Jovanović and Archibald Reiss at the then War 
Press Bureau. Besides the name of Slobodan Jovanović very often was mentioned the name of his 
childhood friend, Dragutin Protić, who was married to the granddaughter of Jevrem Grujić, and 
the niece of the diplomat Slavko Grujić, Slobodan’s friend. In September 1915 he wrote to Jovan 
Jovanović Pižon that Branislav Petronijević “would indeed be much more useful“ on the Russian 
front “than here at the War Press Bureau“: “[Petronijević possesses] a talent tout à fait remarqua-
ble for disclosing confidential matters; he is a metaphysicist only in his books, otherwise he is a 
full-blooded man from Valjevo capable of figuring anything out“.245 A note by Bertrand Russell 
has been preserved on his conversation with Petronijević that took place in London soon after.

At the beginning of the First World War the Intelligence Section was headed by Colonel 
Dragutin Dimitrijević Apis. The War Press Bureau was tasked to inform the Serbian and foreign 
press on the developments on the front. It published Ratni dnevnik (War Diary), which was an 
organ of the Supreme Command. Some of the published texts and obituaries leave an impres-
sion that it was Slobodan Jovanović who wrote them. As he testified, “Providing information to 
the Serbian and foreign press was nothing but a secondary activity of the Intelligence Section. 

Archibald Reiss and Slobodan Jovanović at the War Press Bureau during World War I (LSASA F-221/15g)



Its main task involved espionage and counterespionage”.246 He had lunch 
with Apis on a daily basis. The Russian military attache, Colonel, then 
Major-General Artamonov (Виктор Алексеевич Артамонов)247 was also 
present during lunch. Jovanović noted down that owing to Apis he met a 
number of other members of the Black Hand and was able to hear what 
they thought of the Radicals and Crown Prince Aleksandar. They could 
not forgive Pašić for letting the Bulgarians attack us first because he hesi-
tated too long, instead the other way around, in 1913. They believed that 
they had made Aleksandar the Crown Prince. Even though they wanted to 
work with him, he did not want to include them in his coterie of officers.

Some foreign journalists and other foreigners were coming to the 
War Press Bureau, among others, George Macaulay Trevelyan (later Re-
gius Professor of History, Cambridge), John Reed, a Lenin’s follower and 
later a delegate at the Second Comintern Congress, and Robert William 
Seton-Watson, “a Croatia’s great friend”.248 Jovanović well understood a 
complex relationship between the intelligence work and the task of in-
forming the public, especially since journalists quite often collaborated 
with the intelligence services of their own or other countries.

Slobodan Jovanović retreated through Albania in 1915. At one 
point he talked over the causes of withdrawal with Apis: “When setting out 
for a journey to Albania, people had nothing but a stick in their hands, thus 
resembling individuals who had suffered severe hardships and who had lost 
all their property except that begarry stick. All of a sudden I spotted Apis in 
the midst of a bustling crowd [...] He told me that the withdrawal through 

John Reed (1887–1920), American 
journalist, authored the book on the 
October Revolution titled Ten Days 
That Shook the World
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General Staff Colonel Dragutin 
Dimitrijević Apis, chief
of Intelligence Section of
the Supreme Command (1914) 
(VMB, photo archives, R-5323)



Albania was the best to be done given the circumstances. He was afraid that 
Pašić would give in and accept a separate peace: military defeats could 
be repaired, and that did not apply to capitulation. These words reflected 
his patriotism, but also his outmost lack of trust regarding Pašić”.249 The 
Supreme Comand was dismissed in Skadar, whereas Pašić’s government 
remained intact: “This was interpreted as Pašić’s skill to shift the blame 
for the 1915 catastrophe from the government to the Supreme Command, 
from a politician to a soldier”.250 Even though, according to the letters of 
Radoje Radojlović, the chief of the Military Posts Section and the former 
owner of the Progressives’ journal Videlo, sent to Field Marshal Živojin 
Mišić, Slobodan Jovanović had indirect contacts with Crown Prince Al-
eksandar, it was as late as in Corfu that he was invited to a meeting with 
him for the first time: “Even though Aleksandar Karađorđević could hide 
his thoughts, he could hardly hide his feelings. It was clear to me straight 
away that he could not put up with either Pašić or Apis. He did not want 
to accept, unlike his father, to be a king who reigns, but does not rule’. He 
wanted to rule as well. [...] A rumour had reached him that I was on good 
terms with Apis, and on bad terms with Pašić. The latter opened his door 
to me”.251 In Corfu Slobodan Jovanović had the opportunity to speak with 
Crown Prince Aleksandar about Apis, too. He concluded that the thing 
which bothered Crown Prince the most about Apis was the fact that he 
was diminishing his importance in the army.

Jovanović belives that Pašić’s unpopularity among military of-
ficers had a prevailing impact on the Crown Prince’s decision to deal with 
him first. In Corfu, the Crown Prince’s coterie of closest associates includ-
ed Jovanović’s friends who belonged to the group gathered around the 
journal Red in 1894 – Svetolik Jakšić, editor of the journal Štampa (The 
Press), the king’s secretary Dragomir M. Janković, a diplomat (Bogdan and 
Pavle Popović’s relative), Dr Boško Čolak-Antić, a diplomat (Jovanović’s 
relative), as well as Jovan Jovanović Pižon, Assistant Minister of Foreign 
Affairs (relative of Jovanović’s brother-in-law Mihailo Ristić, king’s en-
voy to Rome), to whome Slobodan Jovanović used to be a superior in 
the Propaganda. In the letters that Radoje Radojlović (his father was the 
step-son of Karađorđe’s granddaughter Jelena Radojlović, who was the 
step-daughter of voivode Ilija Čarapić), who was close with Crown Prince 
Aleksandar, sent to Field Marshal Mišić, Slobodan Jovanović’s advice was 
mentioned: “You ought to hear the wisest man of letters that Serbia has 
today – Slobodan Jovanović and accept his recipe that I mentioned to you 
in January”.252 In the letter to Field Marshal Mišić he mentions that Jova-
nović advised Crown Prince through Radojlović not to take Pašić with 
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him when going to Europe, since it would be more difficult to dismiss him later. The Crown 
Prince thought that it was of no importance, and it proved to be a mistake. Slobodan Jovanović 
maintained correspondence with Jovan Cvijić all the time. According to the preserved Svetolik 
Jakšić’s letter to his brother Grgur Jakšić, Jovanović was ready to enter the government if some 
of his suggestions referring to state organization would be adopted upon return to the country, 
among others the introduction of a bicameral system.

They envisaged a new military-bureaucratic government, which was to be established 
upon the fall of Pašić’s government, to be headed by the Prime Minister Field Marshal Živojin 
Mišić, whereas Jovan Jovanović Pižon was to be the Minister of Foreign Affairs and Slobodan Jova-
nović either the Minister of Justice or the Minister of Education.253 Jovanović was an acquaintance 
of Field Marshal (voivode) Živojin Mišić. In Mišić’s legacy there is a felicitation card preserved that 
he sent to him after the battle of Kolubara: “To Field Marshal Živojin Mišić, let me congratulate you 
from the bottom of my heart on your Field Marshal rank obtained in such a great manner”.254 The 
plan was that Svetolik Jakšić was to enter the government, too, and with Crown Prince’s knowledge 
thereof he went to Europe to prepare the emigration for a change of government. He sent a letter 
from Geneva, as a reaction to the MPs’ memorandum submitted to the government, in which 
he called for the overthrow of the government since it was not worthy of the historical moment. 
He disclosed some information in reference to the behavior of the Radical MPs abroad, which he 

Nikola Pašić and Jovan M. Jovanović Pižon (1869–1939), diplomat, king’s envoy to London (1915–1916) and 
Washington (1919–1920), minister, politician, leader of the Agrarian Party (1923–1939) 
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obtained in Rome (in all likelihood he got it from Mihailo Ristić, the 
then king’s envoy) and suggested that all decent people should unite 
against the “domestic traitors”, as he called the government and the 
MPs: “This was interpreted by the emigration as an attack on political 
parties in general and as a some sort of a hint of personal regime”.255 
Pašić’s government reacted most seriously and the Crown Prince 
found himself in the unenviable position: “He denied any involve-
ment whatsoever in Jakšić’s undertaking, and to justify himself, he left 
Jakšić at the mercy of the government”.256

Apis was against the plan of this group of friends of Slo-
bodan Jovanović: “Both Mišić and Jovanović (Pižon) alike are either 
public of secret Progressives. Under the pretext of war circumstanc-
es they would like, as under the Obrenovićs, to introduce a personal 
regime. We the conspirators will not let that happen”.257

Pašić’s government survived because Pašić enjoyed the con-
fidence of the Allies, and everything depended on them: “it was the 
Allies’ confidence that made Pašić irreplaceable as the Prime Min-
ister despite his dwindling popularity”.258 Given the circumstances, 
Pašić decided to remove Slobodan Jovanović from Thessaloniki. In 
July 1916 the Ministerial Council decided that the Minister of the 
Army should transfer Slobodan Jovanović back to Corfu to prepare Slobodan Jovanović at Corfu in 1917

From left to right (standing): Aleksandar J. 
Andonović (–1942), inspector from the Ministry 
of Interior; (sitting) Colonel Đoka Bogdanović 
(1856–1924), chief quartermaster of the Supreme 
Command; an unknown civilian; Artillery Colonel 
Đorđe Špartalj; an unknown civilian; Stanislav 
Binički (1872–1942), composer, military chaplain; 
Slobodan Jovanović, chief of the War Press Bureau; 
Colonel Živko G. Pavlović (1871–1938); an 
unknown officer. Behind Slobodan Jovanović is 
standing Colonel Dr Miodrag M. Aćimović
(1875–1961), chief of the Court Section of the 
Ministry of the Army. (The photo taken by an 
unknown author, Thessaloníki 1915, LSASA F-H)



materials for notifying the Powers about the unlawful acts of 
enemies in Serbia. Even though, apparently owing to Drago-
mir Janković’s assistance, who was king’s secretary, that decision 
was revoked, he was removed from the office a half year later. 
In February 1917 the Prime Minister Nikola Pašić decided to 
transfer Jovanović to work for the Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
in Corfu. Dragomir Janković and Jovan Jovanović Pižon were 
removed from the regent’s coterie of closest associates. First one 
was appointed as king’s envoy to Madrid and the other one to 
London.259 In December 1917, Svetolik Jakšić was, in absentia, 
sentenced to twenty years of hard labor: “Jakšić’s plotting against 
the government cost him dearly: having been convicted by the 
court, he waited for years in exile to be granted a pardon”.260

It was the time of the Thessaloniki court trial. Jovanović 
provided an in-depth analysis of the Thessaloniki court trial as 
well as of a retrial after the Second World War.

Slobodan Jovanović was the chief of the Press Bureau of the Supreme Command of the 
Serbian Army during the First World War. The photo was most probably taken at Corfu 
in 1917. (ACCHPF) 

The Thessaloníki court trial at which Dragutin 
Dimitrijević Apis was sentenced to death and shot on 
26 June 1917
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Signing of the Treaty of Versailles in 1919. Nikola Pašić standing, fifth from left.

PEACE CONFERENCE IN PARIS 1919

A hundred years ago, at the Paris Peace Conference in 1919 and 1920, some new princi-
ples of international politics were proclaimed, the League of Nations was created and the peace 
treaties with the defeated states were concluded. The first one, the Treaty of Versailles with Ger-
many signed on 28 June 1919, served as a model for the peace treaties with Austria (Saint-Ger-
main, 10 September 1919), Bulgaria (Neuilly, 27 November 1919) and Hungary (Trianon, 4 June 
1920). The victorious great powers had crucial position at the conference – France, Great Britain, 
Italy and the United States of America. Japan was not much interested in the European issues. 
Because of the October Revolution, Russia was not present at the Peace Conference.

The delegation of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, that is, formally of the Kingdom of Serbia, 
included plenipotentiary delegates, governmental delegates, technical delegates, technical advis-
ers, the general secretariat, experts and secretaries. The head of the delegation was Nikola Pašić, 
retired Prime Minister. Besides him, Dr Ante Trumbić, the then Minister of Foreign Affairs of the 
Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, Dr Milenko Vesnić, the Envoy Extraordinary and Min-
ister Plenipotentiary at Paris and Dr Ivan Žolger (Dr Ivan Ritter von Zolger), a former Austrian 
minister, were the plenipotentiary delegates. The four of them were entitled to directly take part 
in the Peace Conference. The governmental delegates were equal with them in decision-making 
process and in drafting proposals, but they were not entitled to take part in the work of the 
Peace Conference. The governmental delegates were Matija Mata Bošković (Stojan Bošković’s 
son, Slobodan Jovanović’s godfather and his childhood friend), the retired Envoy Extraordinary 
and Minister Plenipotentiary, Josip Smodlaka, a lawyer and a former MP, and Dr Otokar Ribarž 
(of Czech-Slovene descent), a lawyer and a former MP.261 The delegation included the General 
Secretariat. The chief of the cabinet of the Minister of Foreign Affairs Ante Trumbić was Stevan 
Pavlović (Slobodan Jovanović’s relative).
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The Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes was inter-
nationally recognized during the conference. The governmental 
delegate Matija Mata Bošković consistently advocated the use of 
the official name of the new state, which is more than evident 
in the minutes of the Delegation’s session of 2 March 1919: “Mr 
Dr Smodlaka protested over Mr Bošković’s interventions while 
editing Dalmacija, when he was erasing the term ‘Yugoslav’ (ju-
goslovenski) and replacing it with the expression ‘Serbs, Croats 
and Slovenes’ (Srbi, Hrvati i Slovenci). He holds that he is enti-
tled to use, in official documents, too, the expression ‘Yugoslavia’ 
to denote our state, and the expression ‘Yugoslav’ when denoting 
our people. In the unification resolution that was handed over to 
the Prince-regent, the National Council in Zagreb used the term 
‘Yugoslavia’; the Prince-regent also used the term ‘Yugoslavia’ in 
his answer. Mr Dr Smodlaka further implies that we have unit-
ed with Serbia on that basis and that we are rightfully entitled 
to call the state ‘Yugoslavia’ and our people ‘Yugoslav’ people. 
Mr Bošković holds that the official name of our state is merely 
‘The Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes’; we are not entitled 
to change it, in particular given the fact that these expressions 
were discussed for a long time and the term ‘Yugoslavia’ was 
not adopted in the end. Serbs have not yet accepted this name, 
and you cannot impose your opinion on the majority. [...] The 
president, Mr Pašić, says that the delegation cannot and is not 
entitled to resolve such issues [...] This issue was long discussed 
in Corfu and the name ‘Yugoslavia’ was not adopted in the end 
[...] Mr Dr Trumbić shares the opinion of Mr Dr Smodlaka”.262

As already mentioned, the political delegation was sup-
ported by technical delegates, technical advisers, experts and 
secretaries.263 Slobodan Jovanović was a technical delegate, who 
was entitled to represent the delegation in certain bodies of the 
Peace Conference. The delegation convened the sessions of the 
political delegation and of separate sections. In line with the gov-
ernment’s decision, seven separate sections were formed, which 
acted as subsidiary working bodies of the political delegation. 
The International Law Section was headed by Slobodan Jova-
nović, Rector of the University of Belgrade. Its members were 
professors at the University of Belgrade Faculty of Law, Kosta 
Kumanudi and Dr Mileta Novaković, Stojan Novaković’s son, 
alongside Dr Dragutin Protić, who was Slobodan Jovanović’s 
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of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes at the Paris Peace 
Conference. From left to right: Ante Trumbić, Nikola 
Pašić, Milenko Vesnić and Ivan Žolger (Paris 1919) 



friend (he was actually at the Section for Economical and Financial Af-
fairs),264 professor Dr Dragoljub Aranđelović, professor Dr Leonid Pitam-
ic, Jovan Vučković and Dr Rudolph Archibald Reiss.

The first plenary session of the Paris Peace Conference was held 
on 18 January 1919. In the next session, convened on 25 January, the dele-
gation of the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes was given a few seats 
in several Peace Conference’s commissions. Slobodan Jovanović occupied 
the seat in the Commission on the Responsibility of the Authors of the 
War and on Enforcement of Penalties. His deputies were Kosta Kumanudi 
and Mileta Novaković. The commission was divided into three sub-com-
missions. The Commission on Responsibility for the War convened on 3 
February, when its first session was held and Jovanović did not attend it, 
as he and Kumanudi were still on their way to Paris. Therefore, the gov-
ernmental delegate Mateja Bošković represented the delegation of Serbs, 
Croats and Slovenes, that is, formally, of the Kingdom of Serbia, in the 
first session of the Commission on the Responsibility for the War.265

Serbia was in particular interested in Bulgaria’s responsibility for 
the war.266 Slobodan Jovanović was an expert in issues regarding Bul-
garia and Macedonia. He headed the Political and Educational Depart-
ment of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, which has already been men-
tioned. He published the study on the Serbo-Bulgarian War (1885) in 
1901, as well as the papers “King Milan and the Serbo-Bulgarian War” 
(Kralj Milan i Srpsko-bugarski rat) in 1908 and “Vladan Đorđević on 
the Serbo-Bulgarian War” (Vladan Đorđević o Srpsko-bugarskom ratu) 
in 1910.267 At the time when Stojan Novaković was president of the Ser-
bian Royal Academy, Slobodan Jovanović was tasked to draft a response 
to the Bulgarian Academy of Sciences in 1914. He took part in the com-
piling of information concerning Bulgaria’s responsibility for the war 
and the publishing of documents exposing Bulgarian atrocities in Serbia 
(Album des crimes Bulgares, Paris 1919). Mihailo Konstatinović, a minis-
ter, professor at the Faculty of Law, noted down in his diary on 18 Sep-
tember 1940, the following: “I plan to set up a committee to deal with 
the Macedonian issues. Spoke over the phone with Slobodan Jovanović 
about it. We shall meet today at 14.30 at the Kolarac National University 
to discuss it further. [...] We agreed to keep a low profile in all undertak-
ings concerning Macedonia. We should find people”.268

At the Paris Peace Conference the question arose whether the 
King, government, parliament or the people in Bulgaria were to be held 
responsible for the war and the atrocities commited during the war. Given 
the fact that during the preparations of the provisions of the peace treaty 

Archibald Reiss (1875–1925), Swiss 
forensic scientist, professor at the 
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with Germany it was evident that the question of the responsibility of German Emperor Wilhelm 
II would arise, it was very likely that the same principle was to be applied to all other rulers. 
In reference to this issue we are in possession of the account, work analysis and arguments of 
the Commission on Responsibility for the War written by Slobodan Jovanović: “First of all, the 
Commission concluded that Germany wanted the war and intentionally provoked it. The Prus-
sian monarchy has had a long tradition of preparing for war in secrecy and of waging war at the 
moment that best suits its interests. The German General Staff has always advocated the idea of a 
preemptive war. According to such an idea, a war should be imposed on an enemy before he man-
ages to prepare for it”.269 Even though the Commission considered the war as an act of barbarism, 
it concluded that, in line with the then provisions of international law, a preemptive war could not 
be qualified as unlawful. Each sovereign state has the unrestricted right to wage war. Eventually, 
it was discussed whether Germany was to be tried for having violated the neutrality of Belgium 
and thereby having breached the international treaty that guaranteed Belgium’s neutrality. Even 
though Prussia was among the powers that guaranteed Belgium’s neutrality and was obliged to 
defend it in the event of attack by some other country, it attacked it in 1914. Jovanović conveys 
the view of the Commission (Commission on the Responsibility of the Authors of the War and 
on Enforcement of Penalties): “Even though the violation of Belgium’s neutrality was undisput-
edly an unlawful act, the Commission concluded that no legal penalties could thereby be im-
posed on Germany, for the simple reason that international law did not prescribe any penalties for 
the breach of a treaty”.270 After that, they switched their attention to the possibility of punishing 
Germany for its conduct during the war, it fought together with its allies, Austria-Hungary and 
Bulgaria: “According to the Commission, the conduct of those states during the war was barbaric 
and unlawful, contrary to all laws and customs of war and the basic concepts of humanity [...]
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Under international law, a war can be fought solely against enemy troops and not an entire enemy 
nation; accordingly, civilians must be speared from war violence, and on no account can civilians 
be subjected to terror”.271 The focus of attention was on whether Emperor Wilhelm II was to be 
tried.272 The Commission’s view was that he could be held accountable for the barbaric and un-
lawful conduct of the war. A special tribunal for trying the sovereigns of states was envisaged, an 
inter-Allied tribunal that would include all federal and allied forces. It was suggested that such a 
tribunal should apply the principles “established by the customs of civilized nations, the principle 
of humanity and public consciousness”.273 American jurists made a remark that judges could exer-
cise their judicial power only in conformity with law and not the principle of humanity: “What is 
law is known, whereas the principle of humanity is interpreted differently by every judge”.274 Be-
sides, the existence of such a tribunal was not prescribed under international law, and therefore it 
had to be established under an ex post facto law, which was not in conformity with law. Alongside 
this separate opinion of the American delegates, the Supreme Council adopted the Commission’s 
report, nevertheless, eventually it was decided that not all enemy sovereigns were to be tried, but 
only the German Emperor, and that the inter-Allied tribunal was to be made up of only five great 
powers: the United States of America, the British Empire, France, Italy and Japan. It was envisaged 
that German Emperor Wilhelm II was not to be tried for the barbaric conduct of war, that is, for 
the atrocities committed during the war, but rather on the charge of “an offence against interna-
tional morality and the sanctity of treaties”.275 That included the provoking of the war and vio-
lation of Belgium’s neutrality. However, the Commission, in its previous sessions, concluded that 
these were the offences Germany and its emperor could not be tried for. It is well known that the 
Kingdom of Netherlands refused to surrender the German Emperor and president of the United 
States of America Woodrow Wilson also opposed the extradiction.
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The main attacking force of the Austro-Hungarian 
army in the territory of Croatia was the 13th Zagreb 
Corps, and its elite unit was the 42nd Home Guard 
Infantry Division, also known as the “devil’s 
division”, which committed some of the most 
monstrous atrocities against Serbs in Serbia.

As early as during the sessions of the Cmmission, Slo-
bodan Jovanović pointed out that a clause on putting on trial the 
Bulgarian King should also be included. Mateja Bošković shared 
that opinion, too. Nevertheless, Pašić argued that the Bulgari-
an people should also be held accountable: “President Mr Pašić 
holds that in this regard the blame for the war should not be 
shifted to individuals, sovereigns, since thus the responsibility of 
entire nation is to be diminished, in particular in relation with 
Bulgaria, Ferdinand’s responsibility must not cover the responsi-
bility of entire Bulgarian nation; the Bulgarian nation is equally 
responsible for imposing the war on Serbia as Ferdinand him-
self ”.276 The eventual punishment of the sovereign would make 
the nation exempt from liability, thereby compromising the op-
portunity for claiming war reparations, and the aforementioned 
eventually became an official standpoint that Slobodan Jovano-
vić expounded in the session of 26 June 1919.277

As per the issue of war reparations, Jovanović highlight-
ed that if they would adopt the view that war reperations were 
to be demanded from entire Austria-Hungary, then they would 
actually adopt the Italian argument thereby implying that “we 
regard out territories, which are the parts of the former Aus-
tro-Hungarian monarchy, as enemy countries”.278 They passed 
the decision, by majority vote, that the war reparations that 
refered to entire Austria-Hungary were to be solely demanded 
from Austria and Hungary (Vesnić, Bošković, Ribarž, Smodla-
ka). Nevertheless, Pašić maintained that war reparations were to 
be paid by entire former Austria-Hungary.279

Slobodan Jovanović advocated the internationalization 
of the condemnation of Bulgaria. He argued that an internation-
al tribunal should be set up for trying Bulgarian war criminals. 
However, the Supreme Council of the Peace Conference opined 
that the accused Germans were to be tried before the courts of 
a country that arraigned them and did not accept the notion 
of international tribunals. This happened owing to the fact that 
France did not want to try Germans on its own, since it believed 
that international trials would inevitable cause complications.

Slobodan Jovanović headed the International Law Sec-
tion in the Delegation of the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slo-
venes from early February to mid September 1919. The focus of 
work of the International Law Section were peace treaties with 
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Germany, Austria and Bulgaria, in particular the issues of Bulgarin re-
sponsibility for the war and processing of Bulgarian war crimes.

In reference to the peace treaty with Austria, a great deal of atten-
tion was devoted to Article 51 (59 in the project) under which the King-
dom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes committed in advance to take meas-
ures prescribed by the great powers in terms of the protection of national 
minorities and ensuring free-flowing traffic and transit. Under Article 
51 (59) of the treaty, the newly-formed state was supposed to accept all 
regulations that the Great Powers deemed necessary for the protection of 
national minorities in the country. Therefore, the protection of national 
minorities was internationalized, contrary to the responsibility for the war 
that remained at a bilateral level.280

Mateja Bošković fiercely opposed the suggested treaty. In the Del-
egation’s session of 21 August 1919, he requested that his statement should 
accompany a dispatch to be sent to the government in which he claimed 
that he would resign from the Delegation if the decision on inking the 
treaty including Article 59 (51) was to be passed: “Mr Bošković demands 
that a telegram to be sent to the royal government should also include 
the following: that he strongly opposes this article of the treaty; he ar-
gues that Article 59 as such cannot be accepted, and that the treaty itself 
should not be inked unless it is previously amended; at the same time he 
declares that he will resign from the Delegation, if the treaty including 
Article 59 is to be inked and he demands that this should be passed on 
to the royal government”.281 Bošković also sent a separate letter in which 
he pointed out that the adoption of this disputable article would be ex-
tremely detrimental: “It would enable the main powers signatories to have 
an unlimited right to impose on the entire territory of our country some 
exceptional circumstances they deem necessary in reference to the protec-
tion of national minorities, trade regime and transit. It would mean that 
they would have unlimited right to exercise full control of and to interfere 
in our country’s internal relations within the mentioned domains, thereby 
violating the rights of sovereign state [...] It will have the most serious 
consequences for the political consolidation of our country, which would 
thereby become to a certain degree semi-sovereign”.282 Slobodan Jovano-
vić, the leading legal expert of the delegation, maintained the same view in 
terms of Macedonia as Bošković. Based on the analysis of different issues, 
one is under impression that Jovanović and Bošković harmonized their 
viewpoints.283 In June 1919, Pavle Popović, in his own unique way, passed 
on his impressions from Paris to Jovan Jovanović Pižon: “Žolger is an Aus-
trian bureaucrat, that is, polished on the outside, humble to the superiors, 
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almost servile to influential foreigners, rude and arrogant to his subordinates, at the office work 
and order. [...]284 Mata S. Bošković was the best, even though he might be reproached for sup-
porting Pašić too much at the moment. The other delegates: – Cvijić pretentious [...], has good 
connections in Paris and [...] somehow everyone respects him for his great knowledge. Prying 
into politics that he little understands. Slobodan does not interfere in anything: ‘The matter has 
slipped through our fingers, somebody else is making decisions on our behalf, we have nothing 
to do’. He starts supporting Pašić in his dispute with the Yugoslavs [...] Dr Smodlaka got too close 
to Dr Trumbićand was with him all the time, tiny and irreconcilable”.285

At the same time when Bošković’s letter was sent to the government in Belgrade, Jova-
nović’s opinion of 22 August 1919, was also forwarded to the government: “By accepting the 
demands of the Allies, our country would actually thereby accept to convert from a sovereign 
state into a semi-sovereign state, which no longer enjoys freedom of choice in matters concern-
ing the protection of national minorities and trade transit, but rather is under the tutelage of 
foreign states, as some second-rate country. This constitutes a much serious violation of its inde-
pendence than the Austrian demands from 1914, which actually triggered the war. One should 
not consider this issue as only of theoretical importance. On the contrary, it is more than clear 
that managing national minorities would become exceedingly difficult once they sense they are 
not under the immediate authority of our state, but rather under the authority of some sort of 
an international administration, as was the case with Macedonian population in Turkey prior to 
the 1908 revolution. Even though the Allies, most probably, had no intention of doing so, their 
demands eventually would lead to turmoil in our country. Thus I hold that on no account should 
we accept the Allies’ demands, even if that would mean that we have to reject the inking of the 

Paris Peace Conference, 1919. From left to right: Woodrow Wilson, president of the United States of America, Georges 
Clemenceau, Prime Minister of France, David Lloyd George, British Prime Minister and V. E. Orlando, Italian Prime Minister.
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treaty with Austria. As for me personally, if the Allies’ demands would be accepted after all, I 
could no longer remain a legal expert of our Delegation, in the event of such a violation of the 
sovereignty of our state”.286

In early September, 1919, the text of a special convention on the protection of national 
minorities emerged that specified in detail the obligations of the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and 
Slovenes. Under the convention, the international guarantees did not exclude the territory of 
Serbia from 1914, but from the time prior to 1912, namely, before the Balkan Wars. All other 
territories from 1912 onward would be encompassed by the convention. Jovanović expressed 
his opinion in the session of the Delegation of 3 September 1919: “The biggest problem poses 
the fact that the Convention excludes Serbia prior to the Balkan Wars, thus the regulations 
on the protection of national minorities would extend to Macedonia, too, which would mean 
a permanent civil war in a latent state; the same regime would be installed in Macedonia as 
that under the Ottoman rule, with the Bulgarian exarchate etc. In general, in principle, this 
convention is to bring about an unsustainable situation in our state, which will eventually be-
come a weak state. To such an extent would the sovereignty of our country be curtailed that I, 
as a legal expert of our Delegation, cannot suggest inking of this convention”.287 In the same

Members of the section dealing with Ethnographic and Historical questions at the Paris Peace Conference. From left to right: (sitting) 
Dr Lambert Erlih, professor of theology at Celovec, later professor at the University of Ljubljana; Bishop Ilarion Zeremski; Jovan 
Cvijić, president of the Section; Dr Lujo Vojinović; Dr Jovan Radonić, historian, academician and Dr Rudolf Signjar (statistician, 
stenographer); (upper row, sitting and standing), Thomas Sorli (notary at the Yugoslav Committee Office, expert); Prof. Dr Tihomir 
Đorđević (ethnologist, professor, academician); Prof. Dr Ferdinand Ferdo Šišić (Croatian historian, expert); Dr Fran Kovačić (theology 
professor, historian of Štajerska); Stanoje Stanojević (historian, professor, academician); Dr Ante Tresić-Pavičić (expert on Dalmatia, 
diplomat); Josip Ribarič (expert on Istria); Blagoje Rajić (Catholic priest from Vojvodina); Dr Ivan Marija Čok (lawyer from Trieste); 
Nikola Radojčić (historian, academician); Aleksandar Belić; archpriest Stevan Mihaldžić (from Vojvodina); Matija Slavič, Slovenian 
theologist (expert); Dr Niko Županič (museum curator from Belgrad, member of the Yugoslav Committee, minister, professor); Eng. 
Janko Mačkovšek (expert) and Dr Rikard Lenac (from Rijeka). 



session Mateja Bošković supported Jovanović’s opinion and stressed that Serbia and Montene-
gro, which were sovereign states prior to 1914, could not let their sovereign rights be curtailed. 
He pointed out that the government also held that the Treaty with Austria entailing Article 51 
[59] could not be inked.288

Having predicted the course of events, Slobodan Jovanović filed a request to be relieved 
of duty two days later, on 5 September. He suggested Kosta Kumanudi as his successor. As a rea-
son for resignation he mentioned the beginning of a new school year at the University. The head 
of Delegation Nikola Pašić said in the session of the Delegation of 8 September that he could 
not sign the treaty and the convention. On the eve prior to the scheduled inking of the treaty a 
new session of the Delegation took place. The anticipated instruction from the government from 
Belgrade never came. The Peace Conference was officially notified the next day that the Delega-
tion could not sign the treaty as it had not received the instructions from its government. In the 
afternoon of 10 September, a government dispatch arrived, in which due to these new circum-
stances, government resignation was announced. Three days later, on 13 September, the Govern-
ment resigned over the unwillingness of the Great Powers to accept the abolition of or at least to 
moderate the clauses of the Convention on the protection of national minorities “that violate the 
sovereignty of our state and our people and pose a threat to our peaceful future development”.

On the very same day when the government resigned, the Delegation accepted Slobodan 
Jovanović’s resignation (13 September). The resigned government invited the delegates Pašić, 
Trumbić and Smodlaka to come to Belgrade and submit their reports. Slobodan Jovanović was 
also invited to attend the government session. The government session was convened on 21 
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September 1919, and besides the ministers, Nikola Pašić, Ante Trumbić (Minister of Foreign 
Affairs), Otokar Ribarž, Josip Smodlaka and Slobodan Jovanović, as well as the Speaker of the 
National Assembly, Dragoljub Pavlović, also attended the session. Trumbić held that both the 
treaty and the convention should be inked. He argued that the execution of the provisions of 
the treaties and conventions was to be shifted to the competences of the League of Nations: 
“He opines that we can calm down and be convinced that neither the Great Powers, nor the 
League of Nations will be able to impose anything on us on their own”.289 Slobodan Jovanović’s 
opinion was opposite to that of Trumbić. He pointed out that it was not the judicial authority 
of the League of Nations that posed such a big threat, but its law enforcing authorities, that is, 
“its right to take preventive law enforcing measures that have not been suffuciently defined”. He 
stressed that once those measures would be taken in practice, a particular threat would arise: 
“The League of Nations does not report to anyone and is sovereign in its undertakings, and to 
be afraid that all demands [...] concerning the exercise of control in Macedonia will not be met 
by exercising these rights of law enforcing authority of the Supreme Council of the League of 
Nations [which is] a continuation of the Paris Peace Conference, and according to it, today the 
same as tomorrow, one could tell the difference between the big and small states. The reciprocity 
has been confirmed by the treaty and the convention, since the protection of minorities has been 
imposed solely on the small states, not the big ones. [...] This convention should not extend to 
Macedonia, since it was ceded by Turkey under the Treaty of London with the Great Powers’ 
knowledge and acceptance thereof, without these restrictions. We should not allow the recog-
nition of the Bulgarian minority in Macedonia, as there is none, and also the right to exarchate 
should not be acknowledged. If we sign the convention, the Bulgarians will demand their schools 
and their exarchate in Macedonia, and these demands can eventually end up in court of law and 
we can lose the dispute, which will lead to the opening of schools and their churches and agents 
and komitas. By plotting against our state, Bulgarians may provoke riots, which would give rise 
to different commessariats and consulates to which they would constantly submit polished [in-
vented] and unfounded complaints”.290 In the same government session in September, Jovanović 
said that all treaties did not have to be signed; the treaty with Austria did not have to be signed, 
whereas that with Turkey and Bulgaria could be signed. When advocating the signing of the 
treaty, Smodlaka presented an interesting point of view: “[We should sign it] for the sake of our 
foreign policy, given that with good work and a consolidated country we can gain a reputation 
and friendships, since Russia, which until recently protected Serbia, no more exists, and now it 
is among the Great Powers consisting of decent and democratic nations, which are also in the 
League of Nations, we have to seek a guarantee of our future[...] A Macedonian is down to earth, 
he will eventually realise that Yugoslavia is the one that he can rely on, not Bulgaria. If in past a 
Bulgarian priest, teacher or komita could make a mess down there, now it will not be possible, as 
there will be no response of the people, who have realized that we are much closer to them than 
the Bulgarians, that we are one people, and if these people are governed in a proper and sober 
manner, they will feel contented”.291 Svetozar Pribićević shared his view. It is evident that Mateja 
Bošković accurately anticipated future events, as he resigned on 25 October 1919, as Slobodan 
Jovanović before him.



In November, within the pressures exerted on the Kingdom of 
Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, the Peace Conference made it clear that it 
would not let signing of the treaty with Bulgaria unless the treaty with 
Austria was signed before that. Under pressure the treaty was signed in 
December 1919 by Pašić, Trumbić and Žolger.292

Slobodan Jovanović published an article on Kelsen and interna-
tional law in 1920, which was evidently associated with his experience at 
the Paris Peace Conference.293 He makes references to Kelsen’s seminal 
work titled Hauptprobleme der Staatsrechtslehre: entwickelt aus der Lehre 
vom Rechtssatze (1911), in the second edition of his book on the state 
from 1914.294 He did not take this work into account in his article from 
1920, as the points of view that were expounded in it, as Kelsen himself 
claimed, differ from that expounded in his postwar work titled Das Prob-
lem der Souveränität und die Theorie des Völkerrechts (1920). Later on, in 
the fourth edition of his seminal work Država (1936), he takes into con-
sideration Kelsen’s work Allgemeine Staatslehre (1925), and in his study on 
Marx, Kelsen’s critique of Marxisim.295

Jovanović criticizes Kelsen’s view on a legal norm, as well as on 
legal sovereignty. According to Kelsen, law would have to be above the 
state, instead the other way around, thereby reducing the state authority 
to an instrument for maintaining the legal order: “No authority, includ-
ing the state one, cannot be supreme. Every authority’s right to command 
arises from the legal order; therefore, the legal order is above all author-
ities without exception”.296 Jovanović points out that the theory of legal 
sovereignty presupposes that either norms themselves obligatethe state au-
thority or that the legal norms arise from one authority that is above the 
state. According to the first assumption of the advocates of the theory of 
legal sovereignty, legal norms themselves are binding to the state author-
ity. Even though Jovanović does not deny the existence of the norms that 
impose themselves on the consciousness, he highlights that these norms 
are not legal norms. Since they are not legal norms, they cannot be the 
basis of a theory that aspires to be purely legal. It applies to legal norms 
whose binding nature must arise from the state authority, otherwise they 
cannot be considered as legal norms. For instance, constitutional norms 
are legal norms because their binding nature arises from the state. The 
norms that have nothing to do with the external authority of the state, as 
the voice of general human reason, are not legal, but moral norms. Since 
the emergence of the state is a factual, and not a legal act, the state, au-
thority and law, according to Jovanović’s theory of the state sovereignty, 
originated at the same time. He stresses the impossibility of separating 
law from the state in the third edition of his book on the state from 1922: 
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“State authority emanates from law and law from the state, until we reach the initial moment, 
when the state authority and law emerge as obverse and reverse of the same thing”.297 The sepa-
ration of law from the state and its attributing to something else, most often to man’s personality, 
leads to the theory of natural laws. If we accept the other thesis, then, according to Kelsen, inter-
national law has primacy over state law: “so far the notion of the sovereignty of own state – right-
fully or not – has been standing in the way of anything that has been aiming at reshaping the 
international legal order into an organization, which acts on the basis of division of labor, which 
implies setting up of special bodies for further development and implementation of international 
law, which aims at further development of international community from a primitive state to a 
civitas maxima – including the political and material meaning of the word”.298 Jovanović stresses 
that the first assumption would not change a thing in theoretical sense, in reference to the notion 
of state sovereignty, since the only difference would be that the state authority, which would be 
subordinated to legal norms, would no longer be sovereign, but that higher authority is to be 
sovereign instead. In other words, if the states that belong to international community would be 
subordinated to the norms of international law, it would mean that sovereignty would cease to 
be a capacity of certain states and would become a capacity of the international community. In 
the fourth edition of his book on the state from 1936, he stressed in particular that in that case 
the international community would become “a sovereign superstate comprising a large number 
of non-sovereign states”.299 Nevertheless, the sovereignty of such a superstate would be state sov-
ereignty and not legal sovereignty.

The states, like individuals, may enter into contractual relationships and create state 
communities. Unlike state treaties or state communities, the federal state is sovereign just the 
same as the unitary one. Given that any other force is authorized to exercise the norm in the 
territory of a certain state, regardless of whether that force is the international community or 
some individual world force, then that force would actually be a state, whereas the latter would 
become a mere province of that new superstate: “The League of Nations, which was so much 
discussed, was envisaged as an alliance of sovereign states, rather than some sort of a ‘super-
state’”.300 Jovanović points out that “the state authority is independent, within its boundaries, of 
any foreign state authority”:„In their mutual relations, different states may only be in coordina-
tion with one another; no state can be subordinated to some other state. There can be alliances 
among the states, just the same as among individuals, nevertheless, the alliance of states cannot 
be transformed into the state of states. That is, states can enter into relations with each other, and 
they can even regulate their relations by a set of rules (hence the existence of international law), 
nevertheless, those rules are based on their mutual consent. Those rules cannot be imposed on 
any state as a legal order in which some higher will than its own would be predominant, and 
consequently there is no organized coercion that could be used against those states that would 
not want to obey those rules”.301 On the other hand, the normativists are inclined towards the 
view implying that international law has primacy over state law. Kelsen strongly criticized Hegel’s 
theory of state sovereignty according to which “the external law (das äußere Staatsrecht) of the 
state emanates from the mutual relations of independent states [...] given that owing to different 
sovereign wills it is deemed real“.302 In Jovanović’s view, Kelsen “ceases to sense power behind 
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the norms, as he plunges into the depths of abstract reasoning” and actually sticks solely to ba-
sic logical assumptions.303 If the state is reduced to a set of legal norms, and the system of legal 
norms is set up logically, the implications are in line with logic as a philosophical discipline, nev-
ertheless, the question arises whether they can be considered as true. Logic has its limitations, 
and Kelsen, by reducing law to logic, passes all limitations and dilemmas of logic to law. The 
logical framework implies that there is something that is general and something that is special or 
individual, and that the individual is subsumed under the special, and special under the general. 
Jovanović underlines Kelsen’s view implying that two different systems of norms, the state and 
the international one, share the relation of the special and the general, and by following that log-
ic, he subsumes the special system under the general one. Kelsen rejects the subjectivisticview of 
the state legal order as opposed to the objectivistic view of international law. In Jovanović’s view, 
however, state law renders that formal and logical advantage of international law illusory, since 
the genuine authority, that is, the state organization is attributed solely to state law.



PRESIDENT OF THE CONSTITUTION DRAFTING 
COMMISSION 1920

Since Slobodan Jovanović directly took part and eye-witnessed 
the events that led to the creation of the new state, and at the same 
time he was an objective and critical historian, it is important to shed 
light on his first-hand account of the emergence of the state of Serbs, 
Croats and Slovenes and England’s influence, and the dilemmas of the 
top state officials and Pašić, which arose at the time of the creation 
of the joint state. Aside from the interpretation of the development of 
the Yugoslav idea, with all ups and downs caused by political reasons, 
which is a separate topic, as well as often very different interpretation 
of the terms “Yugoslavia” and “Yugoslav” in texts, numerous encour-
agements coming from different foreign states, that is, movements, one 
should also bear in mind a logical, terminological and anthropological 
aspect, which was quite clear and known as early as in the first half 
of the 19th century. Dr Dimitrije Matić, Slobodan Jovanović’s relative, 
expounded the relations among the general, the specific and the in-
dividual in his book on the state from 1850: “The incessant, mutual 
relationship exists between family and nation. The same as nation em-
anates from family, the family forms within the nation and from the 
nation. [...] A large nation, such as, for instance, Slavic nation, can be 
divided into several national branches and tribes, which living next to 
each other can maintain a partial autonomy. Nevertheless, as long as 
the apparent physical and moral conditions of the whole nation ex-
ist, the affiliated tribes will merge and get along, and consequently the 
organic alliance that exists among them is to be acknowledged as the 
overriding necessity and a guarantee for their separate political surviv-
al and progress”. Pan-Slavism developed in parallel with Pan-German-
ism. Without embarking on a more detailed analysis, it can be noted 
that, the Pan-Slavic movements and tendencies were in essence either 
pro-Russian or pro-Austrian, that is, Catholic or anti-Russian.

First page of the Vidovdan Constitution 
(Constitution of the Kingdom of Serbs, 
Croats and Slovenes) passed by the 
Constitutional Assembly on 28 June 1921 
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Slobodan Jovanović clearly explains the political circumstances that preceded the cre-
ation of the new Yugoslav state: “Pašić knew that the [imperial Russian] government did not 
want the joint state of Serbs and Croats. Partly Orthodox and partly Catholic, that new state 
would be less attached to Russia, then purely Orthodox Serbia. As long as the imperial govern-
ment lasted, Pašić was steering clear of making any arrangements or signing anything with the 
Yugoslav Committee. Following the collapse of the tsar’s government, he signed the Corfu Dec-
laration [in July, 1917], with an aim to waver the faith of England and France in the possibility 
of Austria’s perseverance. Nevertheless, he did not want to go beyond that declaration. On the 
contrary, the Yugoslav Committee wanted to regulate its cooperation with the Serbian govern-
ment in the spirit of the Corfu Declaration. But how to regulate such a cooperation? The Croats 
from the Committee did not want to enter Pašić’s government, which was still the government 
of the Kingdom of Serbia. Pašić did not want to accept that the Yugoslav Committee was to be 
acknowledged by the Allies as the representation of the Austrian Yugoslavs, since in that case, it 
was the Yugoslav Committee that would represent the Austrian Serbs as well and not the Serbian 
government. What’s more, Pašić was under impression that all who spoke about the participa-
tion of the Yugoslav Committee in our foreign policy, were actually pursuing a hidden agenda of 
snatching foreign policy out of his hands. That impression was not entirely unfounded... In their 
struggle against Pašić the Independent Radicals (samostalci) sought the support from the Yugo-
slav Committee. There was already a certain mistrust towards Pašić in the Committee, whose 

Yugoslav Committee in London (1915–1918). Upper row (from left to right): Niko Zupanić (Kranjska), Ćiro Kamenarević 
(Trieste), Mirko Srškić (Bosnia), Nikola Stojanović (Bosnia), Franko Potočnjak (Zagreb), Jovo Banjanin (Zagreb), Frano Supilo 
(Rijeka), Dušan Vasiljević (Herzegovina); lower row (from left to right): Julije Gazzari (Šibenik), Pavle Popović (Belgrade), Ivo De 
Giulli (Dubrovnik), Bogumil Vošnjak (Gorica), Ante Trumbić (Split), Hinko Hinković (Zagreb), Ivan Meštrović (Dalmatia), Josip 
Jedlovski (Trieste)
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Yugoslav feelings did not seem sincere, in particular to its Croatian members. At one point even 
seemed that the association of the Independent Radicals and Austrian Yugoslavs would lead to 
Pašić’s fall. [...] Under the pressure exerted by the Independent Radicals, Pašić together with 
president [of the National Council established in Zagreb, in the autumn of 1918] Dr Korošec 
signed the Geneva Declaration, under which there was the National Council as the government 
of the Austrian Yugoslavs, in addition to the government of the Kingdom of Serbia. [...] The 
Geneva Declaration was a terrible blow to him. Even though he consented to sign it, it was 
because he did not have another choice. His opponents from Serbia and those across the bor-
der had joined forces [...] However, the Geneva Declaration remained a dead letter. Neither the 
Serbian government, nor the National Council wanted to reaffirm it. [...] The collapse of Austria 
gave way to the prospects of Great Serbia [...] England was afraid that Great Serbia was likely to 
become the Russian outpost in the Adriatic. Even though Russia was currently weakened by a 
revolution, if it would manage to survive the plague, which was not at all impossible, it would 
once again continue its advance towards the Balkans: in that case, nothing would suit its interests 
better than a great Serbian state. England did not want Russia in the Adriatic, and consequently, 
it did not want Great Serbia. It began to plot against us, but more indirectly than directly, as was 
its custom. It welcomed the idea of the joint state of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, hoping that the 
Croats and Slovenes, as Catholics, would manage to keep the Orthodox Serbs away from the 
Russian influence. [...] When the Independent Radicals and Yugoslavs united against Pašić, the 
British government was more on their side than his.

Given that, the defense of the interests of Serbs was a daunting task. Indeed, he had 
France at his side, and Serbia’s good reputation had some value; but the defense of the special 
Serbian interests called for a unique Serbian front, and there was none”.304 In June, 1919, Jovan 
Jovanović Pižon noted down Pavle Popović’s comments in his diary, who had just returned from 
Paris: “It is his [Trumbić’s]shortcoming that he did everything with [Henry Wickham] Steed 
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(editor of the Times, who is pretentious, even though intelligent and influ-
ential), and Steedis nothing but a tool, a humble servant of Lord North-
cliff (proprietor of the Times). Trumbić wanted other people, our friends, 
to meet less. That provoked Slobodan Jovanović who said: ‘Before, it was 
Hartwig, the former Russian envoy to Belgrade, who was the Minister of 
Foreign Affairs, and now Steed succeded him’”.305 Milan Grol wrote down 
Slobodan Jovanović’s opinion on Yugoslavia in his Londonski dnevnik 
(London Diary) in 1943: “Had lunch today with Vlajić and Slobodan (it 
was, he said, an invitation to the celebration of family saint patron’s day 
(slava) [St Nikola]). The conversation went mainly well. We bore in mind 
not to provoke the old man to resort to spite, he was always ready to re-
sort to [Slobodan Jovanović outlived Grol who was seven years younger 
than him]. He was reasonable when saying that the Serbs did not have 
any interest in acting as opponents of partisans as fighters (four months 
ago, when he forwarded to me Draža’s letter of protest, signed by him, he 
thought differently), and the Soviets ... And therefore we must not show in 
any way that we are with Purić’s government... Nonetheless, in the midst 
of his calm analysis, an outburst of Slobodan’s deepest thoughts took place: 
...Englishmen insisted on the creation of Yugoslavia, they were in favor of 
the Corfu Declaration. Steed has never been to Serbia, and Watson has 
been a Serbophobe for a very long time. We have never in our history been 
with the Croats. And all that has been annulled, just like that, without any 
discussion, calmly... Unaware that Srbobran and Dučić, whom he renounc-
es, was all in that claim – against Yugoslavia. We did not react. When we 
went out, in the air, I felt the need to refresh and restore my strength [...] 
How can we wonder and be cross... If something like that can be uttered by 
Slobodan Jovanović, even en passant, what is in the minds of others?”.306 
When one reads Grol’s diary, it becomes clear why he had such unrealistic 
political estimates. A whole range of leftists and socialists was in the gov-
ernment and around it. The meetings with diaspora in the 1990s and the 
early 2000s spoke in favor of the fact that the majority of them were highly 
susceptible to socialist and republican ideas. Nevertheless, they were not 
communists, and it is well known that the leftists purges were particularly 
fierce. Slobodan Jovanović commented the presecutions and trials of so-
cialists in communist (socialist) Yugoslavia in the journal Poruka.

Slobodan Jovanović was president of the Constitution Drafting 
Commission, an expert legal advisory body anda working body of the gov-
ernment, the members of which were appointed by the government, that is, 
the prime minister and minister’s representative for the preparation of the 
constitutional assembly and the alignment of the law of 18 February 1920, 
Stojan Protić. The other members of the Commission were: professor Dr 
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Kosta Kumanudi, professor Dr Bogumil Vošnjak, professor Dr Ladislav Polić and professor Dr 
Lazar Marković. After two months of its work, the Commission submitted its draft to Prime Min-
ister Stojan Protić. This draft, which was prepared by the Serbian, Croatian and Slovenian legal 
experts led by Slobodan Jovanović, Protić endorsed after entering some changes (the Protić’s pro-
posal). Protić, who was at the time separated from Nikola Pašić, entered in the Commission’s draft 
the number and the names of the provinces of the new state (Serbia; Old Sebia and Macedonia; 
Montenegro and Herzegovina, Boka Bay and the Littoral; Banat; Srem and Bačka; Bosnia; Dal-
matia; Croatia and Slavonia with Rijeka, Istria and Međimurje; Slovenia with Prekmurje).307 The 
borders of the provinces were to be determined in more detail by a separate law. The fundamental 
and continuous problem of the internal territorial organization of the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats 
and Slovenes, and later Yugoslavia, was the issue of the ethnically mixed Serbo-Croatian commu-
nities. For resolving this issue, the formation of the mixed Serbo-Croatian territorial units was 
usually proposed. As per the internal organization of the provinces, the draft of the constitution-
al commission envisaged a province governor, assembly, standing committee and administrative 
court of first instance. The province governor was to be appointed by the king at the proposal of 
the Prime Minister, having been previously elected among the three candidates that were selected 
by the provincial assembly. This draft determined a province as a self-government, not as a federal 
unit. The supreme authority in the state could abolish self-governments. It is different from the 
autonomous provinces in socialist Yugoslavia.

The draft constitution of the constitutional commission envisaged a bicameral parliament 
consisting of the House of Representatives and the Senate. In line with already established practice 
at the time, the Lower House would have a predominant position. The Upper House (the Senate) 
would, according to the draft, have one hundred seats, of which the majority would be distributed 
on a provincial basis, proportionate to the population of each province, whereas the smaller part 
of the seats would be occupied by the representatives of different organizations and institutions
(а. industrial, trade, craft and workers’ chamber and agricultural cooperative; b. universities of Bel-
grade, Zagreb and Ljubljana; representatives of different confessions). The legislative power would 

Members of the Constitution Drafting Commission: Slobodan Jovanović; Kostantin Kosta Kumanudi (1874–1962), professor at the 
Faculty of Law in Belgrade; Ladislav Polić (1874–1927), Professor of General State Law and International Law at the Zagreb Faculty 
of Law; Bogumil (Bogomil) Vošnjak (1882–1955), Slovenian jurist and Lazar Marković (1882–1955), Professor at the Belgrade 
Faculty of Law, minister



be exercised by the parliament. The position of the monarch would be parliamentary, modelled 
on the British system. He would exercise the executive power through the ministers that would 
be held accountable to the parliament. Particular attention was devoted to the independence of 
the judicial power, as the weakest point in the separation of powers. Hence it was envisaged that 
the judges were to be appointed and promoted by decree, at the request of the Minister of Justice, 
by choosing between the two candidates, who were selected, for every place and position, by the 
special councils consisting of the represenatives of judicial bodies and bar associations.

Protić expounded the draft constitution of the constitutional commission and his own 
draft constitution to the government. None of these drafts were adopted in their final version.308 
In Milenko Vesnić’s government, the minister for the preparation of the constitutional assembly 
was a former member of the Constitution Drafting Commission, Lazar Marković, whose draft 
constitution was a revised and substantially shortened version of Protić’s proposal. Slobodan 
Jovanović, who at the time was still president of the constitutional commission, provided un-
favorable opinion regarding Marković’s proposal, listing a number of its weaknesses. The draft 
constitutions of Vesnić’s and Pašić’s government were the two variants of the same draft.

For understanding Jovanović’s views on constitutional issues, of particular importance are 
his comments concerning constitutional and legal solutions and his participation in the drafting 
of the constitution of the new state. In line with his theoretical standpoints, Slobodan Jovanović 
pointed out that the new state was not legally created, on the basis of a contract, but rather fac-
tually. This does not imply that the new state did not legally exist, but rather that it emerged in a 
factual manner. The fact that it was factually created, did not imply that it could not legally exist: 
“The state is a legal institution, but its existence is not a legal act, but rather a historical fact”.309 
By interpreting Slobodan Jovanović’s views, Lazar Marković was worried that Jovanović “had suc-
cumbed to Zagreb’sideas on bargains”.310 Jovanović pointed out that Marković’s interpretation was 
wrong, given that in his view on the creation of the new state, there was no room for compromis-
es, since it was created in a factual manner, thereby rejecting all legal acts, including bargains as 
well. If it had been created in a legal manner, it would have been founded on the contract between 
the states that had preceded it. However, its predecessors were the states Serbia and Montenegro, 
on one hand, and the provinces of the former state, Austria-Hungary, on the other hand.

Since the new state of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes was created in a factual manner, and 
not on the basis of the contract among several states, it was, in the domestic affairs’ point of view, 
a new state. On the other hand, the fact that it extended legal personality of the Kingdom of 
Serbia in foreign affairs was not contradictory. The new state was, in terms of domestic affairs, a 
new state, and in terms of foreign affairs – the old state. Jovanović stressed that the same statem-
ight look like a new state on the outside, and on the inside as the old state. It is also possible 
that on the outside it looks like the old state, and on the inside, constitutionally speaking, to be 
a brand new state (when the system of government is destroyed by revolution, but international 
treaties still apply): “It solely depends on whether its system of government shall be perceived as 
a historical or an autochthonous institution. Foreign states cannot interfere in this issue, as it is 
its domestic affair”.311 Therefore, it is possible that one and the same country can be the new one 
on the inside, and the old one on the outside. In terms of international law, the state of Serbs, 
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Croats and Slovenes was not a new one, but rather the old one, given that without interrupting 
the continuity, it inherited an entire system of international treaties signed by the Kingdom of 
Serbia. Nevertheless, on the inside, the state of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes was not a continuation 
of Serbia, but a brand new state.

Having elaborated on the creation of the new state, Jovanović embarked on investigating 
the issue whether there had been some kind of provisional constitution prior to the adoption of 
the Vidovdan Constitution. He also elaborated on whether the constitutional assembly was sov-
ereign or not. He did not deny that the National Council of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes and the 
Prince-regent (Aleksandar) were recognized authorities, however, their statements of 1 December 
(1918), which had great political significance, exceeded their legal competences. Therefore, their 
statements of 1 Decemeber could not represent the provisional constitution. The new state could 
assume the constitution of the Kingdom of Serbia, nevertheless, it called for its formal adoption 
and that, despite several attempts, never happened in 1919. Even though there was neither provi-
sional, nor permanent constitution, factually there was a state, as well as its system of governance, 
represented by the supreme bodies, the king and the parliament. The work of the supreme bodies 
was not constitutionally regulated, and yet the state can exist without the written constitution. 
Jovanović mentioned the example of England. There is no codified constitution that would reg-
ulate the work of the supreme bodies, and yet their work is regulated. He highlighted that the 
relationship between the King and the parliament could be regulated on the British model “in 
practice, on their own, based on the principle of precedent”.312 For the same reasons, there was no 
indispensable need for the constitutional assembly, and there was no need for discussion whether 
it was sovereign or not. The state of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes had already existed with all its su-
preme bodies (the king and the parliament), and it only needed rules for regulating their mutual 
relations. Jovanović stressed that those rules might have been set out without the constitutional 
assembly. The existing supreme bodies could have enacted the constitution on their own, and it 
would have been the result of work of the bodies that were factually set up. If it would have lasted 
for some time, there would have been nothing they could have been reproached for from a legal 
point of view: “as per political institutions, time heals all legal defects, indeed slowly but surely”.313 
When having said that, he thought that all corrections were still possible, including the abolition 
of the then formalized constitutional order by the unlimited will of the legislature. The state was 
sovereign, and given that it was factually created, the best thing was to gradually build up its legal 
framework, based on experience, rather than abstract principles.

It was evident that Jovanović did not deviate from his basic theoretical views when form-
ing his standpoints on the creation of the new state. The current political situation was in favor 
of his theoretical conclusions.

He was well aware of how the majority of Croats viewed the new state and of their as-
pirations to be separated. The Croats wanted to retain the rights they had been granted in Aus-
tria-Hungary. Croatian jurists even went beyond that by claiming that the Banovina of Croatia 
was a state. In their view Croatia had existed as an independent state for centuries: “Even though 
the relations that had existed between Croatia and Austria-Hungary until the collapse of the 
Austro-Hungarian Monarchy, could undermine the state independence of Croatia, they could 



not destroy it. Following the collapse of the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy those relations were 
terminated, and given its undeniable historical rights, Croatia emerged as a fully independent 
state”.314 Croats interpreted the December statements (1 December 1918) on the unification as a 
bargain. They were ready to sacrifice their independent state for the sake of the creation of the 
joint state of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, nevertheless, they demanded that the constitution of 
the new state should be passed at the constitutional assembly, which would not make decisions 
based on the outvoting of the tribes, since the Serbs made up the majority. That is why the Cro-
ats did not want to accept the Vidovdan Constitution, which was passed by the freely elected 
Assembly, but with the Serbian majority.

Jovanović refuted as ungrounded the claim that Croatia was a state, as it was not a sov-
ereign state, but a province of the sovereign Habsburg Monarchy, which in its long legal history, 
gave sometimes more and sometimes less autonomy to it.315 Besides, even if it had been an 
independent state, pursuant to the Sabor’s decision (of 29 October 1918), and accepted by the 
ban (viceroy), the National Council was acknowledged as the supreme authority: “Many believed 
that the old Croatian state merged into the new state of Austro-Hungarian Yugoslavs, which was 
represented by the National Council”.316 However, the December statements did not have the 
character of an international treaty.

The constitutional assembly, which began with the disagreements over taking the oath of 
allegiance to the king, ended in Croatian withdrawal, which is why all its decisions were passed 
without almost a single Croatian representative. Jovanović held that Radicals’ unitarism, that is, 
centralism, was wrong, and that insisting on the constitutional assembly was in part the expression 
of the abstract attitudes of Radicals’ theoreticians and the imbedding of the Serbian political and 
legal concepts into the understanding of the politics and law of the entire new state, and in part the 
desire for coming up with the solution to the problem of the system of government of the newly 
formed state as swiftly and instantly as possible. As it turned out later, Croatian politics in the inter-
war period advocated the Croatian interests, pursuing of which did not predominantly involved ab-
stract issues such as national sovereignty or the introduction of parliamentarism, but rather settling 
the position of Croatia. The leaders of the Croatian Peasant Party (HSS) negotiated directly with 
the monarch when addressing this issue. Jovanović stresses in his analysis of the draft constitution 
proposed by the (Croatian) National Club that it was the loosest (con)federalist proposal of a union 
between the two independent states with a joint ruler (1921), modelled on the dual monarchy of 
Austria-Hungary. The leader of the Croatian Peasant Party Vladimir Vlatko Maček submitted the 
same proposal to King Aleksandar in 1929, who consulted Slobodan Jovanović about it.

Having predicted the course of events, Slobodan Jovanović suggested to Pašić as ear-
ly as in 1918 that a study should be prepared in which the terms “federalism”, “federal state”, 
“state alliance” and “autonomous area” would be clearly defined. He wrote to his friend Mihailo 
Gavrilović, the then representative of the Minister of Foreign Affairs, suggesting that he should 
discuss this state-legal monograph with Stojan Protić. He was well aware that politicians and ju-
rists from Serbia were not well acquainted with the legal terms that the Croatian side would use, 
since “it’s all terra incognita for us“, which except for him, nobody else in Serbia had dealt with 
ever before. He held that Serbian politicians should be prepared to address the issues concerning 
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federalization and decentralization after the war in the Constitutional Assembly.317 Nevertheless, 
the monograph has never been published.

Slobodan Jovanović published an analysis of Smodlaka’s draft constitution in 1920, “Dr 
J. Smodlaka: Nacrt jugoslavenskog ustava”, in which he showed that it was a federalist project. 
In his article “Је li federalizam kod nas mogućan” (Is Federalism Possible in Our Country) he 
endeavoured to explain that federalism might be successful if there were strong political parties 
that would unite the state, such as the case in the United States of America, that is, in the case 
of the hegemony of the military state such was Prussia in the German Empire: “Just recently, 
in my presence, a Serb and a Croat were discussing the state organization of our new country, 
and the Serb told the Croat the following: ‘You want to have a position of Bavaria in our new 
state!? All right then, you can be Bavaria, and we are going to be Prussia!’”318 Great federal 
states have proved successful either owing to strong centralized parties, or the hegemony of a 
strong military state, however, in the new state, as Jovanović concluded, “neither of the two has 
existed, and therefore it is rather uncertain what would be the outcome of this experiment with 
federalism”.319 In his article “O federalizmu” (On Federalism) he points at the shallowness and 
ignorance of the Belgrade press failing to make a distinction between federalism and the organ-
isation of self-governing autonomous provinces: “There was a considerable anxiety in the Bel-
grade press over whether the self-government, which was to be given to some provinces, would 
eventually transform into federalism. [...] We find that in these discussions concerning federal-
ism is of outmost importance to focus on making a distinction between federalism and self-gov-
ernance. If these two things are mixed up, it could easily happen that by refuting federalism, we 
would also refute self-governance, which, we believe, even the greatest opponents of federalism 
would not want”.320 Nevertheless, Samouprava (Self-governance) was the title of the organ of the 
Radical Party that polemicized with Slobodan Jovanović. Jovanović did not advocate federalism, 
but provinces with a certain degree of self-government, as proposed in Protić’s draft and the 
draft of the Constitutional Commission. Pursuant to that draft, Serbian and Croatian provinc-
es were separated, except in cases of the mixed provinces. Twenty years later he commented 
these polemics: “Twenty years ago, when the focus was on the Vidovdan Constitution, we were 
convinced that centralism was not only the best, but the only way to secure national and state 
unity. That led us further to the idea that the provinces that existed up to that moment should 
be broken up, whereas new provinces should not be given an opportunity to become hotbeds of 
separatismover time. Consequently, the provinces were not supposed to be very large, and they 
were not supposed to have any legislative competences in addition to their administrative com-
petences. We could put up with self-governance, but not with autonomy. [...]. In the time of the 
Vidovdan Constitution, federalism was out of the question: if one was a federalist, it meant that 
he was an opponent of the national and state unity. Even Trumbić himself renounced federalism 
at the time [...] Federalism, which was notorious among the Serbs for a very long time, nowadays 
has among them most vehement supporters, as a middle ground solution that would satisfy both, 
the Croatian aspirations for autonomy and the Serbian aspirations for the state unity”.321

Following the elections for the Constitutional Assembly, the Radicals’ government pro-
posed its draft constitution, which was then forwarded to the constitutional committee of the 



Assembly (1921). Jovanović provided a critique of the draft constitution 
of Pašić’s government in the newspaper Politika. He pointed at some fa-
vorable solutions of Protić’s draft in which particular attention was paid 
to harmonization of parliamentarism and self-governance modelled on 
the English example. However, the Radicals’ draft refuted self-govern-
ance of the historical provinces and put focus on state centralism. Jova-
novićstressed that by trimming down the draft constitution, many con-
stitutional guarantees of the rights of individuals were rendered useless 
and that the constitution was drafted in a rush, under the pretext that 
the state was in danger. The Radicals’ draft did not exclude a bicameral 
system mentioned in the Protić’s and Commission’s draft, however, it was 
eventually excluded by the constitutional committee. Slobodan Jovanović 
highlights that there was no need to insist on a unicameral parliament 
modelled on that in the prewar Serbia (Constitutional Committee,1921). 
The former residents of the prewar Austria-Hungary did not share the 
wrong negative prejudices concerning a bicameral system. Ten years later 
the bicameral national legislature (the senate and the parliament) replaced 
the unicameral parliament (1931).

Despite great uncertainty, the Vidovdan Constitution was even-
tually adopted on 28 June 1921. The Croatian political parties walked out 
of the Constitutional Assembly in protest, as well as the Communist Par-
ty of Yugoslavia and the Yugoslav Club. The Radicals obtained support 
from small Slovenian and Muslim parties (Yugoslav Muslim Organization, 
Peasents Party (Kmetijska stranka) and Džemijet – a Muslim MP club 
from Southern Serbiai. e. Macedonia). 223 MPs voted for the constitution 
(out of 419 MPs in total).322

Jovanović revisited the topic of federal state and state alliance in 
his book on the state. After the formation of the Banovina of Croatia, he 
published in 1939, in the library “Politika i društvo” (Policy and Society), 
a study titled Američki federalizam (American Federalism): “Now, when in 
reference to the resolution of the Croatian question, which has been offi-
cially put on the agenda, a lot of discussion has been generated concern-
ing our internal organization, our editorial board considered it particular-
ly useful to publish this discussion on American federalism by Slobodan 
Jovanović. The board will do its best to offer to the readership articles 
concerning other types of political systems, convinced that it would be the 
best way to contribute to the clarification of concepts and to arriving at 
necessary understanding in our midst”.323
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RECTOR OF THE UNIVERSITY OF BELGRADE 19201921

Slobodan Jovanović served two terms as rector, first term between the Balkan Wars and 
the First World War (1913–1914) and the second one after the First World War (1920–1921). 
Having continued to look into the issues he had been dealing with during his first term in office, 
Jovanović highlighted in his paper “Otvaranje novih fakulteta na Beogradskom univerzitetu” 
(Establishing New Faculties at the University of Belgrade) that the establishment of new facul-
ties, which was planned a long time ago, after the First World War was a major success, namely, 
the Faculty of Medicine in 1919 and Faculty of Theology in 1920, in addition to the Faculty of 
Agriculture that was not included in the law of 1905, but for which there was a great demand. 
He gave the credit to Milan Jovanović Batut for the opening of the Faculty of Medicine, “who 
with the enthusiasm of a missionary has been fighting for that faculty for twenty years now“.324 
He underlined that national health was to be the most important concern of each government, 
“since the nation that does not enjoy good health, cannot progress in any other way”.325 He also 
pointed out that there was a lack of scientific research concerning national health and common 
ailments in Serbia, given that at the foreign universities, where the Serbian psychicians were 
receiving their education, these ailments were not specifically studied. The Faculty of Medicine 
was also necessary for ensuring the sufficient number of psychicians: “Earlier, when the opening 
of the Faculty of Medicine was brought up, there was a kind of anxiety that very soon we would 
educate more psychicians than we actually needed, and that that would result in some kind of 
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a proletariat of psychicians”.326 Jovanović underlined that Batut was right when concluding that 
the influx of students at certain faculties would be regulated of its own accord, as necessary.

The Faculty of Theology was founded at the moment when the Serbian Orthodox Church 
needed it most, since it was no longer possible to send seminarists to study in Russia. In reference 
to the foundation of the Faculty of Theology he noted down the following: “We shall not say that 
there has never been any conflict between religion and science in our country, nevertheless, we 
hold that we can claim that these conflicts have never been as serious as that in the Western coun-
tries”.327 He mentioned an example of good cooperation between the Serbian Orthodox Church 
and the advocates of “free thought”: “the advocates of free thought do not feel any bitterness to-
wards it and just recently we had an interesting situation when one of the main represenatives of 
free thought, professor Branislav Petronijević, delivered a lecture in a religious society, the Chris-
tian Community of Women”.328 Slobodan Jovanović also pointed at the importance of sustaining 
collaboration among faculties in their scientific work: “Let us put the Faculty of Medicine and 
the Faculty of Agriculture aside, whose relationship with the Mathematics and Sciences Depart-
ment of the Faculty of Philosophy is evident, and take only the Faculty of Theology for example, 
which, at first glance, seems separated from other faculties and whose field of study has nothing 
in common with science in the true sense of the word. All right then, the history of our church is 
to be taught at that faculty, alongside the history of our church language and our church literature, 
which are all subjects the students of the Faculty of Philosophy History and Philology Depart-
ment are also interested in. Or for instance, a subject which is much more general, the History 
of Religion. Even though on the outside purely theological, that subject is of utmost importance 
for a psychologist and a sociologist alike, and for anyone who deals with theological sciences”.329 
Slobodan Jovanović also served as deputy rector and acting rector. The painter Marko Murat, a 
corresponding member of the Serbian Royal Academy, painted a portrait of Slobodan Jovanović 
in 1923, which today decorates the Ceremonial Hall of the Recorate, in Captain Miša’s Mansion.

Founders of the Faculty of Medicine in Belgrade: 
Prof. Dr Đorđe Joannović (1871–1932), 
corresponding member of SRA; Prof. Dr Milan 
Jovanović Batut (1847–1940) and Prof. Dr Vojislav 
J. Subotić (1859–1923), (Merćem i Savić Atelier, 
Belgrade 1920; LSASA F-342/1g) 



Slobodan Jovanović served as rector at the time when the influence of the October Rev-
olution and the change of the order in Europe was strongly felt. He protected the rule of law 
even in delicate circumstances. On the occasion of the student unrests, the government passed 
a decision that the students who were communists could no longer be beneficiaries of the state 
scholarships, as they were plotting against the state. In his letter to the government, Jovanović 
stressed that it was none of University’s concern to deal with the political leanings of its students.

Slobodan Jovanović criticized in the press the decrees issued by the radical government 
in 1921, in his article titled “Nestajanje zakona” (The Vanishing of Laws).330 He particularly sin-
gled out, as unusual, a decree against communists of 29 December 1920. Pursuant to Obznana 
(The Announcement), the communists were deprived of their political freedoms – freedom of 
the press, assembly and association, whereas sanctioning of armed actions of communists was 
put within the jurisdiction of courts-martial: “Actually, it was a decree on the state of emergency. 
Earlier, such decrees were issued based on constitutional or legislative jurisdiction”.331 It is highly 
unusual that the decree entitled Obznana (The Announcement) was not signed by the King, but 
solely by the minister, and that it was not published in the official gazette, but only pasted on 
the streets “as a theatre poster”: “Actually, the government had no intention to issue a proper, 
binding decree against the communists. It tried to scare them away and disorganize them with 
a false decree, with an empty barrel. Thus, the government added one particular type of decree, 
a semi-decree, to its already vast collection of decrees. It was a decree, which actually was not 
biding and served only as a tool of political intimidation”.332 Jovanović concluded that the return 
to “the old principle of separation of powers” was in the interest of social peace since “it does not 
allow the accumulation of the legislative and executive power in the same hands” and “it ensures 
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that the government is subject to law, and is not above it”: ”The constant change of prices and 
legal regulations pose a major threat to social peace. [...] As long as price stabilization and the 
rule of law do not take place, there can be no social order, and without social order there can be 
no social peace”.333

He points out that up to the First World War the Constitution reduced the issuing of 
decrees to the minimum. Because of wartime circumstances the constitutional forms were sac-
rificed for the sake of the state’s higher interests: “Regardless of all the differences that exist 
among the French, Italian and English systems, they all have one thing in common and that is 
the fact that the government’s decrees issued during war time were based on the Parliament’s 
authority. [...] Our government also promulgated decrees, but without prior authorization by the 
Parliament. It called them the decisions of the Ministerial Council, surely believing that their 
irregularity would not seem so serious if they bore such a modest title. [...] Nevertheless, even 
though the government de facto assumed the legislative authority, it was still required to seek 
parliamentary approval for the budget. The parliament did not give the budget approval in the 
true sense, but rather the approval of an extraordinary loan, that is, a lump-sum, which the gov-
ernment would later allocate as deeming appropriate. However, just before the end of the war, 
the government started granting the extraordinary loan to itself, on its own. [...] Of all wartime 
parliaments, our parliament most rarely convened its sessions. During the war, we had some-
thing that had a lot of points of semblance with the governments’s dictatorship. And it was the 
parliament to be blamed for that dictatorship more than the government: since the government 
would not have dared to assume all the power if the parliament had objected it”.334 Jovanović 
stresses that the government’s dictatorship continued in the new state after the war. He also un-
derlines that the agrarian reform, “which is a social revolution”, was put in place by decrees. A 
decree introduced the eight-hour workday, alongside the military service of railway workers and 
miners in the event of a strike. The entire 1920/21 budget went into effect by a decree, thereby 
making the will of government become a law.

Jovanović probably decided to write the study on the leaders of the French Revolution 
under the influence of the revolutions that took place in Russia and Europe. He wrote the study 
during his stay in Parise at the Peace Conference, when he had the opportunity to search through 
the French documents and literature. He intended to investigate the inner logic of events that led 
to revolution as a phenomenon in life, that is, the illness of the state. Different types of revolu-
tionary leaders correspond to different stages of revolution.

In his Collected Works he added an afterword to his book on the leaders of the French 
Revolution, because of the readership’s reaction to the first 1920 edition, when he became aware 
that the readers did not understand “the true meaning” of his book, which has been its recurring 
problem until the present day: “I did not intend to study the history of the French Revolution, 
but rather to study, how to put it, ‘the sociology of revolution’ in general. I have chosen the 
French Revolution because it is, apart from the Russian one, the closest and best known to us. 
Its advantage over the Russian Revolution lies in the fact that it had already passed into history 
and hence we can calmly and impartially make judgements about it. [...] I have chosen the four 
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personages, whom I have studied as the leaders of the French Revolution – Mirabeau [Honoré 
Gabriel Riqueti, comte de Mirabeau], Dumouriez [Charles-François du Perrier du Mouriez, dit 
Dumouriez], Danton [Georges Jacques Danton], Robespierre [Maximilien de Robespierre] – be-
cause it seemed to me that each of them represented a different stage of revolutionary process. 
Even though their biographies, put next to one another, do not constitute the entire history of 
the revolution, they disclose a chain of its major events”.335

The examples of the leaders of the French Revolution speak in favor of the fact that all 
revolutions are started by the upper classes apostates, who have been fed up with the discipline 
of their own class and therefore no longer believe in its ideology: “before the lower classes rebel, 
the upper classes degenerate”.336 Even thoughit is they who start a revolution, their character 
cannot keep up with its course, which is also the case with military commanders: “A characteris-
tic feature of a revolution is that it cannot be managed. Those who consider themselves to be its 
leaders, are more led themselves than they actually lead others. They cater to the revolutionary 
desires and are often led by events”.337 He identifies the true representatives of the revolutions 
within the social classes whose needs actually ferment revolutions: “In those upstarts revolution-
ary idealism is associated with their class selfishness. Ideals gain the strength of appetites, where-
as appetites assume the justification of ideals”.338 Jovanović stresses that the revolution further 
develops by following its inner logic, when is led by fanatics. The revolution is a spiritual, that is, 
mental crisis: “That crisis, as every other disease, has its natural course, which cannot be stopped 
on the spot by using force”.339 Robespierre knew that the strength of the revolution lay in its 
extrems and felt that those extremes moved the masses. Jovanović also highlights that revolution 
leads to dictatorship. When Bonaparte appeared, revolutionary enthusiasm began to fade away: 
”the world [was...] ripe for dictatorship”.340

Jovanović pointed out that there were major differences between the democracy Robe-
spierre had in mind and modern democracy. He wanted to apply the tactic of ensuring a few 
true friends of the people and the rule by the people, democracy, absolutely honest and fair, to 
seize state power by force and install the government of the people by force. Such a tyranny of 
the friends of the people would be in the interest of the masses and gradually it would elevate 

From left to right: Honoré Mirabeau (1749–1791), Charles-François du Mouriez (1739–1823), Georges Danton (1759–1794) and 
Maximilien de Robespierre (1758–1794)



the people to that cultural level that was necessary for introducing true 
democracy. This very much resembles the Marxist dictatorship of the pro-
letariat, and Jovanović realizes it by saying: “if not democracy, then social-
ism, with syndicalism and Bolshevism, is returning to Robespierre”.341 He 
had arrived at this reasonable conclusion before he could know that Lenin 
was drawing lessons from the Jacobin experience.

Jovanović’s comprehensive study on the French Revolution preced-
ed the studies on that major event in the world history composed by the 
French historiography, once it distanced itself from Marxism and Marxist 
(communist) interpretation by Albert Mathiez, Ernest Labrousse, Albert 
Soboul and Georges Lefebvre. At the time of the absolute domination of 
the Marxist historians and Marxist interpretation of the French Revolu-
tion in France, Jovanović pointed at the importance of Jacob Leib Talmon’s 
study on the French Revolution (The Origins of Totalitarian Democracy, 
1952) in his book O totalitarizmu (On totalitarianism 1952), published in 
Paris. The famous Marxist philosophers also (Max Horkheimer, Theodor 
Adorno) wrote (1944) on the self-destructive dialectic of enlightenment 
(Dialectic of Enlightenment). For Jovanović, revolution was not a value per 
se, which the Marxist critics in particular reproached him for.

In the same year (1920), Slobodan Jovanović published the sec-
ond supplemented edition of his critique of Svetozar Marković from 1903, 
and two years later, in 1922, the third supplemented edition of his book 
O državi, osnovi jedne pravne teorije, treće pregledano i dopunjeno izdanje 
(On the State, the Fundamentals of a Legal Theory, the third reviewed and 
supplemented edition). He continued to publish books on nineteenth-cen-
tury Serbian history. After Ustavobranitelji, published in 1912, he pub-
lished Druga vlada Miloša i Mihaila (1858–1868) in 1923. The second 
edition of Ustavobranitelji was published in 1925, and Vlada kralja Milana 
Obrenovića in 1926 and 1927.

Two years after the publication of the third edition of the book 
on the state, dedicated to general state law, Slobodan Jovanović published 
Ustavno pravo Kraljevine Srba, Hrvata i Slovenaca (Constitutional Law of 
the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, 1924).

Vođi Francuske revolucije
by Slobodan Jovanović, 1920
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EDITOR OF SRPSKI KNJIŽEVNI GLASNIK THE SERBIAN LITERARY HERALD 
19201921

As already mentioned, Srpski književni glasnik (The Serbian Literary Herald) was launched 
in 1901. Its first editor was Bogdan Popović (1901–1904), who was succeeded by his brother Pavle 
Popović and Jovan Skerlić (1905–1906), whereas until the First World War Jovan Skerlić (1906–
1914) was its sole editor. Glasnik did not come out during the war. It was restored after the war 
in 1920. In the article “To the Readers of the New Series of The Serbian Literary Herald”, which 
was authored by its first postwar editors, Bogdan Popović and Slobodan Jovanović, it was under-
lined that “in times of transition, when the old collides with the new even more than usual, and 
all wishes and desires, emanating from such wishes, burst out, and when even the most farseeing 
only vaguely discern future shapes in their most basic lines, Srpski književni glasnik (The Serbi-
an Literary Herald) shall be even more liberal than before, but not in the sense that it will make 
concessions, because only a free and wide debate can produce a proper solution to a number 
of major problems affecting the world today. Even though its editors hold certain attitudes to-
wards the value of matters, and given that they attend to the laws of proper development, Srpski 
književni glasnik shall support every true, that is, fair and honest opinion and undertaking”.342 
They stressed that younger generations can rely on Glasnik, as their journal. They also underlined 
the understanding of the new trends in literature, which emerged as the opposition to the older 
schools, “but mainly due to the change that occured in the soul of a new generation”.343

Bogdan Popović was reproached and criticized in the interwar period. Slobodan Jova-
nović noted down that communists were attacking him “simply because they embarked on the 
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destruction of the common values in all areas of spiritual life, including 
literature”. In Jovanović’s view, semi-intellectuals had always been Popo-
vić’s opponents, nevertheless, they “appeared in an unusually large num-
ber between the two wars”.344 They perceived “Bogdan as the main obsta-
cle to their success, which was in part true, as he was an embodiment of 
that which they lacked the most, literary culture”.345

Jovanović’s analysis of the semi-intellectual phenomenon has 
been well known, which is similar to the terms “upstart” used by Bogdan 
Popović and “Dr push push (Dr gur gur)” used by Pavle Marinković. It 
is in the example of semi-intellectual, that one may best understand the 
consequences of the absence of cultural pattern: “In addition to a semi-in-
tellectual, who has achieved success, there is also a semi-intellectual who 
has failed to achieve any success whatsoever. Already a true intellectual, 
either unemployed or neglected, he easily becomes an oppositionist. The 
semi-intellectual in such a position is even more dangerous, since he has 
no scruples that would alleviate his resentment. It was not a coincidence 
that many resentful semi-intellectuals actually became communists”.346

Slobodan Jovanović pointed out that the upstart phenomenon 
constituted a long-standing central topic of Popović’s social critique. An 
upstart (nouveau riche, arriviste, parvenu) is a type that is opposite to 
the cultural pattern of a gentleman. Popović defined him by well-known 
definitions: “a person who has risen suddenly from a humble position to 
wealth or importance”.347 His main traits are: appetites, the hypertrophy 
of own personality, that is, megalomania and low morals. The topic of 
upstart imposed itself both in Serbia and Europe in the late 19th century. 
Slobodan Jovanović reviewed Hope’s (Sir Anthony Hawkins) novel titled 
Quisanté, which depicts an upstart, who is an ambitious English politician 
who eventually becomes the Prime Minister. Oscar Wilde also depicted 
similar characters. The topic of upstart was Branislav Nušić’s favorite top-
ic, too, his critique of Radical ministers (Dr, Gospođa ministarka). Popović 
held that upstarts were an inevitable phenomenon in the age of democra-
cy: “an upstart should be treated in a certain manner: first we must meet 
his justified demands (as he does have justified demands), and then we 
must educate him. He can be educated by advice, example or punishment, 
and given his needs we should use one of these three ways according-
ly”.348 The upstart has neither self-criticism, nor self-discipline, and is 
“torn apart by his unsatisfied appetites”.349 He pointed at the importance 
of wishes for psychology (wish is the mother of thought), and the psychol-
ogy of the upstart is a genuine “package of wishes”. According to his meta-
phor, on one’s way upwards, the goal of the upstart is not to climb the hill, 
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since he does not measure his progress per the height of the hill, but rather per the progress of 
those who climb with him: “He finds satisfaction in climbing higher than the rest, not in getting 
closer to the true goal”.350 He highlighted that “envy and eternal craving for appreciation that we 
constantly come across in the upstart”, shew that they were “subconsciously aware” of their actual 
inferiority.351 Even though he did not want to ascribe too general meaning to his definition of 
the upstart, it was rather loose. The upstart can also be a person who has risen suddenly and 
improperly, as well as a desendent of an old familywho has become corrupted and thereby has 
fallen into decline, and eventually these two types of persons are to be made equal as the embod-
iments of the same type. Popović mentioned minister Joseph Chamberlain, the father of British 
Prime Minister Arthur Neville Chamberlain, as a typical example of improper climbing the so-
cial pecking order, and the last German Emperor Wilhelm II as a desendent of an ancient family 
who eventually becаme an upstart, despite the fact “he was born on the throne”, because both of 
them lacked self-criticism and self-discipline. Contrary to them, British Prime Minister Arthur 
Balfour was an exemplary gentleman. Popović applied his upstart theory to individuals, social 
groups and classes (“the upstart class”). He emphasized in particular that a real peasant could 
never become an upstart: “I have always considered peasants as nobility in their own way” [...]. 
“As soon as you leave peasants and turn to even the smallest shop keeper, a merchant, a village 
teacher, and so forth, you shall straight away [among them] recognize an upstart. And so forth, 
at the salon, in a private house at dinner, in diplomatic international conferences, in the sessions 
of literary and scientific societies”.352 He also singled out a type of student who was servile to 
professor until the exam, “whereas as soon as the exam finishes he will start staring at him with 
a vulgar impudence and without even greeting him”.353 In contrast to a negative connotation the 
term inhibition carries today, he held at the time that “culture presupposes, above all, inhibition 
(Bogdan considered that term the most appropriate), whereas the upstart, in order to increase 
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his strength to the greatest degree possible for achieving success, does 
his best to set himself free from inhibition”.354 Popović’s upstart critique 
dates back to his study on Beaumarchais, in which he provided a very 
compelling account of the emergence of the upstart in the 18th century.

Even though the expansion of a semi-intellectual type took 
place in the interwar period, there was a corrective model and a role 
model, which made a clear distinction between an intellectual and a 
semi-intellectual. After the war, in the absence of the corrective model, 
the prewar (resentful and unsuccessful) semi-intellectual could take the 
place of intellectual and become a new role model.

Slobodan Jovanović held that among Popović’s opponents only 
those young writers were worthy of attention “who were talented and 
did not lack literary culture, and many of them were on good terms 
with Popović”. Even though their works “had certain literary value, 
they were chaotic”, and Popović believed that a literary work should 
be “a small universe”. Popović regarded these young writers as “the 
representatives of neo-barbarism”, and they responded by calling him 
“an obsolete dogmatist”.355

In 1927, Bogdan Popović suggested once again to Slobodan 
Jovanović that he should assume the editorship of Glasnik (The Her-
ald). He was convincing him that it was everybody’s wish: “My dear 
Slobodan, both Paja [Pavle Popović] and myself, independently of one 
another, found that the issue of Srpski književni glasnik of 1 November 
was excellent, diverse, interesting etc. [...] Paja says: ‘He should stay’. You 
guess who is supposed to stay. This is my opinion, too. I have already 
told you that Sibe Miličić also thinks the same. This opinion is shared 
by everybody else. What do you want? These are your caprices. You are 
a man of letters to such a great extent that no one, including the read-
ership, would deem it odd if you, besides writing papers in legal theory 
and historiography, would assume the editorship of a literary and so-
cio-political journal. Moreover, you have already been editor of Glasnik. 
Paja, Skerlić and myself were also its editors (on our own, not in pair 
with somebody else), and now it’s your turn to fill vierblättriges Klee-
blatt. Now is the time, more than ever, and you are the only one today 
who can take matters into your own hands, given the situation in litera-
ture and society, you are the only one whom everyone accepts, the only 
one who has both physical strength and professional competencies”.356 
Since they praised the issue of Glasnik of 1 November, in their letter 
of 2 November, it is obvious from the context that it was prepared by 

Srpski književni glasnik from 1920, edited by 
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Slobodan Jovanović. The front page of Glasnik included 
the information that the journal was edited by the edi-
torial board, as well as the address of the editorial board 
and the location of the journal’s seat and some other ba-
sic information. On the next page after the contents there 
are some remarks. The second remark is particularly in-
teresting: “Manuscripts submitted to the journal must be 
typewritten or legibly handwritten. Costs for transcribing 
illegible manuscipts shall be deducted from the author’s 
fee. Manuscripts will not be returned”.

Since the above mentioned issue was edited by 
Slobodan Jovanović, and his friends and editors of Glasnik 
considered it well prepared, we shall provide an overview 
of its contents, which at the same time reflects his breadth 
of view, sense, scholarlyframework and his cultivated taste 
for literature.  It is only when one takes the whole issue in 
consideration that it becomes clear that articles in Glasnik 
could be short because there was a well-established sys-
tematic literary and cultural framework. We may say that 
Glasnik was an arbiter of culture and literary refinement. 
Furthermore, in line with the agenda of its first postwar 
editors Bogdan Popović and Slobodan Jovanović, it was 
open to the new young generation, which did not agree 
with the literary views of the older generations.

Slobodan Jovanović published his articles in a 
number of journals and magazines. For a very long time 
he was a contributor to Branič and Arhiv za pravne i društ-
vene nauke, the two expert law journals. Up to the First 
World War his papers appeared in the following journals: 
Srpske novine, Pokret, Finansijski pregled, Srbin, Štampa, 
Večernje novosti, Letopis Matice srpske, Sarajevo-based 
journal Pregled, Zagreb-based Srbobran, Karlovac-based 
Brankovo kolo. As of 1921 he was Politika’s correspondent. 
Between the two wars he published his papers in a num-
ber of journals and magazines: Godišnjak Srpske kraljevske 
akademije, Prosvetni glasnik, Jugoslovenski istorijski časop-
is, Glasnik jugoslovenskog profesorskog društva, Sociološki 
pregled, Društveni život, Novi život, Trgovinski glasnik, 
Vreme, Pravda, Misao, Policija, Narodno blagostanje,

133

Beta and Rista Vukanović's house at the corner of Gospodar 
Jovanova Street and Kapetan Mišina Street



Novosti, Studentske novine, Naša smotra, Danica, Zagreb-based Nova Evropa, Obzor, Mjesečnik, 
Riječ, Slobodna tribuna and Hrvatska revija, Sarajevo-based Narodni almanah, Subotica-based 
Književni sever, Vranjski glasnik, Novi Sad-based Vojvođanin. Up to the Second World War he 
was publishing his articles in the London-based journal The Slavonic (and East European) Review 
and the Paris-based journal Revue d’histoire politique et constitutionelle. After the founding of 
the Serbian Cultural Club (1937), he published his papers in its organ, Srpski glas (The Serbian 
Voice). The majority of his papers that were published in exile can be found in the journal Poru-
ka (The Message), which was launched by the Yugoslav National Committee, which he headed.
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PRESIDENT OF THE SERBIAN ROYAL ACADEMY 
19281931

After the First World War, Slobodan Jovanović, Secretary of the 
Academy of Social Sciences, was a member of the Presidency of the Serbi-
an Royal Academy, at the time when Jovan Žujović and Jovan Cvijić were 
its presidents. Pursuant to the Basic Law on the Academy from 1886, its 
president was appointed “by a decree issued by the King, as the Academy’s 
protector, at the request of the Minister of Education and Church Affairs” 
and he was to hold office for three years. After the death of Jovan Cvijić, 
in January 1927, the Minister of Education asked the Academy to nom-
inate three candidates of whom they were to choose one. The Academy 
remained without president for a year.357

The letters preserved in the SASA Archives bear witness to the 
cooperation between Jovanović and Cvijić,358 as well as the texts in which 
he made mention of him: “Among the professors of the Belgrade Univer-
sity there have been people bursting with boundless energy, possessing 
great strength and boldness, who have set out to explore the untrodden 
paths and open up new horizons, sometimes overstepping the boundaries 
of their own field of study. If we take only Jovan Cvijić as an example, 
one can see how he initially undertook only geographical research of the 
Balkans and then gradually set out to tackle this area of research from an 
ethnographic and sociological perspective, having thus discovered some 
new areas of scientific research and the respective methodology suitable 
to be applied to them. [...] The aptness of our intellectuals to engage in 
brave undertakings and to put in great efforts bears some semblance to the
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aptness of our soldiers during the previous wars. The excessive individualism of our intellectuals 
hinders their joint work. [...] Some individuals have taken on too many different things, and 
exploited their strengths to the maximum and so to speak, have burnt out at work” (1957).359

When speaking about Jovan Cvijić, he explained how he exerted his influence on pub-
lic opinion. “Old nationalists claimed that Macedonians were nothing but the most authentic 
Serbs and that only those who were not true patriots could think differently. New nationalists 
claimed that, at the very least, Macedonians did not cherish the same unpolluted Serbian na-
tional consciousness as that, for instance, (among Serbs) in Bosnia and Herzegovina. [...] Jovan 
Cvijić was the most prominent among the new nationalists. He did not limit himself solely to 
the Macedonian Question, but covered our national problem as a whole. [...] The Dinaric type, 
which Cvijić regarded as an ethnical fact, the audience transformed into a national ideal that 
young people were thrilled about, the same as the members of the United Youth were thrilled 
about the Kosovo heroes. During its transformation into a national ideal, the Dinaric type has 
become substantially simplified”.360

In the annual assembly held in January 1928, three candidates were nominated who won 
the most votes – Mihailo Petrović Alas, Slobodan Jovanović and Bogdan Popović. In the main 
annual assembly of the Serbian Royal Academy held on 17 February 1928, the assembly “officialy 
acknowledged” an act issued by the Ministry of Education on the appointment of Slobodan Jova-
nović as the president of the Academy (the twelfth one). Velimir Velja Vukićević was the Prime 
Minister at the time (Minister of Education in the previous government), whereas Kosta Ku-
manudi was the Minister of Education (for a short while), who was Slobodan Jovanović’s friend 
and colleague and who knew the other two candidates quite well. Milan Grol soon became the 
Minister of Education. Slobodan Jovanović noted down that his friend Bogdan Popović was not 
rector of the University of Belgrade “because he did not want to be rector”, and that “when he 
was offered to be the president of the Academy, he refused the offer”.361

As the president of the Serbian Royal Academy, Slobodan Jovanović chaired the annual 
gatherings at which he delivered speeches that were later published in Godišnjak. In his first 
speech after his appointment as president, he highlighted that the Academy constantly evolved, 
and that after the war its greater participation in international scientific activities was noted and 
he also clomplained about its financial situation. The new Law on the Serbian Royal Academy 
was under consideration at the time.362 Archival materials give evidence on Slobodan Jovanović’s 
everyday activities at the Academy.363 Slobodan Jovanović was president of the Serbian Royal 
Academy (1928–1931) at a time when the new Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes was going 
thorugh a serious political crisis. In June 1928, the MPs from the Croatian Peasant Party were 
assassinated or lethally wounded, and on 6 Janury 1929 King Aleksandar Karađorđević dissolved 
the assembly and the parties, abolished the Vidovdan Constitution and appointed a new gov-
ernment. The new Law on Royal Power and High State Administration was promulgated. Since 
the King received Slobodan Jovanović in audience the day before 6 January, it was thought that 
it was he who had advised the King to introduce the personal rule and that even he had written 
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the King’s promulgation. After the audience journalists asked him in front 
of his house in Simina Street whether the King gave him a mandate. He 
responded that he was not given a mandate. The younger brother of Slo-
bodan’s friend Pavle Marinković, Dr Vojislav Marinković, from the Dem-
ocratic Party, was the Minister of Foreign Affairs in the new government, 
who was the friend of Stevan Pavlović, Jovanović’s cousin. It is very likely 
that due to the aforementioned he was associated with King’s acts. Politika 
of 10 January 1929 contained his press release: “We were asked by Mr 
Slobodan Jovanović to publish the following: As per his audience with His 
Majesty the King, Mr Slobodan Jovanović would like to explain that the 
audience was about Mr Maček’s proposal. He was asked to provide an ex-
pert opinion on which type of a state union (personal or real union, state 
alliance or the alliance of states) would be that proposed by Mr Maček”.364 
Slobodan Jovanović explained to the King that Maček was proposing a 
real union, as that in Austria-Hungary.

At a gathering of the Serbian Royal Academy held in March 1929, 
Slobodan Jovanović delivered a speech on Franja Rački, Croatian scolar, 
Catholic priest, doctor of Theology, first president of the Yugoslav Acad-
emy of Sciences and Arts (YASA) in Zagreb and a corresponding mem-
ber of the Serbian Royal Academy (as of 1888), on the occasion of the 
centenary anniversary of his birth, which was jointly commemorated by 
the Serbian Royal Academy and the Yugoslav Academy of Sciences and 
Arts.365 At the solemn annual gathering of the Serbian Royal Academy 
held in the Ceremonial Hall in Captain Miša’s Mansion in March 1930, 
Slobodan Jovanović first spoke about the members that had passed away. 
After Aleksandar Belić, Secretary of the Academy, read his report, and 
Vladimir K. Petković completed his inauguration academic speech, he was 
declared a full member of the Academy by Jovanović. Politika published 
his speech: “Your expert fellows concur that you are very much needed in 
the Academy of Natural Sciences and at their request the Serbian Royal 
Academy has elected you its full member”.366

When his term in office ended, Slobodan Jovanović stated at the 
annual gathering, held in late January 1931, that he could not assume the 
second term in office and asked his fellows not to nominate him.367 After 
voting by secret ballot, Mihailo Petrović Alas once again won the most 
votes, whereas Aleksandar Belić, who was Permanent Secretary of the 
Academy, finished in second, and the mathematician Bogdan Gavrilović, 
who was eventually appointed President of the Academy, was third. Boži-
dar Ž. Maksimović was the Minister of Education and General Petar Živk-
ović was the Prime Minister.

King Aleksandar received Slobodan 
Jovanović in audience the day before
6 January 1929.
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Slobodan Jovanović wrote an essay on the occasion of the fifti-
eth anniversary of the foundation of the Serbian Royal Academy, which 
was published in Vardar: kalendar Kola srpskih sestara of 1938: “Since its 
very foundation, the Serbian Royal Academy has aspired to separate its 
scientific endeavour from its educational endeavour [...] Nevertheless, 
even though it has become strictly scientific institution, the Serbian Royal 
Academy has never ceased to be a national institution. Primarily owing to 
the fact that the main focus of its scientific research has always been on 
the history of the Serbs, their language and literature, their everyday life 
and customs. [...] Having been founded in small Serbia before the war, 
the Serbian Royal Academy did not limit its research to the state borders 
of the then Serbia. Instead, it covered all Serb-populated areas without 
exception. [...] It has become an absolutely necessary supplement to the 
University, in which national education has reached its peak. In prewar 
Serbia the Academy was founded nearly twenty years before the Univer-
sity, and we may freely say that it was the Academy that created the sci-
entific atmosphere necessary for the emergence of the University. Serbian 
people are well aware of the Academy’s immense national significance. 
Numerous legacies and funds established within the Academy by private 
individuals, alongside numerous presents and endowments bequeathed to 
the Academy by private individuals bear witness to how precious it has 
become to them. [...] These sacrifices that people make for science attrib-
ute due credit to both the people and science. They demonstrate that the 
Academy attends to the people’s best interests and that people do know to 
appreciate the value of science”.368

In a meeting of the Presidency of the Serbian Royal Academy held 
in April 1931, the letter written by academician Uroš Predić was read, in 
which he informed them that he had made a portrait of Slobodan Jovano-
vić: “In addition to the previously painted and bequeathed to the Academy 
portraits of the former presidents of the Academy, Mr Jovan M. Žujović, 
the late Stojan Novaković and the late Jovan Cvijić, Mr Predić would like 
to bequeath this portrait of Mr Slobodan Jovanović to the Academy”.369 
There is an anecdote about this portrait that Milan Gavrilović wrote about 
in his letter to Slobodan Jovanović and in the journal Poruka, the organ 
of the Yugoslav National Committee in London, in 1959: “Đilas’ Mitra 
[Minister of Education, Milovan Đilas’ first wife] angrily asked: ‘Who is 
this gentleman?’ at one of the Academy’s celebrations, pointing her hand 
to Jovanović’s protrait, hanging among the portraits of other presidents of 
the Serbian Royal Academy. And when she was humbly told who he was, 

Uroš Predić (1857–1953)

138



Mitra even more angrily asked: ‘What is this gentleman doing here?’” Ac-
cording to this note, Slobodan Jovanović’s portrait was moved to the office 
of the Secretary of the Academy.370 In a previously written undated letter 
to Jovanović, Gavrilović was wondering where the portrait was: “I do not 
know if your portrait is still there hanging on the wall or whether it is at 
the bottom of the wall turned upside down. I find that the regime could 
not pay you greater respect to be passed along for posterity than that. 
Nothing would I like more than you to come back, to have your portrait 
hanging on its previous most honorable place [...]”.371

While he was the president of the Serbian Royal Academy, Slo-
bodan Jovanović published the two-volume book Vlada Aleksandra 
Obrenovića, in 1929 and 1931. The book left a strong impression. He de-
scribed the time everyone well remembered. In some cases Jovanović was 
involved either as a participant or an observer of the events that took place 
at the time. He gave the list of sources that he used in the preface to the 
book, stressing that he was unable to specify some of them: “One of the 
sources for the history of Aleksandar’s reign were the narratives told by 
his contemporaries, of whom many are still alive. I used that source, too, 
whenever possible”.372 Miloš Crnjanski wrote to him from Berlin on 26 
March 1929: “Much honored Sir, your book is brilliant. It took me a day 
and a night to read it. [...] Balugdžić praises it, Mrs Crnjanski dreads it. 
She says: ‘Let’s see how he will write the next one’. As far as I am con-
cerned, this book of yours, although lately I do not adore you as before, 
has impressed me once again. My novel, my writing in general, in the 
future, will be affected by it. Serbia is a wall and there is no way out from 
it. From your books, in particular from this one, one can understand why 
it is worth living until death. I adored it, and now I have grown to like it 
even more. In imagination it represents the cosmos with all its miracles. I 
will lose myself in it, too. If the Royal Society would publish this book of 
yours, people would read it more than Aristophanes or Thucydides. If the 
world would hear about it, it would see the state, horror, a wall, everyone 
is [...] racking their brains about. Private lives are ridiculous compared 
with that, as mice... [...] 19th-century Serbia is a miracle and it is pitty that 
your book is not translated. It would be unprecedented”.373

Historiography occupies a special place in Slobodan Jovanović’s 
oeuvre. He insisted that it was constitutional history. However, as we have 
already shown, constitutionality is the backbone and system of his polit-
ical history of Serbia. The objectivity and literary style of these studies, 
praised by his followers and opponents alike, have remained almost an 
elusive ideal. Given that they are to a great extent focused on political 

The portray of Slobodan Jovanović 
painted by Uroš Predić in 1930 (SASA 
Art Collection, Inventory No. 24)

139



clashes, a number of issues and problems that he touched on in them and that inevitable arose 
in a multi-party system, can be more clearly comprehended today than it has been possible ever 
before, when only certain individuals, rare historians and the older generation of scholars, were 
realy familiar with prewar political pluralism.

Slobodan Jovanović seriously contemplated the issues concerning methodology and 
historiography. Those are the issues that demand particular attention and circumspection. He 
investigated the issue of personal and generational prejudice, as well as prejudices in general, 
which hinder the objective interpretation of past events. He critically contemplated the con-
cepts of the philosophy of Enlightenment, and one should bear in mind that the Enlightenment 
assumptions are at the very core of the foundations of the majority of scholarly disciplines and 
fields of studies established in the 19th century. Having analyzed different interpretations of 
Rousseau’s The Social Contract, Jovanović stressed that Rousseau’s theory on the origin of soci-
ety did not belong to historiography. He made reference to an interpretation by Alfred Fouillée, 
who was very popular and influential in his time, and who held that Rousseaudid not study the 
history of the emergence of society, but rather the (rational) foundation of society.374 Given the 
evolvement of historical sciences in the 19th century, one could easily identify the cause-and-ef-
fect relationship among different stages of societal development. He pointed at the importance 
of literary style and language, to which, in France in particular, great importance was attached: 
“It is often more important how something is said than what is actually said”.375 This important 
remark by Jovanović one should bear in mind when interpreting the French texts with a refined 
style of writing, likewise “the unique language of the journal Anals that will have a well-ground-
ed literary value”.376

In addition to the prejudices of the epoch, both political and personal, Jovanović takes 
into consideration the prejudices of the national schools of historiography. He takes the studies 
authored by German, British and French historians as an example, in which Julius Caesar “was 
translated into the vernacular language of that modern historian”.377 In the German studies he is 
“a sharp Prussian bureaucrat combined with a highly methodical Prussian general staff officer; in 
the British studies, he is an aristocrat and statesman, who is cold and positivistic, in a British way, 
possessing a purely British talent for waging colonial wars and colonial administration; in the 
French studies, he is a political Don Juan, who is quick-witted, elegant and lecherous as Duke of 
Morny [Charles Demorny, dit comte de Morny, duc de Morny], and loves politics as a sport, nev-
ertheless, with a certain air of ineffable gentility in his careless manner”.378 There are some biog-
raphies that depict the person in question, regardless of an immense body of available materials 
and literature, in such a manner that he most resembles the author of biography sharing all his 
psychological dilemmas, fears and frustrations. To reconstruct the past based on facts, emanating 
from the critical research of the documents, means “to show what actually happened” (Leopold 
von Ranke). Jovan Ristić follows Ranke’s school of historiography, which steers clear of “precon-
ceived opinions; does not reject or repair anything; takes things as they are and measures them 
by a criterion that lies in themselves”. Mihailo Gavrilović, with whom Slobodan Jovanović wrote 
a study on the Serbian foreign policy in the 19th century, “did not want to impose his opinion
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upon the reader and preferred the documents speak for themselves”.379 Gavrilović’s approach 
was similar to that of Albert Sorel, who “has never provided a portrait of the great Prussian 
king [Frederick the Great] but rather did something even better instead: he assembled the facts 
so that the picture of him was to be conceived on its own in our imagination”. The very body of 
materials, of course, is not sufficient: “Researchers are not always capable to put it in order. Some 
of them embrace the historical materials to such an extent that their love for them transforms 
into a mania; they love historical materials per se: more row than processed and they throw 
everything they have found before us, without order and in a mess”. However, working with 
sources cannot be separated from interpretation, logics and subsumption. Jovanović points out 
that Ranke was approached for sometimes overestimating historical value of official documents. 
Nevertheless, the documents and events do not always and necessarily overlap: “In political po-
lemics and litigations, a written piece of evidence very often leads to their resolution, however, in 
terms of historical research it is necessary to prove the authenticity of the written evidence”. The 
public can serve as an important factor in determining whether the sources are credible or not. 
If a written or oral piece of evidence does not correspond to the truth, it can be denied in public. 
An immense body of historical materials that had to be processed posed a problem for the his-
torians prior to the First World War, whereas during the interwar period, due to the expansion 
of single-party systems, a new problem emerged, the absence of the public in political deci-
sion-making process. It was no longer possible to clearly consider the attitudes of political actors. 
Having investigated the difficulties future historians would be faced with, Jovanović pointed out 
that there was less and less written evidence owing to the growing use of phones: “letters, even 
though sometimes more notes than letters, very often proved to be an important piece of histor-
ical evidence. Nowadays, phones are increasingly replacing not only private letters but also offi-
cial acts. It is generally known that all those orders, for whichboth the one who issues it and the 
one who has to obey it bear responsibility, have not been issued in writing, but orally, over the 
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phone. The phone will hide from historians all sorts of things for 
ever”.380 Private correspondence carried on in the midst of histori-
cal events and diaries with entries on a daily basis are undoubtedly 
more useful than memoire as “the most relevant evidence”.381 Even 
though he does not reject memoires, Jovanović makes a substantial 
distinction between more and less credible writings. There are cer-
tain stashings in the memoires of older date, but there is no lying 
or deception: “even before the [First World] war, one could detect 
among our memoirists one or two of them who did not describe 
what had actually happened to them, but rather what they would 
like it had happened and who in their memoires rather depicted 
their life dreams instead of their reality. This sort of people that ear-
lier used to exist as an exception, nowadays substantialy increased 
in number. Self-love spread among writers and politicians alike”.382 
He concedes that this refers to self-deception concerning their true 
value and importance. Jovanović noted and used information ob-
tained from people who either participated in or observed histor-
ical events. He also included his own testimonies in his historical 
papers and also left his memoires behind. In some cases he had, as 
Stojan Novaković and Jovan Ristić before him, multiple functions – 
he was a participant, an observer and a historian at the same time. 
Investigations of Jovanović’s claims and facts he refers to, including 
his memoire entries, confirm the credibility of his texts.

Jovanović also took political passions of historians into 
consideration. Owing to their affections towards “the great person-
ages”, the leading historians of the French Revolution at the turn 
of the 20th century could, according to Jovanović, be divided into 
two basic groups, the Dantonists and the Robespierrists, since nei-
ther of them separated their personal affections from their research 
method and the subject of their research. Taine (Hippolyte Taine), 
who precedes them chronologically, tried to form an unbiased 
opinion about the revolution. Even prior to Taine historical papers 
concerning the French Revolution were “inspired by political pas-
sions”. However, he was the first one to draw conclusions based on 
the archival materials, which his predecessors did not use much: 
“Taine was reproached for not having treated his archival research 
with due circumspection and exhaustiveness. No doubt, although 
his successors, Aulard (Alphonse Aulard) and Mathiez (Albert 
Mathiez) in particular, adopted more scholarly methods than him, 

Hippolyte Taine (1828–1893)
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it cannot be said that they preserved more impartiality”.383 Hence, even 
though Taine precedes Aulard and Mathiez chronologically, his work has 
a more lasting value, as he tried to form an objective opinion: “Aulard 
is blinded by his political affections towards Danton, whereas Mathiez is 
blinded by his political affections towards Robespierre, and ultimately, 
Taine, with all the shortcomings of his method, got more closer to true 
historical understanding than the two of them”.384 At the time of a heated 
dispute over Robespierre in the French historiography, among numerous 
studies Jovanović singled out the study by Gérard Walter. Walter sticked to 
documents, wrote carefully and exhaustively, strictly separating historical 
truth from a narrative. He shows that Mathiez himself could not refrain 
from “using superlatives” to describe an encounter between the young stu-
dent Robespierre and King Louis XVI of France, which Walter depicts 
quite differently, based on the sources. Instead of an imaginary speech, 
in which advice is given to the king, it actually happened that the king’s 
carriage only stopped shortly in front of the school and that the student 
Robespierre “bareheaded and on his knees was delivering a speech, which 
his professors had looked through and approved beforehand and therefore 
it was impossible for him to give a lecture to the king”.385 The same goes 
for the mythical acquaintance of Robespierre with Rousseau, which “al-
ways sparked excitement among historians”, and which actually has never 
taken place: “a recent German author was so much excited about it that, 
according to Walter, he actually made an entire scenario for a movie show 
of the matter, in his work on Robespierre”.386 Even though all these un-
true accounts of famous personages should be eliminated from history, 
Jovanović is not radical, he believes that they should be, after all, kept in 
the shadow of history, as “semi-history”, since often, apart from all their 
inconsistency or inaccuracy, they may provide a very faithful description 
of some trait of a historical figure.388 When elaborating on Taine’s mul-
tivolume The Origins of Contemporary France Jovanović highlighted that 
academic history had torn down numerous legends, and Taine’s work tore 
down the legend of the revolution. The belief that the revolution was the 
major point of the French history was spread: “alongside that cult of the 
French Revolution, the cult of a revolution in general was also developed, 
as there was some extraordinary heroism and moral beauty in revolution-
ary movements. Contrary to this bourgeois glorification of the French 
Revolution, Taine spoke about it without excitement and admiration. It 
was a mass movement for him, which was destructive and unscrupulous, 
since even though the crowd had strength for destruction, it had no sense 
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for building. Nothing is more powerful than the rebelled slaves, but also nothing is more furious, 
the revolution led France, the most cultivated country at the time, into a state of primitive anar-
chy and mutual extermination”.389

As of 1929, Slobodan Jovanović delivered sociology lectures within the doctoral studies 
at the Faculty of Law in Belgrade (An Overview of the Recent Jurisprudential and Sociological 
Literature, Historical Materialism, Formal Sociology, The Sociology of Religion, Some Examples 
of Political Sociology). He published his lectures delivered within the doctoral programmes enti-
tled Formalna sociologija (Formal Sociology) (1937), Sociologija religije (The Sociology of Religion) 
(1938) and Primeri političke sociologije (Some Examples of Political Sociology) (1940). He also 
touched on sociological theories in all editions of his book on the state, his study on Marx and 
the theory and history of Marxism, as well as in a number of his critical presentations and anal-
ysis. One should bear in mind the papers concerning sociology authored by his father Vladimir 
Jovanović, as well as the experiences related to the emergence and evolvement of sociology in the 
European countries in which they lived and received their education.

Some of the topics he lectured on are not related solely to one field of study, but de-
pending on the very topic of a lecture, combine several fields of sudy (law, sociology, history, 
philosophy, political sciences). Consequently, some of his studies belong to historical sociolo-
gy, political sociology, philosophy of law, history of philosophy, political philosophy and polit-
ical theory. In his books and numerous short essays he analyzed various sociological theories 
and referred to the standpoints held by well-known sociologists. He pays particular attention to 
Comte’s (Auguste Comte) positivism, refers to Spenser’s (Herbеrt Spencer) great influence on the 
German, Russian and Italian sociology, contributions of the French sociology (Émile Durkheim, 
Gustave Le Bon), analyzes in particular Marx’s (Karl Marx) and Engels’ (Friedrich Engels) the-
ories (Marxism, historical materialism or the materialist conception of history, Engels-Morgan 
sociology), neo-Kantian influence, studies the sociology of religion and the German sociological 
theories by Weber (Max Weber), Troeltsch (Ernst Troeltsch), Wach (Joachim Wach) and Dunk-
mann (Karl Dunkmann), Simmel (Georg Simmel), von Wiese (Leopold von Wiese), Vierkandt 
(Alfred Vierkandt) and Tönnies (Ferdinand Tönnies), as well as the American sociological theo-
ries (Lester Ward, Charles Horton Cooley, Edward Alsworth Ross).
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THE 1931 CONSTITUTION AND THE ISSUE OF THE SYSTEM
OF GOVERNMENT OF THE KINGDOM OF YUGOSLAVIA

Following the three-year dictatorship King Aleksandar issued the New Constitution of the 
Kingdom of Yugoslavia in 1931. Under the Constitution, Yugoslavia was a constitutional, rather 
than a parliamentary monarchy. Contrary to the Vidovdan Constitution, a bicameral system was 
introduced, which existed in Serbia from 1901 to 1903. Nevertheless, bicameral and parliamentary 
systems could in no way be combined. Under the Constitution, the MPs were elected only in the 
lists of parties that were organized across the entire Yugoslavia: “Unlike the Vidovdan Constitution, 
the 1931 Constitution put much less emphasis on centralized government and focused on party 
centralism instead”.390 One half of the members of the Senate was elected by a special electoral 
body composed of MPs, Banovina officials and presidents of municipalities of a certain Banovina, 
while the other half of the senators was appointed by the King: “In comparison with the Assembly 
the members of which were elected in line with party lists, the Senate, as it appeared, was supposed 
to be a body composed of renowned people, who were appointed as its members by either the King 
or their Banovina owing to their personal value”.391 Jovanović pointed out that one of important 
features of the Constitution was the equality of the houses, whereas usually the lower house holds 
primacy, given that it makes decisions, above all, concerning the budget. In the event of discrep-
ancies between the two houses concerning a legislative proposal, the proposal is rejected and it 
cannot be reconsidered by the same parliament. If the two houses in the new parliament still do 
not agree on the legislative proposal, it is the King who makes decision concerning that legislative 
proposal. Jovanović pointed out the ambiguity of the interpretation of the King’s role. According 
to one interpretation, the King had the right to make decisions solely concerning the points that 
the houses did not agree on, whereas according to other interpretation, a decision-making process 
concerning an entire law was completely transferred to the King’s jurisdiction. Jovanović adopted 
the first interpretation, since the other one would contradict the Constitution under which the 
country was a constitutional monarchy. According to other interpretation, the state would be an 
absolute monarchy.392 Jovanović concludes that the King’s powers may be reduced to the powers 
of an elected judge adjudicating on the specific dispute, opting for one of the two opposing theses.

A session of the Assembly in the 1930’s. Prime Minister Milan Stojadinović is addressing the room.



He analyzed Article 116 of the new Constitution, pursuant to which the King had access 
to special powers “in a state of emergency”. Pointing at the position of the German head of state 
under the Weimar constitution, he concluded that the parliament had oversight of the King’s 
powers, even at a time when he had access to special powers. His powers are granted by the 
Constitution, but not even in a state of emergency is the King authorized to abolish articles of 
the Constitution regulating the work of the Assembly.

Jovanović holds that integral parliamentarism is the best system of government. In par-
liamentary system the ruler does not lose power, but rather delegates it instead, authorizes the re-
sponsible Prime Minister to rule. Jovanović opined that all constitutional solutions that allowed 
the monarch to be directly involved in the legislative powers were wrong in the long run. The ex-
isting position of the monarch is quite enough, and there is no need to reinforce it with further.

The Draft Constitution developed by the Constitution Drafting Commission he chaired 
(1920), along with the critique of other Constitution drafts and solutions developed by the As-
sembly Constitutional Committee (1921), and the suggestions concerning the state reorganiza-
tion draft developed by the Zagreb group (1934–1936), testify to Jovanović’s stands regarding 
the system of government of the state of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes.393 Jovanović was not for 
either confederation, federation or unitary state. He strongly supported the Draft Constitution 
revised by Stojan Protić (1920) on the basis of the Draft Constitution developed by the Consti-
tution Drafting Commissionunder which the historical provinces were to be kept with a certain 
degree of self-government. He explained several times the difference between a federal unit and 
a province, comparing provinces with the existing municipalities and provincial assemblies with 
municipal assemblies. When he spoke about the “fence” that should be “put up”,394 he referred to 
the historical provinces that could to a great extent round off all Serb-populated areas in the new 
state. The ethnically mixed Serbo-Croatian provinces posed a separate issue that he pointed at.

As per the proposition of the Zagreb group that was put to Belgrade following the ellec-
tions held in May 1935, it was evident to him that ethnically mixed Serbo-Croatian areas should be 
organized in a different manner than that ethnically homogeneous. Slobodan Jovanović held that 
under the circumstances and given the establishment of the joint state the best thing to do was to 
draw a clear-cut demarcation between Serbs and Croats. In his interview to Politika he expressed 
his opinion on the proposal from Zagreb put to Belgrade in 1935: “We argued [Slobodan Jovanović, 
Božidar Marković, Nikola Stojanović and Mihailo Ilić] that we should point at all those elements 
that in their draft fell into category of a confederate state, since, as already known, a confederation 
is incompatible with state unity. [...] As per the number of banovinas, the Zagreb Draft envisaged 
their demarcation according to the tribal principle. We opined that the tribal principle, if eventu-
ally adopted, had to be implemented consistently – for instance, if all Croats would be united into 
one banovina, consequently all Serbs would be united into one banovina, too. Having taken into 
consideration the difficulties when drawing demarcation between tribal territories held by Croats 
and Serbs, the Zagreb Draft included an option of forming one ethnically mixed Serbo-Croatian 
banovina. In this regard, we pointed out that if political parties would accept such a banovina, the 
same political system could not be applied to it, given its tribal heterogeneity, as that applied to 
tribally homogeneous banovinas”.395

In the 1920s and 1930s, Slobodan Jovanović and his sister Pravda and nephew Andra Ristić, 
travelled either together or separately to European cities, mountains, went on excursions to Belgrade 
countryside, and to the Mediterranean Sea.396
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THE COLLECTED WORKS IN 17 VOLUMES

In the 1930s Slobodan Jovanović prepared and published the Collected 
Works (1933–1936/40). In the 1920s, he published a number of books that were 
later on included in the Collected Works published in the 1930s. The publishing 
of Jovanović’s books in the decade preceding the publishing of the first Col-
lected Works was “the first attempt to present Slobodan Jovanović’s oeuvre as 
a single publishing whole”. Within the Collected Works published in the 1930s 
previously published works appeared successively, starting from the leaders of 
the French Revolution, through the books containing political and law, that is, 
historical discussions, up to the books dealing with 19th century Serbian histo-
ry, from the Defenders of the Constitution to the rule of Aleksandar Obreno-
vić. Jovanović published brand new studies on Plato and Burke, as well as the 
old study on Machiavelli within the Collected Works of 1935 in his book titled 
Iz istorije političkih doktrina. On the basis of his letters we may conclude that 
Slobodan Jovanović at the time read texts in Old Greek and made compari-
sons between their translations in different foreign languages, namely German, 
French and English. He published a brand new study on Marx in the same year, 
which was a continuation of his interpretation of Marx’s theory in his book 
dedicated to the critique of Svetozar Marković, published for the first time as 
late as in 1903. He published the fourth extended edition of the book on the 
state titled Država within the Collected Works of 1936. As a rule, he would 
publish a book on constitutional law immediately after the book on the state. 
Nevertheless, it did not make sense to publish a book on the constitutional 
law of the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes within the Collected Works 
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(1932/40), given that the Vidovdan Constitution was abolished. 
An Introduction to Constitutional Law was published in the 
Collected Works III (1932) under the title “Kraljevina SHS”. On 
the 1931 Constitution that was octroyed, as well as the 1901 
Constitution, Slobodan Jovanović wrote an analysis wherein he 
explored the Kings powers, which was already mentioned. The 
book titled Primeri političke sociologije was later included in the 
Collected Works of 1940, however, the books published in the 
meantime were left out, namely, Gledston (1937) and Аmerički 
federalizam (1939), along with the lithographed doctoral studies 
course lectures.

In the text dedicated to his lifelong friend, Bogdan Pop-
ović, he noted down that Popović used to cite a well-known say-
ing reading that man was born either as a Platonist or an Aristo-
telian and that Popović regarded himself as being born as an Ar-
istotelian, since he abandoned “methaphysical daydreaming”.397 
Popović applied Schopenhauer’s condemnation of Hegel to all 
metaphysicians “claiming that, quite in the spirit of Auguste 
Comte, methaphysics is a non-scientific way of thinking that, in 
the era of scientific positivism, is outdated”.398

At the time when Branislav Petronijević held that an-
cient philosophy failed to develop “the awareness of the prop-
er concept” and that in modern philosophy with Descartes “a 
sound foundation for philosophy was laid”, as the theory of 
knowledge, and Svetomir Ristić in his book titled Logika pro-
vided a Marburg Neo-Kantian interpretation of certain stand-
points that could be found in Plato’s dialogues, Nikola Popović 
followed Petronijević and later Neo-Kantian philosophy, it was 
not the right moment to embark on hermeneutical research of 
the topics from Plato’s text. Slobodan Jovanović, apart from his 
study on Plato, did not publish essays in either ancient philos-
ophy or ancient history. Nevertheless, he was well acquainted 
with ancient philosophy, history and literature. In an introduc-
tion to the study on Plato he highlighted that the leading idea 
of his research was the state. Plato was proving that the task 
of the state was to “bring up a better one, noble-minded ilk of 
people”.399 If the state fails in doing so, it calls its very existence, 
its survival into question: “Either true or false, this standpoint 
that can be heard today, found in Socrates an advocate that was 
difficult to outmatch so many centuries ago”. Jovanović’s study 

Plato (around 427 BC – around 347 BC)
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on Plato of1935, wherein he explores the topic of upbringing (paideia), was published two 
years after the appearance of the first volume of Jaeger’s (Werner Jaeger) well-known book 
titled Paideia, The Ideals of Greek Culture (1933), dedicated to the ancient Greek period, and 
four years after the death of Jaeger’s mentor Wilamowitz (Ulrich von Wilamowitz-Moellen-
dorff), to whose study on Plato of 1919 Jovanović refered to in his essay.400 The Wilamowitz’s 
so far unprecedented and indispensable two-volume study (in total over 1,000 pages long), 
wherein particular attention is dedicated to the understanding of politics, encouraged a new 
interpretation of dialogues and Plato’s letters, to which the authenticity was confirmed (of 
particular importance is The Seventh Letter). In up to then leading histories of ancient philos-
ophy, in particular Eduard Zeller’s Die Philosophie der Griechen, prevailed the interpretation 
of Plato in the tradition of Schleiermacher’s (Friedrich Schleiermacher) romantic devotion to 
the inseparability of the philosophical and the artistic in the dialogues, as Victor Cousin un-
derstood and translated the dialogues into French, and in Serbia, later on, mainly in the same 
spirit, the dialogues were translated by Miloš N. Đurić. It was by selecting the appropriate 
literature that contained comments on the dialogues and the interpretation of the letters, as 
well as by applying a thorough classicist approach, that enabled Jovanović to understand Plato 
in a new way, owing to which he deserves a high place in the history of the study of ancient 
philosophyin Serbia. Jovanovićreads and interprets the text, without composing his study as a 
compilation of one or more foreign studies. He provided a convincing account of the young 
Plato: “An aristocrat by birth, Plato was an individualist in the Socratic manner. Aristocratic 
concepts and Socratic individualism were not much compatible. The aristocracy has been kept 
up by family upbringing and discipline; individualism proclaims freedom of personal thought 
and self-determination”.401 Notwithstanding the attempts to ascertain historical accuracy, The 
Apology discloses Plato’s understanding of the relation between politics and morality. Taking 
this dialogue into account, one may conclude that the state must not stifle freedom of thought: 
“According to The Apology it would seem that Plato rejects any compromise whatsoever: he 
fully accepts Socrates’ standpoint, and completely rejects the standpoint of his judges”. In Cri-
to, which builds on The Apology, however, Jovanović points out, Socrates who in The Apology 
did not want to “sacrifice the independence of his thinking for the sake of the state, in Crito 
eventually sacrifices his life to the state. He who used to pursue freedom almost to the point of 
outlawry, dies as a good and obedient citizen”.402 Jovanović does not look at Plato’s dialogues 
separately, but rather one after the other, in succession, and he also touches on the relation 
between the dialogue and lecture delivered at the Academy. Jovanović pointed out that the 
question of the relationship between the state and an individual was not resolved in The Apol-
ogy and Crito and that it was rather raised instead. In the dialogue titled Gorgias, which looks 
into the same issue, one may find a recurring criticism of politicians: “Their only concern is 
to rise to power, and to hold it as longer as possible. To that end, they flatter people, pander to 
people’s prejudices, cater to their wicked asspirations”.403 According to Plato, the state, howev-
er, should bring up as more perfect citizens as possible.404 Slobodan Jovanović looked into and 
mentioned the famous Thrasymachus’ argument from the first book of Plato’s The Republic. 
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Front page of the transcript of Plato’s State from the 
9th century (Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale, Gr. 1807)

During his studies in Paris, in 1891, Bogdan Popović was prov-
ing to Slobodan Jovanović that in a famous Socrates’ debate 
with Thrasymachus on what is justice, Thrasymachus was right 
when claiming that justice was what was good for the strong-
er.405 The dialogue Gorgias also advocates the standpoint that 
justice is the advantage of the stronger (Sophist Callicles).406 In 
nature there is only balance of power that “the strong rule over 
the weak”.407 The theory of the right of the stronger advocated 
by the Sophists is a “fight for survival” theory, Darwinism be-
fore Darwin, as Jovanović points out, and he concludes that the 
theory of the right of the stronger resolves the moral problem 
by denying the existence of morality.408 According to Thrasy-
machus the state is not ruled by the best but by the stronger.409 
A just man is just because he is not given the opportunity to 
do evil: “Once he is given opportunity to do evil without facing 
punishment, he will do it“.410 Jovanović depicts the myth of the 
Ring (of invisibility) of Gyges from Plato’s Republic.411 Plato ar-
gues that a just man is happier after all since “true and lasting 
happiness is possible only within the boundaries and under the 
rule of reason“ and he derives from justice the reasons for the 
division of people within the state.412

Slobodan Jovanović analysed Plato’s dialogues one after 
the other, in succession, in particular The Republic, The States-
man and The Laws. He points at ethical issues raised by Plato 
and fully comprehends ontological unity of the ethical and the 
political, given that substantially his method implies the indi-
visibility of the phenomenon, and consequently he does not 
perceive it as a problem (which bothers many philosophers and 
interpreters) that something can be one and unique, and at the 
same time the subject of study of different philosophical and sci-
entific disciplines.413 Jovanović pointed at the relation between 
the lectures delivered at the Academy and Plato’s text: “On the 
basis of Plato’s manuscripts that were written after the establish-
ment of the Academy, and which were in all likelihood related 
to his educational endeavors, he put special effort into learning 
his listeners how to think logically, make clear distinction be-
tween different terms and develop those terms properly. Primar-
ily, they had to learn how to think”.414 He highlighted that, given 
the entire school curriculum, it was no wonder that Aristotles 
originated from Plato’s Academy. In addition to his lectures in 
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logic and mathematics, Plato also had separate discussions with a narrow circle of listeners. Even 
though Plato’s unwritten doctrine (ἄγραφα δόγματα) had not still come into focus of researchers, 
Jovanović paid special attention to the Academy.415 In addition to dialogues, he also used Plato’s 
letters, which were particularly important for understanding Plato’s esoteric teaching.416

Slobodan Jovanović held that Plato, contrary to the ideology of democracy, started out 
with the assumption that a man is not inherently good, but evil, and that to educate someone 
gets as more difficult as there are more disciples to educate and that it is impossible to educate 
the masses, if one thinks of true philosophical education. It is only a man who keeps himself in 
power on his own and who has acquired “impeccable moral education” that can rule the others. 
Therefore good government can be only the government of the chosen minority “educated in a 
philosophical spirit that the masses cannot ever be inspired by”.417 He also underlined that Plato, 
however, forgot the harmful effects of power exerted on those who exercise power. He referred 
to the importance of the experience based on which individuals are to be given power “in small 
doses, under strict supervision and with great responsibility”. A question arises whether Plato 
has any guarantees whatsoever that philosophers, once they have assumed absolute power, will 
remain philosophers after all.418 Jovanović argued that yet it was much easier to build good 
institutions than to find good masters. Plato also concluded in The Statesman that to be a good 
statesman is an exceptionally rare talent (competence) and that only one man in an entire gener-
ation may be given this talent.419 This is why institutions are of particular importance: “A good 
master, if one comes across him, is a good master with bad or good institutions alike, but given 
the fact that we encounter bad masters more often than the good ones, therefore we need insti-
tutions to keep these bad masters, even against their own will, within the boundaries of justice 
and reason”.420 Jovanović pointed out that Plato did not pay any particular attention to this issue 
in The Republic. He used this argument in his other studies, too, when he criticized an absolute 
monarchy and any other form of absolute power. He pointed at the difference among The Re-
public, The Statesman and The Laws. Contrary to The Republic, Plato pays greater attention to 
laws and institutions in The Laws: “As long as Plato fantasized about sovereigns with superhu-
man virtues and competences, he put the rulers above the law; once he took the people as they 
were, he put the law above the sovereigns”.421 Jovanović’s analysis of the constitutional system 
of Plato’s Republic in The Laws is particularly important and useful, as he was well acquainted 
with numerous legislative solutions, and thus could compare and provide clear explanation of 
the electoral and administrative system that Plato envisaged. Given the fact that in The Laws at 
the head of the state are not philosophers, consequently the question arises as to how the rulers 
will influence the moral advancement of their fellow-citizens (which is the end the Plato’s state 
pursues in The Republicand The Laws). Nevertheless, in the last chapter of The Laws, Plato has 
suddenly set up the Nocturnal Council “as a new government [...] which [...] is nothing else but 
again a government of philosophers, somewhat disguised”.422

We have already touched on Jovanović’s study on Machiavelli in the paper. According 
to one testimony, he was revising and adapting the text for several times, since he was anxious 
about whether the interpretation of Machiavelli would be properly understood.
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Jovanović’s study on Edmund Burke is of particular importance 
for the understanding of his standpoints. Burke’s significance for political 
philosophical thought is reflected in the fact that he had thematized the 
experience of thinking. There is a dogma, instilled by education, that phi-
losophy is a rational thinking activity, which, therefore, has nothing to do 
with experience as a result of practical work and life. This opinion is very 
widespread. Experience cannot be excluded either from the concept of 
general philosophy, or practical philosophy (the state and law, that is pol-
itics). Actually, philosophy can be defined as the experience of thinking.

In his reaction to the French Revolution and Rousseau’s ideas that 
its leaders started to apply, when having provided his reflection on the 
revolution, Burke found some pretext to theoretically elaborate on the ex-
perience of political thinking. However, if one wants to understand the 
distinctiveness of his thought, one has to understand the difference be-
tween the American and French Revolution, alongside the reasons why 
Burke supported all demands of the American colonies and was the first 
one to criticize the French Revolution. Even though Jovanović did not 
accept the entire Burke’s critique of the French Revolution, he agreed 
with his basic arguments. Burke highlighted that difference between the 
French and the English Revolution lay in the fact that the French Rev-
olution was an idealistic one. The English “Glorious Revolution” was a 
revolution against certain King’s abuses of power, whereas the French one 
was fought in the name of the philosophical ideal of Enlightenment: “In 
politics, idealism always comes in for criticism: in politics one cannot do 
anything against the facts. Of all the facts, the most important one is a 
nation’s past and history, since it permeates its moral being and forms the 
character of a nation. The same rule applies to all general ideas, including 
philosophical ideals, too, which we have to adapt so as to suit individual 
characters, if we intend to make them applicable after all. Therefore: ‘the 
restoration of institutions cannot be carried out at once, in line with some 
absolute measure of a philosophical ideal; it must be carried out gradual-
ly, in constant accord with the historical features of a given nation. New 
institutions, which the people have not yet got used to should be built on 
the institutions the people had grown accustomed to during the course 
of history’”.423 Enacting new constitutions brings about gradual changes. 
The constitutional power is limited by the rules set out for changing the 
Constitution, and which are laid down by the previous Constitution. Con-
sequently, the constituent power, in Jovanović’s view, is not unlimited un-
der normal circumstances. Nevertheless, in a state of emergency, such as 
revolutions, it becomes unlimited and uncontrolled power.
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Burke had predicted the course of history that took place between the 18th and 20th cen-
tury: “Burke anticipated some things that were not only a feature of the French Revolution, but 
also a feature of modern democracy. He wandered: who would, once estates and historical prov-
inces have been abolished, hold disorganized individuals together? There has to be some sort of 
a link, or otherwise the state would smash into pieces... It dawned on Burke that two types of 
people gain in importance in a time of revolution: financiers and journalists. He explained that 
the circulation of money and the flow of the news were the only links that remained in an oth-
erwise disorganized society. Burke, therefore, predicted the government of large banks and large 
newspapers that eventually have become the features of modern democracy. He even predicted 
the manner in which newspapers would shape public opinion: instead of truth and reason, they 
would resort to recurring repetition of the same claims and slogans over and over again”.424 Slo-
bodan Jovanović pointed at the fact that Burke “had not liked” the state of affairs in which the 
state is run by financial institutions and editorial boards of the media from the capital. Hence, 
the revolution should be avoided, if possible, and all forces should be framed into fight that takes 
place under a specific set of rules, which is enabled by the parliamentary system. The revolution 
is “a historic upheaval and explosion”, a disaster “when the servile masses are indeed unanimous 
and act as an elemental force”,425 as an earthquake, flood or enemy invasion.

According to Burke, the state has its moral character, which is formed over time, during 
the course of history and which is the key of its destiny. For Burke politics is an experiential 
science that should not be learned а priori: “short experience cannot teach us this practical sci-
ence, since true effects of moral reasons do not ensue immediately – eventually one that seemed 
harmful at first, proved to be remarkable later on (whereby it is even possible that such an effect 
resulted from some pernicious ones it produced at the outset of events)“.426 Hans-Georg Gadam-
er underlined that there were no insurmountable differences between tradition and mind, as the 
Enlightenment endeavored to present. He concluded that the protection of tradition was actually 
an act of mind.427 Slobodan Jovanović underlined that the attempts to point the state in the di-
rection that was not tailored to its character were either futile or pernicious. He held that Burke 
was right when claiming that personal rights and freedoms offered too narrow basis for social 
morality, as democracy in its further development had to supplement the ideology of personal 
rights with the ideology of social duties, which eventually led to the theory of social solidarity. 
One should bear in mind that Slobodan Jovanović and Edmund Burke lived in different times. 
Political parties as we understand them today did not really exist in Burke’s time, the Whigs 
and the Torries were organized differently than today. British parliamentary system hadnot yet 
reached the Victorian Westminister system that Slobodan Jovanović regarded as exemplary. Hip-
polyte Tainealso followed Burke’s arguments: “It is a common thing that the French Revolution 
is the subject of reproach for its rationalism in its numerous criticisms, which was developed by 
Taine in particular. Nevertheless, it was Burke who was the first one who paid attention to the 
rationalism of the revolution, to its abstract and metaphysical character”.428

Jovanović’s study on Marx was published in his book titled Iz istorije političkih doktrina, 
Platon, Makijaveli, Berk, Marks as well as in the XVI volume of his 1935 Collected Works. It is 



a result of many years of work and strenuous monitoring of the development of Marxist and 
socialist thought and the activities of the workers’ movement. It was modeled on  the lectures 
Jovanović delivered at the Faculty of Law in Belgrade, within doctoral studies (1932–1933). For 
decades, up to 1961, Jovanović’s study was the only history of Marxism in Yugoslavia, which of 
course was not used. There were only some partial overviews in the meantime. 

The study on Marx is divided into four basic parts, which look into Marx’s theory 
(“Marxism”), different Marxist interpretations of Marx’s theory (“Marxists”), critique of Marx-
ism (“Anti-Marxists”) and provide a synthesis and evaluation (“Conclusion”). As early as in his 
study on Svetozar Marković (1903) Jovanović touched on Engels’Anti-Dühring (1878, 1894) for 
easy reference, and in his study on Marx he pointed out that it was useful as it contained clear 
explanation of the evolution of philosophical thought that had preceded Marxism (old socialism, 
Hegelian dialectic, Ludwig Andreas von Feuerbach’s materialism). In the same chapter he inves-
tigated Marx’s “Thesis on Feuerbach” (1845) and expounded the importance of the concept of 
practice. He highlights that philosophy takes center stage in Marx’s teaching, given the fact that 
solutions in certain fields of study (sociology, political economy, history) are derived from Marx’s 
philosophical standpoints. He analyzed Engels’ sociology that was based on the findings of the 
American anthropologist Lewis Henry Morgan, political economy in Marx’s Critique of Political 
Economy (1859) and Capital (1867), as well as Marx’s interpretation of history in The Eighteenth 
Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte (1852). He also looked into Engel’s testimonies and conclusions 
from his late latters (1890). He paid particular attention to the comparison of Hegel’s and Marx’s 
theories. Jovanović analyzed different interpretations of Marx’s teaching, as well as the theories 
and standpoints of Marx’s followers (Karl Kautsky, Eduard Bernstein, Rosa Luxemburg, Henryk 
Grossmann, Georg Lukács, Hendrik de Man, Lenin, Trotsky, Karl Korsch, Heinrich Cunow). He 
also focused on the relationships among socialist, that is Marx’s and Kant’s, and Neo-Kantian 
theories (Paul Natorp, Ludwig Woltmann, Max Adler, Jean Jaurès), as well as on the theories of 
Austro-Marxists (Otto Bauer, Rudolf Hilferding, Max Adler). The third part, titled “Anti-Marx-
ists”, focuses on the critiques of Marxism (Rudolf Stammler, Hans Kelsen, conservative socialists 
Othmar Spann and Werner Sombart, liberal socialist Franz Oppenheimer, liberal Ludwig von 
Mises, sociologists Vilfredo Pareto and Max Weber, Max Scheler). He did not mention Economic 
and Philosophic Manuscripts (1844) that had just appeared at the time (1932) and had not still 
had the significance that they would acquire later on. Nevertheless, Jovanović also investigated 
the standpoints of the leading Belgian Marxist at the time de Man (Hendrik de Man). De Man 
was, apart from Marcuse (Herbert Marcuse), the first one to respond to the emergence of Eco-
nomic and Philosophic Manuscripts (1932), in which he perceived “a humanist flair” (opposite to 
“materialistic Marx”), similar to his own views on Marxist humanism.429 Jovanović places the 
main emphasis on the importance of Marx’s understanding of the issue of capitalism, that is the 
issue of reification (Verdinglichung), which he examined in the chapter dedicated to Lukács. At 
the time when Marxism was excluded from mainstream philosophical circles, Jovanović high-
lighted that it was the philosophical content of Marxism, which was related to Hegel’s philoso-
phy, that was crucial for the interpretation of Marxism.
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To understand Jovanović’s papers on Marxism, communism, so-
cialism and the development of the labor movement, it is necessary to 
take into account the works of his father, Vladimir Jovanović. In Slobodan 
Jovanović’s study on Svetozar Marković (1903), wherein he expounds 
Marx’s theory and analyzes Marković’s critical evaluation of Marxism, 
the question arises whether Marx’s theory has anything to do with etics, 
which will later become an important Marxist issue. In his study on Sveto-
zar Marković he elaborated on the Marxist critique of the Russian socialist 
thought, that is, Plekhanov’s (Георгий Валентинович Плеханов) critique 
of Chernyshevsky. Jovanović also touched on Marxism in The State (1914, 
1922, 1936), as well as in a number of shorter papers. In addition to doc-
toral studies course on Marxism that he delivered, he also supported, to-
gether with his Marxist-oriented assistant, Jovan Đorđević, and set up a 
student debate club at the Faculty of Law, which was actually “a sort of a 
small academy of Marxism”. Slobodan Jovanović held that theories should 
be discussed and interpreted openly and freely, because it is only under 
unrestrained conditions that relevant scientific results can be achieved.

Jovanović held that in Marx’s theory it was the monistic under-
standing of social life that was disputable, which required the reduction 
of all social phenomena to one factor, as a primordial cause, whereby this 
factor had to be an economic one. It cannot be proven that an econom-
ic “super-fact” is the only one among the social factors that wields crea-
tive power: “There is no reason to split social facts into a higher sphere, 
wherein in the name of economy the last causes of all social occurences 
are hidden, and a lower sphere that would encompass everything else that 
does not belong to economy or depends on it as its consequence”.430 He 
highlighted that the success of Marxism as an ideology was indisputable, 
which could be compared with the success of the world religions, and that 
it was the assumption on the inevitable collapse of capitalism from the 
Manifesto of the Communist Party (1848) that was of paramount impor-
tance for the global impact of Marxism and its spread.

Even though this opinion is shared by a number of Slobodan 
Jovanović’s pre-war and post-war Marxist critics, one could not conclude 
that Jovanović advocated idealism or that he was a radical sceptic.431 
He held that the truthfulness of idealism and materialism could not be 
proven, since materialism was not a (positivist) science: “Materialism is a 
philosophy, which – as any other philosophy – goes beyond science and 
claims some things that cannot be proven. Materialism is as entitled to ex-
ist as any other philosophical system, but has no more rights than others. 
Nevertheless, it has clung to natural sciences and therefore tries to offer 
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its philosophical theories as scientific truths”432. Jovanović touched on what Marx and Engels 
adopted from Hegel and applied to their theories. He stressed that Marx had rejected Hegel’s 
assumption on the world spirit, nevertheless, he did not reject Hegel’s method. Marx held that 
every epoch has its special laws: “When one is aware of such principles, then he can claim with 
certainty that the next social state is to be based on brand new opposite principles. Using this 
deductive reasoning, Marx predicted the collapse of capitalism and the dictatorship of the pro-
letariat in the forseeable future. These predictions were the remains of Hegel’s method”.433 Marx 
“transferred the principle of opposition from the sphere of ideas to social reality, wherein it took 
the form of class struggle”. The subordinate class is opposed to the rulling class same as antith-
esis to thesis: logical negation transforms into class antagonism – and a dialectical method [led 
by Marx] leads to the conclusion that the very concept of social development implies a revolu-
tion”.434 One may say that for Jovanović the essence of Marxism lies in dialectic. The critique of 
Marxist dialectic, owing to its generality, has by far greater scope, that is, it touches on a number 
of different fractions and options in the interpretation of Marx’s thought. The prewar and post-
war Marxist reception made no attempt to respond to this Jovanovic’s basic critique whatsoever.
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SERBIAN CULTURAL CLUB 1937–1941

In the founding assembly of the Serbian Cultural Club Slobodan 
Jovanović expounded a political program the founders gathered around, 
and set forth ideas that he would promote in his work. For four years 
he was the first and only president of this, certainly the most important 
Serbian political and cultural organization in the Kingdom of Yugoslavia, 
which worked on bringing together and organizing the Serbian people.435

On registration, at the explicit request of the Ministry of Interior, 
it was highlighted in its statute that it was a nonpartisan society: “The 
society is tasked to work on fostering Serbian culture within Yugoslavism, 
with keeping full distance from daily and party politics” (Article 3 of the 
Serbian Cultural Club Statute). Nevertheless, the Serbian Cultural Club 
also was a political organization from the very beginning. Compared to 
the Serbian parties and societies at the time, the Club differed from them 
in the fact that it pushed for the ideas of democracy, or parliamentary sys-
tem, and Serbian patriotism at the same time. It is important to underline 
that it raised the Serbian Question, that is, it made an attempt to political-
ly articulate Serbian national interests in Yugoslavia.

The wrong assertion that the advent of the Serbian Cultural Club 
was a response to the foundation of the Banovina of Croatia is often reit-
erated. Nevertheless, the Serbian Cultural Club was founded in 1937, two 
years prior to the Cvetković-Maček Agreement (1939). Even though it was 
not founded as a response to the foundation of the Banovina of Croatia, its 
emergence was deeply connected with the Serbian-Croatian Question.436 
With its evolvement, the Club became more and more politically active. 
Actually, its work can be divided into two phases. In its initial phase, up to 
the establishment of the Banovina of Croatia (1939), it was devoted largely 
to cultural pursuits. Culture, however, was understood much broader than 
usual, as something broader than the concept of science, art and politics. 

The Export Bank palace on Terazije, 
which housed the seat of the Serbian 
Cultural Club (1937–1941) (photo 
owned by Miloš M. Jurišić)
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In the second phase of its work the Club devoted almost entirely to 
political pursuits. The Serbian Cultural Club criticized in particular 
the 1939 Cvetković-Maček Agreement. It did not deny rights of Cro-
ats to organize their own national associations, but the same right 
was demanded for the Serbs.

Contrary to integral Yugoslavism, Slobodan Jovanović and 
the Serbian Cultural Club pushed for the advance of integral Ser-
bianhood within the existing Yugoslav state framework (under the 
motto: “a strong Serbian identity – a strong Yugoslavia”).437 The 
Croatian Peasant Party was a broad national movement supported 
by the vast majority of the Croatian people. The 6 January Dictator-
ship (1929–1931) could not substantially “destabilize” the Croation 
movement, whereas, on the other hand, it had seriously weakened 
and disorganized Serbian political parties, which were not national 
movements, but only parliamentary parties. 

Slobodan Jovanović maintained contacts with the repre-
sentatives of all political options within the Serb political milieu. 
Although it can be asserted with absolute certainty that the Com-
munist Party of Yugoslavia was the only one that pushed for the in-
troduction of the Soviet system and thus was most explicitly against 
any form of parliamentarism and private property, and accordingly 
the most fervently against the ideas pursued by the Serbian Cultural 
Club, Jovanović made contact with the communists, too. On one 
occasion he visited the newly opened embassy of the Soviet Union 
in Belgrade, and he also supported the launching of a student de-
bate club at the Faculty of Law, wherein the Marxist theory was dis-
cussed. In all likelihood, he also met with the secretary of the Com-
munist Party of Yugoslavia Milan Gorkić (Josip Čižinski).438 Even 
though the Communist Party of Yugoslavia, following the Seventh 
World Congress of the Comintern, held in Moscow in 1935, like all 
other sections of the Comintern, began to advocate the concept of 
a broader movement of the antifascist forces (the National Front), it 
eventually failed to come to terms with the leaderships of the polit-
ical parties in Yugoslavia. Following the  Molotov–Ribbentrop Pact 
from 1939, all actions concerning the creation of the National Front 
were discontinued. We may note that in the same year in Septem-
ber Josip Broz Tito was invited to Moscow where he took part in 
the meeting chaired by Dmitriy Manuilsky (Дмитрий Захарович 
Мануильский), representative of the Communist Party of the Soviet

Regulation on the Banovina
of Croatia (26 August 1939)

Banovina of Croatia, an integral part
of the Kingdom of Yugoslavia from
1939 to 1941
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Union in the Comintern. The topic of the meeting was how to explain to the members of the 
European communist parties the Molotov–Ribbentrop Pact.439

Slobodan Jovanović also maintained contacts with the left-wing faction of the Alliance of 
Agrarians and later the National Peasant Party, even though he knew firsthand that its general sec-
retary and ideologue, Dragoljub Jovanović, completely contrary to the politics of the Serbian Cul-
tural Club, pushed for as larger as possible Banovina of Croatia, ceding Bosnia (Vrbas Banovina) to 
Croatia and numbering Bosnian Muslims and Catholic Slavs (Bunjevci and Šokci) among Croats.

One may say that the advent and the establishment of the Serbian Cultural Club was ac-
tually gathering around Slobodan Jovanović.440 The article authored by Dragiša Vasić “Slobodan 
Jovanović – on the occasion of his 70th birthday”, published in Srpski glas (7 December 1939) 
clearly testified to the fact that he was the mastermind behind the idea of the Serbian Cultural 
Club. Dragiša Vasić highlighted that not only was Jovanović the mastermind behind the idea of 
the Serbian Cultural Club, but also its leader and ideologue (“its genuine and spiritual leader”): 
“[Slobodan Jovanović] as a vibrant and dynamic spirit full of concern for the future, put [himself] 
at the forefront of a movement expressed in the institution of the Serbian Club, movement whose 
main idea was conceived by him and which he led as a genuine and spiritual leader”. Vasić refers to 
his first hand experience (“we had a chance to see him at work”) and stresses that Slobodan Jova-
nović pursues the idea of the Serbian Cultural Club with “a lot of energy, determination, idealism 
and practical sense”.441 In the journal Srpski glas the articles on the Serbs living in Croatia, Lika 
(“The Voice of Lika”, “A Letter from Lika”), Northern Dalmatia, on building the House of Gavrilo 
Princip with his bust (by Đorđe Jovanović), forming of a Serbian (territorial) unit in Yugoslavia, 
seting up a numerous subboards of the Club across the country (Niš, Sombor, Bihać, Novi Bečej 
etc.) appeared on a regular basis. It was quite often that on the basis of the decisions issued by the 
Public Prosecutor’s Office for the city of Belgrade the sale of the journal Srpski glas was banned. In 
Srpski glas appeared the articles authored by president of the Serbian Royal Academy Aleksandar 
Belić, archimandrite Justin Popović, Stevan Jakovljević, Nikola Vulić, Mladen Žujović, Radoslav 
Grujić, Boža Marković, president of the Court of Cassation Rusomir Janković and others.

In the article titled “Slobodan Jovanović i narod” (Slobodan Jovanović and the People), 
written on 17 December 1939, and published in the Srpski književni glasnik of 1 February 1940, 
Dragoljub Jovanović highlighted that Slobodan Jovanović was the main promoter of the Serbian 
idea: “An intellectual, analyst, describer, he has received faith from a Serbian peasant, filtered 
through reason, the one that is irresistible, maybe the only one that has been warming him up 
from the very beginning the same as today, the faith in Serbianhood [...] Some of the Serbian 
faith has passed on Mr. Slobodan Jovanović and here he is, at the sunset of his life, becomes the 
promoter of the Serbian idea”.442 Dragoljub Jovanović confirms in his note on their conversation 
of 18 January 1940 that Slobodan Jovanović is the originator and founder of the Serbian Cultural 
Club, wherein it is the most explicitly stated by Slobodan Jovanović, and noted down as a quote, 
that the Serbian Cultural Club was his idea (“it is my idea”). The same testimony includes the ex-
planation as to how this idea was conceived, based on Slobodan Jovanović’s personal experience:
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“A few years ago I was passing through Bosnia while I was on my way to Dalmatia. I saw that our 
Serbs were quite confused and that their cultural institutions were falling into decay. While they 
were under Austro-Hungarian rule, they looked after themselves and showed strong personal 
initiative. After the war they believed that everything should be left to the state. But actually, nei-
ther the state was Serbian, nor it took over the tasks of Prosvjeta, Matica Srpska or other cultural 
societies. I opined that those activities should be restored”.443

“An open letter to Slobodan Jovanović, retired university professor, academician, presi-
dent of the Serbian Cultural Club and the author of the Srpski glas editorial”, which was written 
on 20 April, and published in May 1940, by Miloš Milošević, the closest associate and brother-in-
law of Dragoljub Jovanović, also testifies to the fact that Slobodan Jovanović was the originator, 
founder and ideologue of the Serbian Cultural Club. The open letter actually meant “a public 
indictment”, “putting Slobodan Jovanović in the dock” and “his condemnation” for the reason 
that he failed to understand “the historical importance of the Cvetković-Maček Agreement” as 
the leader and ideologue of the Serbian Cultural Club. The letter was published only two months 
after an eulogy of Slobodan Jovanović appeared, which was authored by Dragoljub Jovanović and 
published in the Glasnik, which Milošević refers to in his brochure. It was as if the fierceness of 
his vocabulary was fueled by his wish to as soon as possible, at all costs and as louder as possible 
dissociate himself from Slobodan Jovanović, whom the author of “An Open Letter” reproaches 
for all that he was obviously fed up with for a very long time, starting from the fact that he had 
no friends in “the city of Belgrade”, through his inability to raise funds for publishing party’s 
newsletter, up to the fact that paper was too expensive. One may easily detect insulting adjec-
tives, parodying of the expressions from the text by Dragoljub Jovanović published in the Glasnik 
(“at the sunset of life”) and a failed imitation of peasant affectation. This letter also contains a 
well-known unfounded accusation that Slobodan Jovanović contributed to the proclamation of 
the 6 January Dictatorship, which was readily repeated over and over again in the post-war prop-
aganda. The view of Slobodan Jovanović and the Serbian Cultural Club expressed in “An open 
Letter” should be observed in the context of political ideas pursued by the agrarian movement 
and Dragoljub Jovanović’s National Peasant Party.

There is an unbroken continuity in Slobodan Jovanović’s foreign policy views, starting 
from his first articles published in the Order (Red) up to his memoirs. His views concerning do-
mestic policy may be simplified and reduced to the idea of integral parliamentary system, which 
he considered, in addition to its general theoretical advantages, as the only system that was ap-
propriate to the needs of the Serbian people.

He looked into the terms “cultural pattern” and “culture” for a number of years, most 
often together with Bogdan Popović. It should be emphasized that it is impossible to understand 
the most significant political terms of the Serbian Cultural Club without performing an in-depth 
analysis of Slobodan Jovanović’s discourses and essays.

When the Serbian Cultural Club was founded Pavle Popović, one of the oldest Jovano-
vić’s friends, ever since Grammar School, that is, from the group gathered around the journal 
Red (1894), was its interim president who proposed Slobodan Jovanović as president.444 Bogdan 



161

Popović was one of the founders of the Club, to whose influence may be ascribed the mem-
bership of a number of businessmen in the Serbian Cultural Club. Slobodan Jovanović testifies 
to the fact that close friends of Bogdan Popović, who never actively went into politics, were 
almost all either politicians or financiers.445 The circle of the founders and members of the Ser-
bian Cultural Club further expands around the core group of personalities with whom Jovanović 
maintained constant contact, as well as the members of families he had known all his life, the 
members of parties whose pre-history was associated with the Liberal Party and Progressive Par-
ty, including his former students, too. Everything, including the idea of dividing the Club into 
educational and economic section, implies Jovanović’s basic ideas, in particular that concerning 
parliamentary system and the existence social groups within the state. If one takes into consid-
eration the unbroken continuity of issues he looked into and endeavored to find their practical 
solutions, his insistence on parliamentary system and the consistency of his views concerning 
the Serbian national interests, it is quite understandable that the idea of the Serbian Cultural 
Club was discussed within Slobodan Jovanović’s narrow circle of friends and that he was in every 
respect the leading personality of the entire movement, which is corroborated most explicitly by 
the testimonies of his associates and contemporaries. At its founding assembly in 1937, Slobodan 
Jovanović outlined the programme the founders would be following and the ideas they would 
be pursuing: “The Serbian Cultural Club [...], as envisaged by its founders, is supposed to be the 
meeting place and discussion forum for all those interested in issues concerning Serbian national 
culture. Here national culture is considered in its broadest sense, so as to include both spiritual 
and material culture. That is why one may see united intellectuals and businessmen at the Ser-
bian Cultural Club. This may be the first time such a close collaboration between intellectuals 
and businessmen has ever been attempted. The establishment of the Serbian Cultural Club was 
initiated by the people who did not hold any prominent position in either party or political life. 
Accordingly, it was explicitly stated from the very beginning that the Serbian Cultural Club was 
to address questions concerning national culture without having any party or political prefer-
ence. At the same time the intention was to give opportunity to people who were tied to different 
parties and ideologies to take part in the meetings of the Serbian Cultural Club. The exchange 
of thoughts in such a neutral environment, even if it does not immediately produce any visible 
results, will undoubtedly prove useful over time, since it will contribute to viewpoints harmo-
nization concerning the matters of national importance. The Club’s statutes read that Serbian 
national culture is to be nurtured within the Yugoslav framework. [...] Separate cultural organi-
zations of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes could be dangerous to the state union only if they would be 
misused for inciting tribal or religious hatred. Naturally, the Serbian Cultural Club will not allow 
such a national idea abuse to take place in its midst [...] the Serbian Cultural Club pushes for 
bringing Serbianhood and culture closer together. Nowadays both the state and the nation can 
thrive only as cultural forces. The Serbian people has provided sufficient evidence of its cultural 
potentials, and most importantly, it does not blindly emulate foreign patterns: it rather possesses 
some creative strength and aspiration towards the original. Nevertheless, capabilities and aspira-
tions are not enough. We do need to get organized, too [...].”



The Serbian Cultural Club brought together the Serbian intellectual, political and busi-
ness elite. The founders of the Club lectured at the University of Belgrade and other Serbian 
faculties (22), they occupied top positions in the state and military administration (eight former 
ministers, assistant ministers, ministers plenipotentiary and two generals), they also held lead-
ership positions on boards of associations of industrialists and bankers (eight businessmen), and 
also held the highest positions in the then judiciary. Among them were also notable lawyers, 
writers, engineers, physicians, architects. The founders of the Serbian Cultural Club were the 
academicians Slobodan Jovanović, Bogdan Gavrilović, president of the Serbian Royal Academy, 
Bogdan Popović, Pavle Popović, Tihomir Đorđević, Đorđe Jovanović (sculptor), Stanoje Stano-
jević, Division General Živko Pavlović, Vladimir Ćorović, Miloš Trivunac, Veselin Čajkanović, 
Stevan Jakovljević, Veljko Petrović, Jovan Dučić (he claimed he was one of the founders, though 
his name was not on the first list), Dragiša Vasić (a corresponding member), as well as Dr Mlad-
en Žujović, lawyer, reserve Lieutenant Colonel (nephew of Jovan Žujović, president of the Acad-
emy), Division General Ljubomir Pokorni, Dr Vojislav Arnovljević, Stevan Popović, secretary 
of the Chamber of Industry, Professor Dr Živan Spasojević (Faculty of Law), Živko Tadić, law-
yer, Professor Dr Mihailo Konstantinović and others. The members of the Board were Slobodan 
Jovanović (president), Dr Nikola Stojanović (vice president), lawyer, father-in-law of Dr Vojislav 
Grol, son of Milan Grol, Dragiša Vasić (vice president), corresponding member of the Serbian 
Royal Academy (from 1934), lawyer, professor Dr Pavle Stevanović (vice president of the Educa-
tion Section), Dr Vladimir Đorđević (president of the Economy Section), industrialist (son-in-
law of Division General Mihailo Rašić, father of academician Dimitrije Đorđević, historian), Ko-
sta Đ. Popović, merchant (treasurer), assistant professor, afterwards associate professor, Dr Vasa 
Čubrilović (secretary, a member of the Agrarian Party of Jovan Jovanović Pižon from 1921),446 
Dr Danilo J. Danić (relative of Garašanin, Žujović and others), judge of the Court of Cassation, 
Assistant Professor Dr Slobodan Drašković (son of the Minister of Interior Milorad Drašković 
from the Democratic Party, who was assassinated by the members of the terrorist organization 
“Crvena Pravda” [The Red Justice] in 1921), Dragomir Ilić, headmaster of the Grammar School, 
Dr Sima Ilić, physician, Professor Dr Stevan Jakovljević (author of the book titled Srpska trilogi-
ja, brother of the writer Milica Jakovljević Mir-Jam),447 Risto Jojić, former minister (Democratic 
Party, assassinated in 1944), Professor Dr Milan Kićevac, Sreten Stojanović, sculptor (brother of 
Dr Mladen Stojanović) and Branko Trajković (head of the Association of the Purchasing Coop-
eratives of the Civil Servants). The members of the Supervisory Committee were academician 
and Division General Živko Pavlović (president), Rusomir Janković, the president of the Court 
of Cassation, Professor Dr Dragoslav Jovanović, rector of the University of Belgrade, Teodosije 
Ristić, deputy director of Prometna Bank (nephew of Golub Janić, great benefactor, financier and 
organizer of the Chetnik action in Macedonia prior to the First World War) and Mihailo Švabić, 
director of the Hipotekarna banka trgovačkog fonda (Merchant Fund Mortgage Bank).

President of the Economic Section of the Serbian Cultural Club, Dr Vladimir Đorđević, 
elaborated on its work in Srpski glas: “No man can be found in our nation who more clearly and 
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properly perceives the importance to the culture and defense of our nation of national economy 
than Mr Slobodan Jovanović. Once he has founded the Serbian Cultural Club, he expressed his 
high opinion of national economy by having divided the Club into two sections, the Educational 
and the Economic one”.448

According to his contemporaries, Belgrade gymnasium youth mainly pursued the ide-
as of the Serbian Cultural Club: “One may say that Belgrade intellectual youth – with the 
exception of a negligible number of ‘komsalonci’ [upper class leftists], and even more negli-
gible number of ‘Ljotićevci’ and a few more bon vivants, who predominantly came from the 
exceedingly wealthy families – adopted national-oriented and democratic views. It embraced 
the ideas of the prewar Serbian Cultural Club of Slobodan Jovanović, Dragiša Vasić and other 
renowned personages from prewar Belgrade [...] That act – according to Uglješa Krstić – was 
not an act of choosing either ‘for’ or ‘against’. It was rather a natural siding with the continuity 
of a national and democratic, state defense, historical vertical”.449

Some members of the Serbian Cultural Club: Bogdan Gavrilović (1864–1947), president of the Serbian Royal Academy, 
professor of mathematics; Bogdan Popović (1864–1944), aesthetician, literary theorist, professor, academician; Pavle Popović 
(1868–1939), literary historian, professor, academician; Jovan Dučić (1871–1943), poet, writer, king's envoy, academician; 
Vladimir Ćorović (1885–1941), historian, professor, academician; Stanoje Stanojević (1874–1937), historian, academician; 
Miloš Trivunac (1876–1944), philologist, Germanist, professor, academician and Dr Vladimir Đorđević (1894–1967), president 
of the Economic Section of the Serbian Cultural Club.



The members of the Serbian Cultural Club faced 
different fates during and after the war. Vice presidents and 
several members of the Steering Committee and its found-
ers were the members of the Central National Committee on 
Ravna Gora (Dragiša Vasić, Nikola Stojanović, Mladen Žujo-
vić). Academician Dimitrije Đorđević noted down that many 
members of the Serbian Cultural Club took part in the found-
ing and the activities of Mihailović’s movement: “The Serbian 
Cultural Club youths were among the first ones to join Mi-
hailović. As volunteers, they retreated with broken troops to 
Kotor and Herceg Novi. Vojin Andrić and Mime Matić, rep-
resentatives of the Serbian Cultural Club, were as early as on 
12 June on Ravna Gora”.450 Uglješa Krstić noted down that the 
Yugoslav Ravna Gora Youth (YRGY) was set up by General 
Mihailović in 1942: “The headquarters 501 and 1001 were the 
largest in size. The first one originated from the Youth Section 
of the Serbian Cultural Club, to which belonged Miodrag Jo-
vičić, and the other one from the Democratic Student Club, to 
which belonged Nikola Pašić [grandson of Nikola Pašić, son of 
R. Pašić], for instance”.451

Some of the founders of the Serbian Cultural Club 
performed some public administration functions for a certain 
period of time during the war, such as for instance, academi-
cian Miloš Trivunac, philologist (he defended his PhD thesis 
on the French classical philologist Guillaume Budé in 1902 in 
Munich), Germanist, founder and professor of the Department 
of the German language and literature at the University of Bel-
grade.452 He served as the Minister of Education for just over a 
month in 1941. Shortly afterwards he founded an education and 
literacy foundation. It is known that he was arrested in Novem-
ber 1944 and that all his property was confiscated in December 
of the same year, but there is no information whatsoever con-
cerning the date of his secret execution, in all probability it took 
place in late 1944. Some members of the Serbian Cultural Club 
died in the war, some spent their life in exile, some supported 
the new regime (Stevan Jakovljević, for instance), whereas oth-
ers did their best to adapt to a new situation.

Srpski glas (a page from the newspaper) 
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27 MARCH 1941: SECOND DEPUTY PRIME MINISTER

The Kingdom of Yugoslavia remained military neutral at the beginning of World War II 
in 1939. In 1941 the war raged for two years already, during which Germany managed to unite 
Continental Europe, by annexing Austria and the Czech Republic and by overrunning Poland, 
France, Belgium, the Netherlands, Denmark and Luxemburg, either by using diplomacy or mil-
itary force. Following the Civil War in Spain, Francisco Franco came to power, and António de 
Oliveira Salazar in Portugal. Germany, which signed the Molotov–Ribbentrop Pact with the So-
viet Union (including the secret protocol), fought only against England in Europe. Italy invaded 
the Kingdom of Albania and attacked the Kingdom of Greece, nevertheless, Italian campaign 
failed in Greece (Greece was later on attacked by Germany, on the very same day when it at-
tacked Yugoslavia, 6 April 1941). Germany was interested in winning Yugoslavia over (or main-
taining the status quo), whereas it was in England’s best interest to prevent it from happening, 
that is, to instigate war against Germany. Neither the United States of America, nor the Soviet 
Union, the two leading postwar powers and the two main protagonists of the Cold War, took 
part in the war against the Axis powers at the time.453

Given the political weight of the prospect of accessing the Tripartite Pact, Prince Regent 
Pavle invited the prominent figures and the leaders of the opposition parties for consultations at 
the royal court. Prince Regent Pavle had also separate meetings with Patriarch Gavrilo and Milan 
Grol (from the Democratic Party), Miša Trifunović, Bogoljub Jeftić and Živko Topalović. On the 
eve of 20 March 1941, Prince Regent Pavle invited Slobodan Jovanović to a meeting. Based on 
the notes by Milan Antić, minister of the royal court, he told Jovanović the same what he had told 

Protests of 27 March 1941 (HMS 7918)



the members of the government. Jovanović was obviously in 
favor of the postponement: “Slobodan Jovanović suggested to 
the Prince Regent that the government should explain the ne-
gotiations, accession and signing of the Pact with the Germans 
to the people, as the Bulgarian government did [...] The same 
thing: General Kalafatović told to Cincar-Marković, Kosić and 
me on 15 April in Pale. But Cvetković was not suitable for that. 
He planned to do it after the signing of the pact. Would the 
signing of the non-agression pact alone have prevented coup 
d’état? I believe it would not, since Englishmen as the  real 
masterminds behind the coup, would not be satisfied with that. 
We have lost our independence. Others shaped our policy”.454 
Jovanović said to Prince Regent that it was dangerous to pursue 
unpopular domestic and foreign policy at the same time, and 
that it was necessary to prepare the people for it, if he deemed 
it inevitable. Prince Regent Pavle told Slobodan Jovanović that 
the Minister of the Army General Petar Pešić, as well as all 
others, referred to Maček’s view that in the case of war they 
could not count on the Croatian troops and that Yugoslavia 
could only be preserved if the concessions were made to Hit-
ler and Mussolini. Prince Regent highlighted that the Germans 
would not transport troops across Yugoslavia on their way to 
Greece. He also underlined that all ministers agreed except 
Srđan Budisavljević and Branko Čubrilović, whereas Mihailo 
Konstantinović was hesitant about it, but he held that he would 
persuade him not to resign. Konstantinović noted down the 
following in his diary on 21 March: “At approximately 4 p.m., 
Slobodan Jovanović came to my house, at my invitation. I elab-
orated on my view of the situation, as he asked me if I had re-
signed. He entirely agreed with me and aired me his views. He 
told me that he spent almost two hours with the Regent Prince 
last night. He held that the Regent Prince viewed the matter 
as a diplomate technicien. He [Regent Prince] liked the fact 
that he put Germany between Serbia, on one side, and Bulgar-
ia and Italy, on the other side. It will prevent them from tearing 
us apart, but it will not prevent the Germans from occupying 
us entirely. He [Slobodan Jovanović] insisted in particular on 
the fact that the world was more electrified than in 1912. The 
whole matter was very inconvinient. It came after Roosevelt’s 
speech that raised – justly or not, it is irrelevant – the spir-
it of resistance. Also, it will be understood as the betrayal of 
Greece. The atmosphere is such that demobilization will not be

Signing of the Tripartite Pact on 25 March 1941
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possible. The situation was about to explode”.455 On the same day Konstantinović noted down that 
Vlatko Maček “regrets the fact that Slobodan Jovanović is president of the Serbian Cultural Club, 
and therefore cannot form the government. It would be the best solution, as Stojan Novaković did 
during the Annexation crisis”.456 The name of Slobodan Jovanović was mentioned in several oc-
casions as the best option for the position of the Prime Minister: “Budisavljević raised the issue of 
Cvetković’s successor that would form the government once Cvetković resignes. We all agreed that 
it had to be some authority figure that could gather all political forces in the country. The name of 
Slobodan Jovanović, university professor, was brought up. We argued that some influence should 
be exerted over Prince Regent Pavle and therefore we agreed that I should seek a private audience 
with the Prince Regent for tomorrow morning, an he for Sunday or Monday”.457

It is not likely and there are no statements extracted from a trustworthy source that Slo-
bodan Jovanović was privy to the coup d’état. Upon the coup, Army General Dušan Simović, pres-
ident of the Ministerial Council, did not mention the name of Slobodan Jovanović among the ci-
vilians who were privy to the coup d’état. It was a public secret that a coup was likely to take place, 
just as was a public secret that a coup of May 1903 could occur. Slobodan Jovanović spoke with 
a wide range of people, starting from the representatives of the illegal communist party, through 
the ambassador of the Soviet Union, more or less with all Serbian politicians in Yugoslavia, up 
to the British representatives and attachés. Radoje Knežević testified that Jovanović confided in 
him in 1957 and said that he had spoken with Colonel Thomas Samuel Masterson (1881–1944) 
from the Special Operations Executive (SОЕ) in early March 1941, whose section was later on 
tasked with maintaining liaisons with the Mihailović’s Yugoslav Army in the Fatherland. On that 
occasion the British intelligence officer told Jovanović that in all likelihood Cvetković’s govern-
ment was to access to the Tripartite Pact. He argued that notwithstanding the opposition from the 
people and the army, the Germans would quickly occupy the country. He suggested that, prior to 
these developments take place, a group of renowned Yugoslavs from the public and political life 
should go abroad and, as soon as the Germans occupy Yugoslavia, be ready to set up a board of 
free Yugoslavs in England modelled on that of General Charles de Gaulle. It could serve as the 
centre of fight against the Axis powers for the liberation of the country. He suggested organizing 
the transfer of such a group abroad. Jovanović only expressed hope that government would not 
dare to access to the Tripartite Pact after all, given the mood of the Serbs.

Even though he did not take part in the coup d’état of 27 March 1941, Slobodan Jova-
nović had low opinion of the pact signed on 25 March, which he elaborated on with his theoret-
ical understanding of the character of the people: “In such major historical crises, such as this 
one, political quibbling is of little importance. In such crisis each nation has to listen the voice 
of its conscience, the voice of its historically determined character”.458 The Serbs had no true 
allies in Europe since the fall of imperial Russia, which was evident given the epilogue of the 
Second World War: “We had nothing to expect from Nazism and fascism. Fascists worked on 
the breakup of Yugoslavia as early as even before the war. Hitler had his own plan for reshaping 
Europe; however, that plan did not include the joint state of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes”.459

To understand Jovanović’s political views, it is important to look into his interpreta-
tion of 27 March. He argued that there were two groups of those who were either masterminds 
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or participants in 27 March, one, which mainly included young-
er officers, who “acted of their own accord, convinced that link-
ing of our country to the Axis powers had to be prevented at all 
costs”460 and the other one, whose most prominent representative 
was Borivoje Mirković, Brigadier General in the Royal Yugoslav 
Air Force, which worked “in close liaisons with British agents, by 
whom they were in particular encouraged and inspired”.461 Jova-
nović underlines that relation between Mirković and the British 
agents was unknown to many until the Cairo affair. It wasn’t until 
the British command in the Middle East and British diplomacy 
began expressing an avid interest in Mirković’s fate that “we came 
to the realization”: “Having come to grips with Mirković, at one 
point we realized that it was not only one of our generals that we 
were dealing with, but rather with the entire British intelligence 
service, which felt it its duty to defend one of their man”.462

When the coup was over, the representatives of all political 
parties “rooted in people” were summoned to form the govern-
ment. Slobodan Jovanović agreed to participate in the government. 
Already through his work within the Serbian Cultural Club, he 
had entered active politics. Therefore Jovanović’s entry into gov-
ernment on 27 March was considered as a natural continuation of 
his previous work within the Club. He was reproached for having 
accepted to take part in the work of a government that was tak-
en over by force, in a coup d’état. Jovanović was also reproached 
for giving legitimacy with his authority to a putschist government. 
Jovanović undoubtedly distinguished the factual state of the coup 
d’état, on one hand, and the invitation to participate in the work of 
the governmet, on the other hand. The factual state of affairs is the 
one that came about and had nothing to do with him, whereas the 
invitation to enter the government was conditioned by the partic-
ipation of the political parties “rooted in people”. The coup d’état 
was not a revolution and disturbed neither law nor social order 
in Yugoslavia, and was carried out without bloodshed or terror. 
Jovanović perceived his entering the Cabinet as an act of taking 
responsibility, based on the feeling of duty. Given the fact that the 
government was formed by parliamentary parties, the new govern-
ment assumed a parliamentary system, which Jovanović was the 
most concerned about. A syntagm political party “rooted in peo-
ple”, which the members of the government in exile later on often 
referred to in time of dispute with the generals, should be inter-
preted in that context. A testimony of the organizer of the putsch, 

A selection of numerous telegrams and letters of 
support that Slobodan Jovanović received (Ana 
Savić Rebac and Hasan Rebac; Serbian Cultural 
Club; Konstantin Fotić and Rastko Petrović from 
Washington) (ACCHPF)
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Radoje Knežević, one of the editors of Srpski književni glasnik (brother of Major Živan Knežević), 
is preserved in which he urges Slobodan Jovanović to get involved personally: “On 27 March, 
while the coup d’état was still underway, Jovanović was invited at the General Staff, alongside the 
representatives of political parties “rooted in people”. The undersigned had the opportunity to 
speak with him before the joint session began. He expounded his entire plan and urged him to 
get involved personally (in spite of some assertions to the contrary, Jovanović was not privy to the 
secret preparations of the coup). Jovanović accepted to enter the government consisting of polit-
ical parties of all parts of the nation. He agreed, without enthusiasm and resistance, considering 
it his duty, which was so typical of him. This was in line with his most intimate convictions”.463 
Numerous telegrams of support and congratulatory telegrams are preserved sent to Jovanović 
from all over the country on the occasion of his entering the government.464

At a time when Slobodan Jovanović agreed to join the government on 27 March 1941, 
the only country that fought against fascism in Europe in 1941 was England, which had been at 
war ever since early September 1939. To join the government when the United States of Amer-
ica and the Soviet Union were not yet at war and were not anti-fascist military forces, was a 
very great act of courage. Naturally, Slobodan Jovanović had never assumeed that he would have 
to leave the country and he had never misrepresented the position of the government he had 
joined, nor he had ever exaggerated in doing so in his records.

Like the majority of European countries, the Kingdom of Yugoslavia also could not de-
fend itself from the Axis Forces in 1941. The April War lasted from 6 to 18 April 1941. The 

King Petar II wearing the uniform of Army General with the members of the Ministerial Council of 27 March 1941
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country was attacked by Germany, and shortly afterwards Italy and Hungary joined the attack. 
The German 12th Army that included the First SS Panzer Division “Leibstandarte SS Adolf Hit-
ler“, short LSSAH and Second SS Panzer Division “Reich”, invaded Yugoslavia from Romania 
and Bulgaria, whereas the 2nd Army launched an attack from Austria and Hungary. The Italian 
2nd Army made advances in the direction of Split and Jajce, whereas eight Italian divisions took 
part in the attack along the Yugoslav-Albanian border. The Hungarian Army joined the attack a 
while later with a reinforced army corps. Over 50 divisions (24 German, 22 Italian and about 5 
Hungarian) took part in the invasion of the Kingdom of Yugoslavia.

It is well known that there was a number of examples of resistance during the April War 
and that one part of the Yugoslav Army refused to lay down their arms. According to German 
documents one may conclude that, apart from the Royal Air Force, the Royal Yugoslav Army put 
up a stiff resistance at Kragujevac, Soko Banja, Jagodina, Stracin, Strumica, Sarajevo and Knin.

According to German reports “the enemy put up persistent resistance against the 12th 
Army“: “The XIV Army Corps together with the 11th Armoured Division crushed two enemy di-
visions near Jagodina on 10 April after fierce fighting, capturing 5,000 prisoners and nine enemy 
batteries [...] following an intense battle and after crushing enemy resistance at Lapovo, the 11th 
Armoured Division occupied Kragujevac; [...] Parts of the 5th Armoured Division had to head from 
Niš towards Aleksinac, because two enemy regiments attacked rear parts of the 11th Armoured 
Division in the direction of Soko Banja [...] the 9th Armoured Division was assembled in Bitolj and 
established contact with the Italians west of Struga. Some parts of the divison fought near Brod (30 
kilometers southwest of Prilep) with the crushed remaining parts of enemy troops. [...] on 12 April 
the 11th Armoured Division subdued the enemy that was retreating from Belgrade moving south 
and took Avala mountain, which dominates Belgrade, by the evening of 12 April“.

In the orders of 13 April, issued by the 2nd Army, there is no mention of the Yugoslav, but 
only of “Serbian” troops: “Based on the intelligence obtained by radio and aerial reconnaissance, 
the retreating enemy troops of the 5th and the remaining parts of the 1st Army are moving to-
wards Bosnia and South Serbia. The units that remained along the border with Albania are also 
retreating from the border so as to set up a defense line. Troop movements were noticed near 
Knin, whereas anti-aircraft guns took up positions near Banja Luka. New resistance is likely to 
be expected at the section of the river Una. [...] The 2nd Army should proceed with suppressing 
the defeated Serbian forces along an entire line of front in the general direction of Sarajevo, so 
as to encircle and destroy the remaining Serbian forces in the area around Sarajevo“. Documents 
very often refer to the entire Balkan theatre of war, which is why German losses on the Yugoslav 
front cannot be accurately estimated. The Wehrmacht Supreme Command report of 10 April 
states the aircraft losses: “the enemy losses incurred on 8 April totaled 43 aircrafts, of which 36 
British and 7 Yugoslav. [...] At the same time 19 of our aircrafts never returned back to the base“. 
According to the German 12th Army report, the losses incurred on 11 April totaled 496 killed, 
2,061 wounded and 222 missing soldiers from the 18th, 30th, 40th and 14th Army Corps.

Upon the proclamation of the Independent State of Croatia, the Yugoslav Army had 
Ustaše as enemies, too, to which testifies the Order issued by the headquarters of the 2nd Yu-
goslav Army Group to the commander of the 2nd Army to set up light combined detachments 
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(detached from units stationed near Derventa, Brod and from Lička Division) to fight against the 
Ustaše (“gangs“) near Derventa (13 April 1941).

Upon his return from the Supreme Army Command, at the Cabineet session held at Pale 
on 11 April 1941, Slobodan Jovanović briefed the members of the Council of Ministers on the 
situation on the fronts and the retreats that proved to be necessary: “Due to low morale amongst 
Croatian recruits, poor response to conscription etc. the situation got worse”. At the Cabinet ses-
sion of 13 April 1941 held in Pale, president of the Council of Ministers, Army General Dušan 
Simović, underscored that even though the Supreme Command was to take all defensive meas-
ures, “the King and the government have to retreat to a less conspicuous position so as to be able, 
if the need arises, to leave the country in order to preserve the continuity of the state”, as was the 
case during the First World War when they had to leave the country.

The withdrawal route towards Greece was soon cut off, nevertheless, some parts of the 
air force and the army made its way via Athens to the Middle East and were eventually reor-
ganized. The minutes of the government sessions testify to the overall mood of the government: 
“Prime Minister Simović delivered military report. [..] Uses map to locate positions. Even though 
the Germans joined the Italians at Struga and are making their way towards Lerin, four our di-
visions joined the Greeks. The communication with them is cut off. [...] The enemy advances to-
wards Banja Luka“. Slobodan Jovanović was designated to be with the Supreme Army Command.

Eight generals of the Royal Yugoslav Army were killed in combat, bombing or otherwise 
during the April War. Four generals were wounded in infantry, bombing and shells fire. One Cabi-
net minister was killed during the bombing of Belgrade. One part of the Foreign exchange reserves, 

Yugoslavia during the Second World War



172

which was returned to the country after the Second World War, had been already transferred to 
the Western countries by Prince Pavle and the Royal Regency. The government, along with the 
accompanying civil servants, was airlifted from Nikšić to Greece. An aircraft that was attacked by 
anti-aircraft artillery had a hard landing, when Cabinet Minister Marko Daković was wounded and 
passed away that same evening. The plane carrying Professor Vladimir Đorović also crashed.

Following the April War (6–18 April 1941) the Kingdom of Yugoslavia was divided into 
eight parts. The Independent State of Croatia (NDH, 10 April 1941); the Territory of the Military 
Commander in Serbia (Gebiet des Militärbefehlshabers in Serbien); (autonomous) Banat and the 
Independent State of Montenegro (Kingdom of Montenegro) were created, whereas some areas 
of the country were annexed by Germany, Italy, Hungary, Bulgaria and Albania. The mass kill-
ings of Serbs immediately ensued in the Independent State of Croatia.

The tragic fate of Jews in occupied Yugoslavia is also well-known. Jovanović’s publisher 
Geca Kon and the members of his family were killed at the beginning of the German occupation.

Since the Great Britain was the only country that fought against Germany at the time, 
it is not at all unusual that after the defeat in the April War, the Cabinet, a member of which 
was Jovanović, eventually went to London, via Athens, Jerusalem, Alexandria and Cairo. Since 
the beginning of the war in 1939, London was home to the governments of almost all countries 
of German-occupied Europe for either longer of shorter periods of time – Charles de Gaulle’s 
French Committee, the Edward Beneš Czechoslovak government, the Wladyslaw Sikorski Polish 
government, Belgian, Luxembourgish, Dutch, Norwegian (Labour Party) governments, as well 
as the S. Venizelos and Papandreou Greek government (mainly situated in Cairo). The Polish 
government-in-exile remained in London until 1990. A large majority of heads of states, kings, 
queens and presidents resided in London at the time.465

King Petar II, Slobodan Jovanović and 
the members of government
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PRIME MINISTER OF THE KINGDOM OF YUGOSLAVIA 19421943

Slobodan Jovanović served as Second Deputy Prime Minister in the government headed 
by General Dušan Simović (27 March 1941 – 11 January 1942). From the very beginning Jova-
nović dealt with military and propaganda matters (which used to be within his scope of work 
for five years, at a time when he was a young diplomat and chief of the Supreme Command War 
Press Bureaue during the First World War).

After the fall of the Simović government, the first government headed by Slobodan Jova-
nović was established, in which he served as Prime Minister, Minister of the Interior and Deputy 
Minister of the Royal Army, Navy and Air Force (11 January 1942 – 2 January 1943). After the 
government resigned (28 December 1942), the second government led by Jovanović was estab-
lished, in which he also assumed the role of the Minister of Foreign Affairs (2 January 1943 
– 26 June 1943). In the next government, which was headed by the Radical Miloš Trifunović, 
Slobodan Jovanović once again served as Second Deputy Prime Minister (26 June 1943 – 10 Au-
gust 1943). He was not a member of the government led by Božidar Purić (10 August 1943 – 1 
June 1944). King Petar II offered Slobodan Jovanović to form new government, and all Serbian 
political parties, except the Democrats, agreed that he should be appointed as a representative of 
all ministers (25 May 1944). That never happened and, under the British pressure, the first gov-
ernment led by Ivan Šubašić was established instead, who was the former ban of the Banovina of 
Croatia (1 June 1944). As Prime Minister, Šubašić signed the Treaty on the island of Vis with the 
National Committee for the Liberation of Yugoslavia (NKOJ) on 16 June 1944. By royal decree, 

King Petar and the government headed by Slobodan Jovanović, London 1942. From left to right: Jovan Banjanin (1874–1960), Minister 
without portfolio; Srđan Budisavljević, Minister of Social Policy and National Health; Juraj Šutej, Minister of Finance and Minister of 
Trade and Industry; Miha Krek, Deputy President and Minister of Construction; Slobodan Jovanović, President of the Minnisterial 
Council and Minister of Interior; King Petar II; Juraj Krnjević, Deputy President and Minister of Post, Telegraph and Telephone; Miloš 
Trifunović, Minister of Education; Milan Grol, Minister of Traffic; Milan Gavrilović, Minister of Justice



the new Šubašić government was formed on 10 July 1944. This was a process, supported by the 
British and the Soviets, that was leading to gradual abolishing of the existence of the two parallel 
governments (Yugoslav government-in-exile and the National Committee for the Liberation of 
Yugoslavia). By the royal regents’ decree, and at the proposal of the Presidency of the Anti-Fas-
cist Council for the National Liberation of Yugoslavia (AVNOJ), a government was formed led 
by Josip Broz Tito on 7 March 1945.

Jovanović left personal records that cover his war government experience, which he 
turned into memoirs based on his documents and notes immediately after the war in 1946. Even 
though he was involved either as a participant or an observer of the events that took place at the 
time, he never departed from his well-known objectivity when interpreting past events, which 
even his most vehement critics could not deny. Jovanović’s account of events, both in its entirety 
and in detail, perfectly fits into the framework of the preserved body of materials concerning the 
Yugoslav governments in exile in London: “He was resolved to put everything on paper, as soon as 
possible, that he considered important concerning the events from 27 March 1941 until Šubašić’s 
rise to power. He was involved as a participant of these events having taken up senior positions in 
the Yugoslav government almost until the very end. He used to glance through the most important 
documents before writing certain chapters so as to control his own memories”.466 However, the 
true significance of his records is not only limited to his credible testimony, which per se is a true 
rarity and often insurmountable difficulty for memoir writers. It is actually in his interpretation 
of events, that the major significance of Jovanović’s memoirs lies. He sheds light on the political 
logic of historical events that he depicts. He handed over his memoirs to Radoje Knežević, former 
minister of the royal court, who assumed an obligation to publish them once certain conditions 
were to be fulfilled, and which he actually did almost three decades later (1976). The same may be 
applied to Jovanović’s text in which he said the following for Stojan Novaković: “Over many years 
during which he pursued historical research he acquired habits that involve unbiased scrutiny 
and accurate recording, which he never departed with. And hence Novaković speaks about, for 
example, his own term in office [the government he headed] in a quite disinterested manner. This 
should be highlighted inasmuch as our statesmen, in their memoirs, almost as a rule, write about 
their work in a manner of a delayed praise, and about their personality in the tone of unrestrained 
admiration”.467 All the aforementioned Slobodan Jovanović applied when writing his papers con-
cerning the work of his government. Therefore, one should not take literally his witty remark that 
his government was certainly the worst of all he ever wrote about.468 To be able to understand 
what he wanted to say it is necessary to be acquainted with Belgrade humour, alongside his views 
of certain members of the government. In any case, it was not a self-criticism, as it was often 
interpreted. Some of the official documents, based on which he wrote his memoirs, had been 
already published. Slobodan Jovanović provided titles for twelve chapters that he handed over to 
Radoje Knežević. Since he provided no general title, the memoirs were given a neutral title when 
they were published – Zapisi o problemima i ljudima (Notes on Problems and People): “According 
to Jovanović’s legacy, nobody was allowed to read these Notes, nor they were supposed to be pub-
lished prior to the fulfillment of the conditions set out by him. His will was scrupulously obeyed. 
Consequently, his memoirs remained in manuscript for almost three decades” (1946–1976).469
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It may be asserted that these notes are nothing but a 
natural continuation of Jovanović’s prewar political, law and his-
torical studies, analyses of Serbia prior to the First World War, 
which build upon his well-known 19th century Serbian history. 
Even though he did not continue to publish Serbian history af-
ter 1903, for a number of reasons, given all his later published 
papers, it may be concluded that, inclusively with his memoirs 
and his conclusion titled “Jedan prilog za proučavanje srpskog 
nacionalnog karaktera” (A Contribution to the Study of the Na-
tional Character), he left behind a body of materials necessary 
for compiling history of the Serbian nation, as of the early 19th 
century almost up to the 1960s.

Jovanović underlined that it was Mihailović’s resistance to 
the German occupation that emerged as the first organized resist-
ance group in the country, whereas the Partisans’s actions were 
only later heard of, and as less important: “The Communists did 
not set in motion as soon as the Germans invaded our country, 
they did so only a few week later, when Germany went to war with 
Russia [Soviet Union]”.470 As Prime Minister, Simović asked the 
British to help Mihailović, “but the English, having felt, as early 
as back then, certain Russian distrust of Mihailović, insisted on 
uniting the Chetnik and Partisan forces under Mihailović’s com-
mand, as a prerequisite for their support”.471 Mihailović was first 
appointed as Minister of the Army in the first Jovanović govern-
ment on 11 January 1942, during whose term of office he was also 
appointed as Chief-of-Staff of the Supreme Command, which was 
on that occasion transferred from Cairo to the occupied country. 
During the Simović government Mihailović was promoted to the 
rank of brigade general, and during the Jovanović government to 
the rank of division and army general. By appointing Mihailović 
as a minister, the government wanted to support his resistance 
against the occupying forces in the country: “The government did 
not approve of the capitulation of our army, which was carried 
out without its knowledge. Therefore, not only did it want to, but 
was even obliged to stand in solidarity with those national leaders 
and officers who, despite the capitulation, were resolved to con-
tinue the war”.472 Under the circumstances, the general agreement 
on Mihailović’s modus operandi was reached: “From the very be-
ginning we agreed with the British command and Mihailović that 
even though the people should get organized for fighting, the real 

Dragoljub Draža Mihailović, Minister of the Army 
in the government headed by Slobodan Jovanović 
and the Chief of Staff of the Supreme Command 
of the Yugoslavian Army in the Fatherland
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and crucial battle should be postponed until the landing of the Allies in 
the Balkans. Until then, their actions should be limited to that the Brit-
ish Command would deem necessary. It would be sufficient if Mihailović 
would manage to lift people’s spirits with his organization and in addition 
to eliminate a certain number of enemy divisions”.473 Jovanović also not-
ed down his account of the attempts of providing potential assistance to 
Mihailović, about which he had talks with several British ministers under 
whose authority that issue was: “After having met with Dalton [Hugh Dal-
ton] I met with Eden [Anthony Eden, Minister of Foreign Affairs]. Eden 
made no mention of Mihailović’s unified command over the Chetniks and 
the Partisans, but he very firmly stated that British aid could not be great, 
as long as Italy had supremacy over England in the Adriatic Sea. Aircrafts 
and submarines have no capacity to carry the necessary quantity of sup-
plies; besides, England has to spare its aircrafts and submarines. Later, I 
was told the same by Lord Selborne [Roundell Cecil Palmer, 3rd Earl of 
Selborne], when he succeeded Dalton as the Minister of Economic War-
fare. He said that they were not able to deliver any substantial quantities 
of weapons and ammunition to Mihailović. We are sending him money, 
plenty of money, instead, so that he can procure weapons and ammuni-
tion on the spot”.474 Procurement of weapons and ammunition on the 
spot, by all accounts, should have meant purchasing weapons from the 
enemy wherever possible (by bribing etc).

Mihailović was appointed as Chief-of-Staff of the Supreme Com-
mand on 10 June 1942. He remained the Minister of the Army and the 
Chief of Staff of the Supreme Command until the forming of the Šubašić 
Cabinet (1 June 1944). At the proposal of Slobodan Jovanović, as Prime 
Minister, the King promoted Brigade General Dragoljub Mihailović to the 
rank of division (19 January 1942) and army general (17 June 1942).

Since the Yugoslav government was in exile, all communication 
with the army in occupied Yugoslavia, as well as with the army stationed 
in the Near East, was conducted through the British civil services. Milan 
Gavrilović wrote down in his diary the following: “It is hard to believe 
that all this happens by accident. In particular given the fact that we 
communicate with our country and Draža Mihailović through a Catho-
lic, Major Long, and with Serbian prisoners and the Serbian Red Cross 
through Miss Hristić, who is a Catholic, and with the British government 
through Mr Rendel [Sir George William Rendel], who is also a Catholic, 
and given that at the [British] Ministry contact points for our matters 
are – Catholics, and that our chief of propaganda is also a Catholic, al-
beit anticlerical”.475

The 1943 German wanted poster 
for Draža Mihailović

176



In his memoirs Jovanović testifies to the fact that Mihailović always acted in line with 
the instructions he received from the Yugoslav government-in-exile, which, as in the case of 
other European governments-in-exile that were relocated to London, were in line with British 
politics. Jovanović underlines that the Yugoslav government agreed with the British command 
and Mihailović from the very beginning that even though the people should get organized for 
fighting, the mass uprising should be timed to coincide with the landing of the allies in the Bal-
kans. Jovanović highlights that it was only when a coalition of democratic parties formed around 
Mihailović’s movement, that the government obtained a more clear picture of its political impact. 
Under extraordinary circumstances, such was German occupation, parliamentary parties’ bodies 
managed to send their representatives from Belgrade to Ravna Gora, where they stayed either 
permanently or on a temporary basis. The Central National Committee that was established 
there, had among its members a number of associates of Slobodan Jovanović from the Serbian 
Cultural Club (Dragiša Vasić, Nikola Stojanović, Mladen Žujović, Dragoslav Stranjković). Jova-
nović pointed out that Mihailović came to the realization “after several attempts of the Partisans 
to establish in some parts of Western Serbia Soviet republics [the Republic of Užice], that the 
Partisans’ principal objective was the Bolshevization of Yugoslavia, whereas their fight against 
the occupying forces was just an excuse”.476 The Jovanović government was worried because the 
struggle between the Chetniks and the Partisans was beginning to resemble a civil war, which 
in addition to German reprisals and Ustaša massacres, would eventually result in new Serbian 
casualties. Since “Tito did nothing without instructions from Moscow”, Jovanović held that “it 
was in London that actions should be taken to stop the civil war, by initiating talks between 
our Government and the Soviet embassy”.477 The Soviet ambassador to King Petar Bogomolov 
(Александр Ефремович Богомолов) told Jovanović that the struggle between the Chetniks and 
the Partisans was Yugoslav’s internal matter in which the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
(USSR) did not want to interfere: “To him, Bogomolov, seemed improbable that the Partisans 
were trying to establish Soviet republics and that that ruined their relations with Mihailović 
[...]478 Bogomolov said to Jovanović in reference to the fact that guerilla warfare led to dispropor-
tionate casualties due to German reprisals, that in Russia guerilla warfare also involved the large 
number of casualties, “however, as bloody as it is, guerilla is not too expensive. Without it, in 
such a long war, the people would lose faith in the future and start reconciling themselves to the 
occupation as a fait accompli”.479 Slobodan Jovanović responded to him that a comparison could 
not be made between the situations in Russia and Yugoslavia: “guerilla in such a large and only 
partially occupied country, such as Russia, cannot be compared with a guerilla in a much small-
er and completely occupied country such as Yugoslavia. Casualties that guerilla warfare tends 
to involve in Russia, are inflicted on the population of only one part of the country, whereas in 
Yugoslavia they are inflicted on the overall population. In Russia only certain areas are affected, 
whereas in Yugoslavia the overall population could be decimated and the entire country could be 
devastated”.480 Jovanović concludes that “Tito behaved much more like a leader of a revolution 
than as a leader of a guerilla. For sure, that revolution was not staged by the Russians [Soviets] 
so as to make it easier to King Petar and his London-based government-in-exile to return to the 
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country“. Nevertheless, Slobodan Jovanović’s circle made distinction between communist leaders 
and the people, who fleeing from the Ustaše, from refugees’ camps were joining the mixed re-
sistance movement, and later became part of Partisan units481 John Plamenatz, translator in the 
Jovanović government, Oxford professor and the author of the widely known books on political 
philosophy and theory, the son of Petar Plamenatz, Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Kingdom 
of Montenegro, who after the First World War lived with his family in exile, provided an analysis 
of the whole process in his study titled The Case of General Mihailović.482

After the Russians had succeeded in winning the battle of Stalingrad in the winter of 
1943, Germany was finaly defeated in Russia, and Russia’s return to Europe became imminent. 
At the outset of the war, when the Soviet government pursued Communist politics, “the British 
supported Draža Mihailović and the Serbs, as they knew that Serbs were against communism”.483 
During the German invasion, the Soviet Union, while summoning up moral strengths for put-
ting up resistance, started turning to traditional values. The fact that, apart from the Communist 
ideology, another, parallel, patriotic ideology began to develop in Russia did not go unnoticed 
by the Allies: “When Russia changed its politics, and even began seemingly to move away from 
communism and to transform from a Communist into an imperialistic and proSlavic state, the 
British started to dread Serbs becoming Russophiles”.484 While Moscow played the Tito’s Parti-
sans card all the time, Britain was weighing which of the two movements, the Chetniks or the 
Partisans, was more likely to turn against Russia in the long run. Jovanović concludes that the 
British have always felt a certain mistrust towards the Serbs, since they were convinced “that the 
Serbs as the Orthodox Christians would always be inclined towards Russia”.485 Jovanović pointed 
at the British background of the Communist idea about dividing the Serbian people in Yugosla-
via into several federal units. He was particularly concerned by the news that these federal units 
would be able to withdraw from the federation, if they wished to do so.486
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Jovanović pointed out that the British as early as in 1943 
started to be reserved towards Mihailović. The BBC avoided men-
tioning Mihailović and started paying more attention to the Parti-
sans than before. In the spring of 1943, while Eden was in the Unit-
ed States of America, Winston Churchill sent a letter to Jovanović, 
as his deputy, in which he accused Mihailović of speaking badly 
about the Allies over a lunch with his friends. Jovanović argued that 
Churchill actually intended the British to establish closer contact 
with the Partisans.487

Jovanović reflected on the issues around the Serbian-Cro-
atian relations in the government in his memoirs. The minutes of 
the government’s session held on the eve of the fall of the Jovanović 
government that took place in June 1943 strikingly testifies to it.488 
The issue of King’s marriage was of particular importance during 
the Jovanović government mandate. The Serbian ministers were in 
favor of postponing the wedding because of the war. The King also 
sought opinion of General Mihailović, who avoided to give his per-
sonal opininon on the matter: “as per the national mood, he told 
him that he had to be given some time to prepare the people for 
the King’s wedding, meaning that people’s first reaction to the royal 
wedding would not be favourable”.489 In the chapter titled “Kraljeva 
ženidba” (King’s Marriage) of his writings Jovanović noted down 
that it was only later that they learned how the people had actual-
ly been prepared: “Even though the people had objected to Kings’s 
marriage, they eventually accepted it, though sick at heart, when 
they were explained that the King’s marriage was a matter of higher 
politics. Even though the King was to marry the woman he loved, 
out of necessity, his marriage had to be transformed into a politi-
cal marriage of convenience so as the people could understand and 
approve it”.490 The issue of King’s marriage, in which the British 
influence was evident from the very beginning, was the real rea-
son behind the fall of the Jovanović government (26 June 1943). In 
late May 1944 the King offered to Slobodan Jovanović to reappoint 
him as Prime Minister and as the deputy of all ministers. The idea 
behind it was to open up the possibility for new negotiations with 
the British. However, Jovanović pointed out to the King “that the 
British had already made an arrangement with Šubašić”, and that 
“primarily he would have to hear from them what their demands 
were”.491 The King arranged a meeting between Jovanović and the 
British ambassador Sir Ralph Clarmont Skrine Stevenson,492 who 
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passed on Churchill’s message that the British side expected the King to pay public tribute to the 
Partisans.493 According to Jovanović, Mihailović’s plan was a military one, whereas the plan de-
vised by the Communists led by Tito and under the supreme command of the Soviet Union was 
a political, that is, party plan: “They were preparing to seize power in Yugoslavia after the col-
lapse of Germany. The only organized military force that could resist them at that moment, was 
General Mihailović”.494 Jovanović highlights that, in terms of military power, the Allies needed 
Mihailović’s guerilla the most when it took part in their campaigns in North Africa in 1942.

Jovanović underlines that in time of world wars everything is intertwined at multiple 
levels: “Mihailović’s fate had already been sealed as early as at Tehran, when the plan for the 
landing of the British and Americans on the Balkan Peninsula failed”.495 Even before Tehran, the 
Americans were against Churchill’s plan of the landing on the Balkan Peninsula and opening up 
a southern battlefront modelled on the Salonika Front. By all means, Stalin was irreplaceable. 
Even after the Allied troops landed in Normandy, the Germans had to retain far more divisions 
on the Eastern Front then on the Western Front.496

After the war, Slobodan Jovanović initiated the establishment of the Yugoslav National 
Committee, which was supposed to bring together the representatives of political parties that 
had taken part in the previous Yugoslav governments. Though it formally agreed to some ac-
tions, the Croatian side never actually took part in its activities. Slobodan Jovanović worked 
on political bringing together of émigrés. In reference to the London arrangements concern-
ing the establishment of the Serbian National Representative Office, Konstantin Fotić and 
Mladen Žujović suggested to Jovanović that it should be based on the most general common 
objectives, such as the struggle for the liberation of the Serbian people from communism, 
protection of livelihood interests of the Serbian people, free democratic organization of the 
country that would be divided into three federal units after the liberation, when the issue of 
Serbian national borders would also be addressed.497 Jovanović initiated the establishment of 
the Association of Serbian Writers in Exile in March 1951: “Only the Serbs can be considered 
for membership, given that the title of the association would be, as already mentioned, the 
Association of Serbian Writers in Exile, on the same principle as there had been three Pen 
clubs, three universities and three academies in Yugoslavia before the war”.498 The list, which 
accompanied his letter, included the name of Živojin Perić, Slobodan Jovanović’s friend from 
the 1880s and 1890s, who at the time lived in exile in Switzerland. At the founding assembly 
held on 3 June 1951, Slobodan Jovanović was elected honorary president of the Association of 
Serbian Writers in Exile, Miloš Crnjanski was elected its president, and Miodrag Stajić its vice 
president, whereas the member of the Board of Directors was Kosta St. Pavlović, and Miodrag 
Al. Purković was the secretary of the Association. Among the members-founders were: Dr Al-
eksandar Avakumović (a diplomat), Ivan Avakumović, Dr Danilo Danić, Jovan Đonović, Kon-
stantin Fotić, Bishop Nikolaj Velimirović, Milan Gavrilović, Bishop Irinej, Dr Mladen Žujović, 
Radoje Knežević, Dr Krajica Milanov, Dimitrije Mitrinović, Jovo Plamenac (John Plamenatz), 
Professor of Philosophy at Oxford, Adam Pribićević, Božidar Purić, Dr Branislav Stranjaković, 
Dr Anka Gođevac Subbotić, Dr Stevan Živadinović (Vane Bor) and others.
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TRIAL AND VERDICT 1946

As it has been widely known, in 1944 Tito stated on several occasions that he had no 
intention to introduce the communist regime in Yugoslavia whatsoever. Nevertheless, political 
pluralism was gradually suppressed by stifling the opposition. The National Front was set up in 
1944, comprising of individuals, smaller parties and groups originating from pre-war parties that 
supported the Communists. In February 1945, Sreten Žujović Crni (who was apprehended a few 
years later for supporting Informbiro and served two years in the Glavnjača prison) refuted the 
“malicious” assertions that a one-party system was being introduced in new Yugoslavia.499 In 
June 1945 Tito stated that he was not against parties “all the more so because some of them have 
already made their contribution to the National Front, whereas those which are not in the Front 
should be given formal authorization to work, since they work anyway. Which are those parties? 
They are groups of people who used to be leaders. They believe that the people, who used to fol-
low them, are still waiting for them just to show up, but they forget that they may become gener-
als without an army! I think that the time will come when they will convince themselves in that. 
That time will come and we have nothing against them working – let them work, and we shall 
see who their supporters will be. They do meet, hold conferences, but they present the matter to 
the international public as if we have banned parties. And why don’t they ask us to open shops, so 
that we can give them permission to open them? We don’t want to be reproached for not letting 
them do so”.500 After the transformation of the Anti-Fascist Council for the National Liberation 
of Yugoslavia (AVNOJ) into the Provisional National Assembly the first disagreements between 
the new government and the MPs from Milan Grol’s Democratic Party, who voted against the 
majority in parliament, took place. Milan Grol, a former member of the Jovanović governments, 
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pointed out, as Deputy Prime Minister, that for conducting the Constit-
uent Assembly elections the laws that ensure personal liberty, freedom of 
the press, assembly, association and parties were necessary, as well as to 
provide guarantees that all those laws would not be just empty words, but 
that they would be implemented in practice. At the Potsdam conference 
held in July 1945 it was evident that the Western Allies would not be able 
to compel Tito to hold free elections in the country. The King withdrew 
his decision on the Regency. In August 1945 Milan Grol resigned as Dep-
uty Prime Minister from the Tito-Šubašić government, explaining his de-
cision by saying that “uncritical zeal has been exhibited in implementing 
an exclusive party programme”, which was not in line with the assurances 
given at a time of the signing of the Tito-Šubašić agreement.501 In Sep-
tember 1945 the Democratic Party decided not to take part in the Constit-
uent Assembly elections given the restrictions on liberties within the laws 
themselves and the fact that hundreds of thousands of voters were erased 
from the electoral roll “in a manner the arbitrariness of which has been 
documented ever since the first day”, the absence of personal security and 
freedom of the public debate. The government controlled all media, ex-
cept of the weekly Demokratija, which was burned and torn up “by groups 
of citizens, mainly youths, at several points in Belgrade”. Shortly after, the 
Union of Printing Workers refused to print Demokratija. Tito said to for-
eign journalists that to his knowledge the printing workers had gone on 
strike and that that was their inviolable right.502 Đilas nicely and without 
any unnecessary words described the new circumstances: “I met foreign 
journalists in Kragujevac, and I believe that there were some Americans 
among them. Even though they had no objections to the election process, 
they most openly considered the elections themselves to be a farce, given 
that it was known in advance that, since there had been no opposition, all 
candidates would be elected. British Prime Minister Clement Attlee called 
that type of ellections in Eastern Europe ‘a one-horse race’”.503

In March 1946 General Mihailović was captured. When Slobodan 
Jovanović and the members of the Yugoslav National Committee heard the 
news on the arrest, they immediately sent a letter to the Security Council 
and member states of the United Nations titled “In Defence of General 
Mihailović”: “Radio Belgrade announced that General Draža Mihailović 
was in the hands of the authorities as of 13 March 1946. By announc-
ing the news, Tito’s Minister of Interior [Aleksandar Ranković], who was 
at the same time chief of the secret service OZNA, labelled General Mi-
hailović as the chief of the Yugoslav quisling and bandit formations. We 
consider it a duty to remind you that throughout the whole war General 
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Draža Mihailović was an organizer and a leader of the national Yugoslav 
resistance against the occupying forces. For his military accomplishments 
rendered to the Allied campaign, in particular at the most critical moment 
when Rommel was at El-Alamein, General Mihailović received addresses 
of congratulation and acknowledgments from the Allied top brass. [...] 
Unfortunately, General Mihailović’s national resistance movement was 
forced, in self-defence, to also fight against the communist detachments 
commanded by Josip Broz Tito. The attempts made by General Mihailović 
and the then Yugoslav governments in London at achieving the unity of 
all resistance forces against the Germans and the Italians, by the inter-
vention of London and Moscow, failed in 1941 and later on. The cause of 
this failure lies in the fact that the main objective of Tito’s guerilla move-
ment has never been the struggle against the occupying forces, but rather 
against the national resistance movement, which he perceived as the only 
serious obstacle to the establishment of the communist rule following the 
German collapse. Tito’s regime, imposed upon the Yugoslav people from 
abroad, perseveres only by using the most brutal terror. All regular courts 
have been dismantled in Yugoslavia today and the criminal laws have been 
repealed. Instead, the so called national tribunals have been set up that 
are nothing but the boards of the Communist Party. Hence, following 
the capture of General Mihailović by Tito’s authorities, the Yugoslav Na-
tional Committee considers it a duty to urge the Security Council and all 
member states of the United Nations, in line with the principles set out in 
the United Nations Universal Declaration of Human Rights, to take urgent 
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steps to set up an international commission of inquiry. That commis-
sion would – in the absence of courts in Yugoslavia – investigate the 
Tito’s regime accusations against Mihailović and his resistance move-
ment and thus provide guarantees for fair and impartial trial”.504 Mi-
lovan Đilas noted down that “the Western press by far stood up to 
Mihailović’s defense [...] Moreover, as early as in April 1946 the gov-
ernment of the United States of America handed us the official note 
stating that Mihailović was not a traitor and wherein they demanded 
that the American pilots, whose lives he had saved, should take part 
in his trial as witnesses. And within the country, in particular in Ser-
bia, the trial of Mihailović was important for similar, if not the same, 
reasons: not only in the underground nationalist propaganda, but 
also in the consciousness of a considerable part of the peasantry, Mi-
hailović enjoyed a reputation as a toiler [...]”.505 That is why, among 
other things, it was decided that judges should not be only lawyers, 
but also the Serbs from Serbia (President of the Miniltary Council, 
Colonel Mihailo Đorđević, Prosecutor Colonel Miloš Minić).506

The trial of a group of twenty-four persons led by General 
Mihailović took place at the very beginning of the Cold War. The 
trial was very short, it lasted barely over a month, from 10 June to 15 
July 1946, when the verdicts were pronounced. During that period of 
time approximately 30,000 people attended the trial that took place 
in the Summer Hall of the Infantry Training School at Topčider. Ac-
cording to the indictment, based on the findings of the investigation 
that was conducted before the trial and the documents containing 
the incriminating evidence on the undertaking, Slobodan Jovanović 
and seven other indictees were found “to have cooperated with the 
occupying forces through Mihailović. Their criminal responsibility is 
that of accomplices in the act of collaboration with the enemy against 
the peoples of Yugoslavia, and in the war crimes committed by the 
Chetnik organization and by Mihailovic as Supreme Commander of 
this organization”.507 Of documents pointing at the relation between 
Slobodan Jovanović and Draža Mihailović, Jovanović’s dispatch to the 
Minister of Foreign Affairs was presented, reading the following: “we 
are doing everything secretly and over the radio so that premature 
actions on a large scale should not be undertaken because of the fu-
tile and disproportionate number of victims and horrible reprisals”.508 
The indictment states that this dispatch confirms that Jovanović rep-
resented “the same line that Mihailović has represented since the first 
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days of the establishment of the Chetnik organization”.509 The dispatch wherein Jovanović in-
forms the Minister of Foreign Affairs was presented as the confirmation of that thesis of the in-
dictment: “General Mihailović has been given instructions to begin an insurrection only in case 
of the landing of strong allied forces in Yugoslavia, or in the case of the collapse of Germany. In 
no other case and at no invitation of any radio station at all”.510

Slobodan Jovanović and the circle of his friends were against any sort of radicalism, 
which was already mentioned. They did not want the Serbian people to make such a great sacri-
fice as that in the First World War. He wrote on the “Dinaric psychosis” and “Dinaric ideology” 
in his essay on Jovan Cvijić, as well as in his essay on Apis. He held that nobody cared enough 
about the people. He wrote about it in “Jedan prolog” from 1957: “Different times call for differ-
ent traits in humans. [...] even before communism emerged there had been a difficult construc-
tive work before us. That work is going to be even more difficult after communism reaches its 
end. The constructive work is usually not so much about dangers as it is about difficulties. The 
Dinaric ideology, its rebelliousness, its defiance of the world, and its disdain for death were good 
for the heroic age of danger. In times of difficulties we need more realism and self-critique. [...] 
Dinaric dynamism has so far been difficult to be reconciled to any sort of discipline. There is 
heroism in the Dinaric type, but there is also thinking too highly of oneself and putting oneself 
forward, which makes it rigid and inflexible. It is from there that his tendency to interpret his 
failures emanates, even those for which he himself is to be blamed, as a some sort of injustice. 
Even though his patriotism reaches up to complete self-sacrifice, it is not freed from resentment 
and bigotry. There is more strength and enthusiasm than plan and organization in Dinaric ex-
ploits. Even though the examples of personal heroism are innumerable, the outcomes of those 
undertakings are in no way commensurate with the strength that has been spent or the sacrifices 
that have been made. It is a real predatory economy that eats away the national energy. Therefore 
it is crucial whether new generations will learn to consume national energy in a frugal way and 
be more prudent in doing so, and whether they will manage to transform Dinaric dynamism 
from the personal and the chaotic into organized collective strength”.511

The trial took place at the outset of the Cold War, which also determined its outcome. 
The British press reported that it was not Mihailović that was tried in the Belgrade Proces but 
the Great Britain and the United States of America.512 The press reported that Tito stated in 
Podgorica on 14 July 1946 that “the treason was prepared in London, which was the home to 
the government-in-exile”.513 The verdict pronounced by the Supreme Court of the Federative 
People’s Republic of Yugoslavia – Military Council found that Slobodan Jovanović and nine other 
indictees were guilty “because by continuing the policy of the pro-Fascist dictatorships in old Yu-
goslavia, after having concluded the shameful capitulation and having escaped from the country, 
they constantly and persistently carried out a policy of supporting the occupation and suppress-
ing the national liberation uprising in the country, and for this purpose issued instructions that 
it was not yet time to fight, having ensured constant political support to the traitor Mihailović 
and maintained contact with Milan Nedić and other quisling elements in the country”.514 Jova-
nović was convicted of command responsibility, because he “promoted, decorated and praised 
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the Chetnik commanders”, who “especially distinguished themselves” in fighting against the Par-
tisans. In addition, the verdict states that Jovanović at the same time discharged officers who 
joined the communist movement. According to the verdict Jovanović was found guilty because 
he supplied Mihailović with weapons, ammunition, clothes and other war material and sent him 
considerable sums of money from the state treasury “for the suppression of national uprising”, as 
was stated in the verdict. According to the verdict he was found guilty of “wasting state money” 
on the Chetniks, organizing radio shows through foreign radio stations, issuing publications 
abroad, distribution of the publications in the country, as well as of “bribing reactionary newspa-
pers and press with an aim to present the accused Mihailović in a false light abroad as the leader 
of resistance to the occupying forces”.515

According to the verdict of 15 July 1946 pronounced by the Supreme Court of the Fed-
erative People’s Republic of Yugoslavia – Military Council (court no. 1/46), Slobodan Jovanović 
was found guilty of criminal acts of treason and war crimes. He was sentenced to “20 years 
imprisonment with hard labor, loss of political and certain civic rights for 10 years, confiscation 
of entire property and loss of citizenship”.516 According to the verdict, not only did Jovanović 
instigate a fratricidal war, “though he knew exactly that the Chetniks of the accused Mihailović 
committed slaughters”, but he also “entirely approved the actions of the Chetnik criminals and 
made announcements himself over the radio placing the citizens of Yugoslavia under the letter 
Z”. When he heard of the verdict, Kosta St. Pavlović went to meet with Slobodan Jovanović and 
Milan Gavrilović: “They are self-composed and smile [...]. I immediately suggested to them that 
the King should send out telegrams and seek intervention to save Draža’s life. They agreed. We 
wrote the telegrams”.517

On the very same day when the verdict was pronounced, 15 July 1946, Slobodan Jova-
nović published his letter addressing the indictement in the London-based Times: “Dear editor, 
it seems that in the indictement against General Mihailović, the killings committed under the so 
called letter Z came into particular focus. The public prosecutor in Belgrade claims that the Yu-
goslav government in London, following the suggestions of General Mihailović, was announcing 
the names of those who were to be shot over Radio London. According to the indictement, those 
announcements over the radio were orders issued for killing Tito’s supporters and adherents. In 
a press conference, covered by foreign correspondents, held in Belgrade on 1 October 1945, Dr 
[Dušan] Nedeljković, President of the Yugoslav State Commission for the Determination of War 
Crimes, stated that the number of those whose name was placed under the letter Z ‘was excep-
tionally large. According to our data on casualties collected in the field, the number of those who 
were slaughtered exceeds 10,000... Not a single German or a colaborationist was placed under 
the letter Z’. As the Deputy Minister of the Army from January 1942 to June 1943, I want to state 
the following: 1. Z is the first letter of the word intimidate (Serbian: zastrašiti). Persons who 
were placed under the letter Z were warned that their wrongdoings were known even outside 
the country and that they would face punishment after the war. 2. The names of persons placed 
under the letter Z were announced over Radio London, on the basis of General Mihailović’s sug-
gestions, who sent them to the Yugoslav government through the British officials. 3. There were 



75 persons in total who were placed under the letter Z. 4. It is per-
fectly clear, on the basis of the list of persons placed under the let-
ter Z, which may be found in the Radio London archives, that the 
letter Z was applied solely to the quisling elements known for their 
service to the enemy. Accordingly, it was applied to Prime Minis-
ter of the so called Serbian government, Milan Nedić, alongside 
the most notorious collaborators. 5. Contrary to Dr Nedeljković’s 
claims, there is not a single member of Tito’s movement on the 
list of persons placed under the letter Z. Slobodan Jovanović”.518 
Even one of Jovanović’s relatives was included in the list, which 
later proved to be a mistake.519 On the next day Slobodan Jova-
nović held a highly attended press conference. As if at someone’s 
command, no newspaper published anything from the conference.

Mihailović’s defender at trial pointed at the fact that he 
was the only legal representative acknowledged by the legal gov-
ernment, whereas the National Liberation Movement was an ille-
gal organization, and that thereby Mihailović could not be found 
guilty of treason of the people and the state. The court did not 
accept the defense’s argument, because it assessed that Mihailović’s 
collaboration with the occupying forces had been established. The 
fact that Mihailović was a member of the government (to which 
the Soviet Union appointed ambassador) and that that govern-
ment gave him the authority of its only legal representative in 
the country could not be denied by the court. Nevertheless, the 
only conclusion that the court draw from this was “that it does 
not prove anything else but the fact that the emigrant government 
also supported the system of the occupation and assisted the in-
vaders in suppressing the liberation uprising of the peoples of Yu-
goslavia”.520 Although it was logically and factually impossible that 
the emigrant governments, from almost all states that Germany 
conquered in Europe, from London, where they lived and worked 
and where they were under British supervision all the time, would 
be able to collaborate with the enemy of England, the court had 
to convict the entire government, so as not to raise any doubts 
concerning Mihailović’s guilt. Only those for whom the “investiga-
tive bodies” found that they had not taken part in supporting the 
treason, that is, the Cabinet ministers with whom the Tito-Šubašić 
agreement was signed, were given exemption from punishment.

In his letter “Ocena o suđenju” (An Analysis of the Trial), 
intended for the world media, Slobodan Jovanović, as the leading 
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Serbian authority on law, provided an in-depth analysis of the trial. Besides Jovanović, the letter 
was signed by the representatives of the political parties “rooted in people”, who were brought 
together in the Yugoslav National Committee. ”An armed minority, which usurped the power 
in Yugoslavia with the military and political assistance of the Allies, put the entire nation that 
was among the Allies in the dock, embodied in the person of General Dragoljub – Draža Mi-
hailović and political personages from all alleged parties. By having insisted, even before the trial 
had actually began, that Mihailović’s guilt of treason was a fact beyond any doubt, was a clear 
sign of Tito’s government true intentions. That neither the government nor the court aimed at 
establishing objective truth or determining historical facts, was evident in their persistant refus-
al to hear the offered witnesses, the rescued downed Allied pilots, alongside the officers from 
the British and American military missions to two guerrilla movements in Yugoslavia during 
the war. The manner in which the whole trial was conducted further illustrated its true nature. 
Mobilized crowd attending the sessions, greeting the main defendant by howling, whistling and 
shouting: ‘Send him to the gallows!’; the Public Prosecutor who brings false witnesses to testify 
so as to carry out a thorough reconstruction of the murder of four American pilots committed 
by the Chetniks, who only three days later call the court in protest from America proving that 
they are alive and insisting on coming to Belgrade to testify in General Mihailović’s favor; plac-
ing before the court obviously forged documents, such as the alleged Mihailović’s letter to the 
bandit Pavelić; the President of the Court who considers himself only as a double of the Public 
Prosecutor during the entire hearing; the scandal over the history of the letter “Z“, which sup-
posedly meant the death sentence passed on thousands of people exclusively from Tito’s guerrilla 
movement, whereas it actually meant something completely different and involved no more than 
seventy-five persons, all of whom were notorious Nazi collaborators and none of whom was a 
member of Tito’s guerrilla; not to mention the odd situation in which all defendants pleaded 
guilty on all charges – all that was noticed and noted down by foreign correspondents and re-
porters, so that the trial of General Mihailović eventually became a loose cannon and brought a 
shame upon Tito’s regime”.521

Slobodan Jovanović highlighted that one of the most important tendencies of the Belgrade 
Process “was to ridicule and bring shame on everything that preceded Tito’s totalitarian regime and 
that did not want to side with him when he was enthroned in Belgrade owing to the force of the Al-
lied arms”.522 He pointed out that it was more than obvious given the composition of the group of 
defendants. Mihailović, the persons who carried out the coup d’état of 27 March and “who turned 
their country away from the Axis, the members of Yugoslav Government of 27 March that waged 
war against the Axis and took part in it all the time as the Allied government in London, alongside 
nationally correct civil servants – were all put in the dock to share the same guilt of treason and 
collaboration with the enemy, alongside the commonly known Nazi agents and collaborators. As 
the proceedings progressed this tendency has become only more evident. Throughout the proceed-
ings the Public Prosecutor and President of the Court tried to implicate and dishonor many of the 
distinguished names that belonged to the previous Yugoslav national life”.523



In his letter “Ocena o suđenju” he also pointed at 
the context of the Cold War: “Other no less important ten-
dency of the Belgrade Process refers to the calculated prop-
aganda abroad against the two major Allies – England and 
America. Just as it was necessary to establish the connection 
between all non-communists and the act of treason in the 
country, it was also necessary to point at, at the internation-
al level, the solidarity of Yugoslav traitors with the Western 
Allies. It eventually turned out at the hearing that not only 
did the officers and chiefs of the British and American mil-
itary missions tolerate the alleged Mihailović’s collaboration 
with the occupying forces, but that they even encouraged 
and enabled it. Thus, the proceedings laid the groundwork 
for launching more intensive propaganda against the two big 
Allies, advocates of those democratic stands, the twilight of 
which made Europe doomed to slow and inevitable agony, 
under Tito, Georgiev [...]. The proceedings strived to create 
the following impression: that in Yugoslavia exclusively the 
Communist Party, and in Europe exclusively Soviet Russia 
fought against the united forces of Nazism and Fascism, 
without any ulterior motive and without compromise, 
while all the others, out of hatred towards communism, 
were in collusion with the Germans and Italians. That fal-
sification of history is too gross to be successful anywhere. 
However, the Belgrade Process could not undermine sev-
eral historical truths: that General Mihailović, as soon as 
the enemy invaded Yugoslavia, was the first in Europe who 
organized guerrilla forces to fight against Hitler, whereas 
Tito’s Partisans felt the need to fight against the Germans 
only after 22 June 1941; that General Mihailović launched a 
large scale campaign against the Germans, regardless of the 
extent of reprisals against the civilians, in 1941 and 1942, 
when the results (however costly) were valuable from a 
military point of view for the course of the war, given that 
they nailed a number of German divisions to Yugoslavia 
and obstructed important railway lines at a time when the 
battles of Moscow and of El Alamein were fought. After 
those two major crises in the history of this war were over, 
Mihailović, by launching small-scale sabotage operations 
and actions (albeit much larger than anywhere in Europe 
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at the time), continued to get organized so as to summon up enough strength to make a forceful 
strike to the enemy in the Balkans at the end of the war or during the landing of the Allies in 
the Balkans. Tito’s guerrilla thwarted the plan by instigating and fanning the flames of the civil 
war, with an aim to seize the power in the end. That fratricidal struggle, for which the respon-
sibility falls on the Communist Party, completely paralyzed the fighting force of Yugoslavia as 
the end of the war approached. In the days when the final blow was supposed to be delivered 
to the enemy, who was retreating from the Southern Balkans, this was not practically possible, 
and consequently the German divisions managed to free themselves from the trap and organize 
a front in Yugoslavia that they held almost until the last minute of the war. They managed to 
do so only because General Mihailović was abandoned by the Allies, according to the Tehran 
decisions, and forced to retreat to the Bosnian mountains, whereas Tito’s detachments remained 
as garrisons in the towns of Serbia, so as to seize power over them. The following sad fact will 
go down in history: that from October 1944 to April 1945 Tito’s troops made no progress on 
the Drina river and in Srem, where, by design, the unarmed and untrained flower of the youth 
of Serbia was left to die in vain”.524

After the verdict was pronounced, Slobodan Jovanović made an appeal to the statesmen 
of the United States of America, Great Britain and France (James F. Byrnes, Clement Richard 
Attlee, Georges-Augustin Bidault) to save the life of General Mihailović. As president of the Yu-
goslav National Committee and the former prime minister of multiparty governments, Slobodan 
Jovanović sent out a number of letters to the United Nations, American Parliament, President of 
the United States of America, Harry S. Truman, and the ministers of foreign affairs of the United 
States of America and the Great Britain.

A letter from the Yugoslav National Committee to the United Nations called for the 
establishment of an international commission that would conduct an extensive investigation on 
the nature of the regime introduced in Yugoslavia, so as to ensure the respect of the international 
agreements in Yugoslavia (Yalta agreement, UN Charter). The letter also points at the fact that 
Tito’s (that is, Soviet) support to communists in Greece poses a threat to peace in the Balkans. 
Persecutions and trials continued in Belgrade: “The Daily Telegraph reports that Prince Pavle, 
[Regents] Radenko Stanković and Ivo Perović are soon to be tried in Belgrade for their collab-
oration with the Germans. The cynicism of the communists is truly without limits. People are 
tried for having collaborated with Germany at a time of peace when, because of Russia, commu-
nists were German allies”.525 For the same reason, Aleksandar Cincar-Marković had already been 
arrested and interrogated: “The Daily Telegraph reports that Cincar-Marković and his wife are 
arrested and that they are to be tried. Everyone will simply be killed if regime change does not 
soon take place”.526 Kosta St. Pavlović noted down a bit of news in August 1946: “A local news 
agency told me today that Reuters reported from Belgrade that Tito asked the British govern-
ment to extradite Jovanović, Purić, Gavrilović and Knežević. All we need is that England actually 
consents to it. Yet, it seems impossible to me, even though I have learned for these couple of 
years that one may expect everything from England”.527



THE HISTORY OF YUGOSLAVIA IN THE JOURNAL PORUKA 19501959

In the journal Poruka, which was an organ of the Yugoslav National Committee, Slo-
bodan Jovanović particularly focused on the analyses of the political and social development 
of postwar Yugoslavia, as well as on the constitutions and laws of the new state. He used the 
Yugoslav press (Borba, Politika etc.), in particular the speeches delivered by the officials and 
ideologists, information, testimonies and papers authored by the individuals who managed to 
leave the country after the war, such was for example, Dr Krajica Milanov from the University of 
Belgrade Faculty of Philosophy, as sources. He made comparisons between the information from 
the country and the information from foreign press. Jovanović particularly focused on the crit-
ical analysis of the Yugoslav constitutions, as well as on new economic theories. These analyses 
of his are exceptionally valuable, given the fact that not only did he teach constitutional law and 
therefore was able to clearly detect all the nuances in the new constitutions, but he also well knew 
the authors of the constitutions of the new state.

The first issue of Poruka, in which was reprinted Branko Ćopić’s “Jeretička priča” (A 
Heretic Story) in 1950, also included some parts of Tito’s speech wherein the unnamed Ćopić 
(“he”) was characterized as “an instrument in the hands of reaction, and indirectly [dialectically] 
in the hands of Informbiro”.528 It was concluded in Poruka that “this affair better portrayed the 
communist regime than all other news or reports written by foreign corresponents”.529 In 1954, 
“Anatomija jednog morala” (Anatomy of a Moral) authored by Milovan Đilas appeared in Poru-
ka.530 Jovanović’s interpretations were substantiated in Đilas’ later memoire writings, and today 
in archive materials. There are no strong emotions in Jovanović’s analyses, since, as he noted 
once, historical circumstances are like elemental forces.
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Jovanović published several studies on totalitarianism 
(communism, fascism, National Socialism), of which the best 
known is his book titled O totalitarizmu (1952).531 In totali-
tarian regimes the entire spiritual life (philosophy, literature, 
law, art) is subordinated to the interests of the ruling party. It 
should, in fact, be an expression of its politics. By comparing 
totalitarian regimes, he highlighted that “out of all dictator-
ships set up so far, a totalitarian dictatorship is probably the 
most complete dictatorship”, since not only did it destroy “the 
legal security of an individual, but it also made his very surviv-
al dependent upon the state, which, being the sole employer, 
can everyone that is not at its will made redundant, and there-
fore leave without bread”.532 Yugoslavia, in which totalitarian 
Soviet Communism was introduced (with or without Stalin) 
was not an exception “Tito rose to power by instigating the 
civil war under a communist flag”. That another name for the 
Communist Party was the Civil War Party was well implanted 
in the minds of the cadre trained in the Soviet Union.

Slobodan Jovanović underscored that “initially there 
was no ideological dimension in the split between Tito and 
Cominform”, given that “Tito separated from Moscow simply 
because at one point it seemed to him as if Stalin intended to 
replace him by somebody else”.533 It was only when it became 
evident that there would be no reconciliation, that Tito began 
to claim that their interpretations of Marxism differed.534 Mi-
lovan Đilas noted down in his memoirs how he and Edvard 
Kardelj devised new ideological models. Đilas focused on the 
critique of the Soviet bureaucracy, whereas Kardelj focused on 
the establishment of self-government: “At the same time when 
Pijade attacked Ćopić, my article ‘Savremene teme’ (Modern 
Topics) came out wherein I analyzed the Soviet system as state 
capitalism and eventually drew a conclusion that contrast be-
tween us and the Soviet Union was substantially greater than 
that between the Soviet Union and capitalist West, that is, the 
USA. Even though the thesis of state capitalism in the USSR 
was then accepted by the leading officials, even by Kardelj 
and Tito, it was abandoned overnight after my overthrow in 
1954 and reconciliation with Khrushchev”.535 They were at-
tempting at proving that Stalin had deviated from Marxism 
and that they were consistent Marxists. Jovanović pointed out 
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that, in fact, Tito tried to attach ideological significance to a personal 
conflict: “They did not cease to claim that regardless of their military 
and financial ties with the West, they remained to be Marxists. After all, 
if they renounced Stalin, they did not renounce Lenin, given that Lenin’s 
communism was not a moderate one”. Jovanović realized that Yugoslav 
communists did not have a clear conscience: “They have kept wondering 
whether Tito’s departure from Moscow would deviate them further and 
further from the hearth of Marxism”.536

Jovanović analyzed Đilas’ arguments (before Đilas switched to 
the opposition, having previously been one of the key figures of the 
communist regime). In his paper, Đilas wanted to prove that Marxism in 
the Soviet Union was its perverted version and that that was the reason 
why Tito had to break away from Stalin. He put forward some usual ar-
guments against Stalinism that had been recurring in the Western press 
for years. There was no proletarian dictatorship in the Soviet Union, 
but state capitalism instead. The means of production were not hand-
ed over to the workers, but to the state. The workers are not exploited 
by private capitalists, but by the state officials, who dispose of the na-
tionalized means of production. Jovanović points out that one gets the 
impression that bureaucracy has taken over the state in Russia: “That is 
not true. The Communist Party has taken over the state in Russia [...] 
The dictatorship in Russia is not a bureaucratic dictatorship, but a party 
dictatorship. Đilas makes a mention of the party offhandedly and only 
when he has to. Why is that? Simply because in Yugoslavia existed the 
same dictatorship of the Communist Party as that in Russia”.537 Đilas 
held that socialism was possible even without bureaucracy and referred 
to Marx’s assumption that in socialist society the state, and with it bu-
reaucracy, would gradually die out. Đilas believed in the dying out of 
the state utopia and argued that the dying out of the state had started as 
early as in Yugoslavia: “It seems as if Đilas wanted to please both, those 
party comrades that still believed in Marx, and those who did not care 
about Marx anymore and were only interested in power. For the former 
he published the dying out of the state based on the non-political sector 
– and for the latter, the consolidation of the state based on the politi-
cal sector”.538 After examining Đilas’ text, Jovanović draws a conclusion 
that “all that nagging about the dying out of the state” was necessary to 
Đilas so that he could claim that Yugoslavia, contrary to the Soviet Un-
ion, completed the phase of state capitalism: “State capitalism that was 
introduced in Russia, is the same as that in Yugoslavia. In both countries 
the state took possession of the means of production, made itself an 
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employer and made the workers dependent on its bureaucra-
cy”.539 Jovanović expatiated on this Đilas’ text only because it 
well illustrated how a communist official could freely insist on 
something that he knew it was not true.

Jovanović points out that Kardelj made several at-
tempts to explain that the West misinterpreted the split with 
Stalin, since they believed that Stalinism existed in Yugoslavia 
up to 1948 and that only after the split with Stalin that system 
was abandoned. Yugoslavia, in Kardelj’s view, did not abandon 
Stalinism because of the split with Stalin, but it rather came 
into conflict because it had not embraced Stalinism and had 
established its original model that even before the split had be-
gun to develop independently of the Soviet models: “Of course, 
none of this is true. The whole world knows that until the split 
with Moscow the Titoists were blind emulators of Stalinism. 
They were implementing industrialization that was at all costs 
and entirely modelled upon the Soviet models, along with the 
nationalization of industrial enterprises and collectivization of 
rural households. Their rural worker cooperatives were noth-
ing but the poor copies of Russian kolhozs [...] At that time of 
spiritual enslavement to the Soviets, the true cult of Stalin was 
maintained in Yugoslavia by the use of force”.540 Jovanović con-
cludes that Tito’s dictatorship was merely “a branch of Stalin’s 
dictatorship“. Therefore, Slobodan Jovanović claimed that prior 
to their split, Tito was Stalin’s man, that is, a Stalinist.541

Jovanović pointed out that communists in Yugoslavia 
were particularly proud of workers’ self-management as their 
“most successful invention“. Nevertheless, he held that they re-
sorted to workers’ self-management out of necessity and tribu-
lation, as Đilas described in his memoirs. After the war, com-
munists ran enterprises by entirely emulating the Soviet model 
through party bureaucracy. Jovanović points out that when the 
conflict between Tito and Stalin took place, workers’ self-man-
agement was invented by Yugoslav communists as a counter-
poise to the Soviet bureaucratic system. According to the theo-
ry of workers’ self-management, Stalin imposed the rule of his 
bureaucracy upon the workers, which was no easier than that 
of private capitalists: “In the Soviet Union communism holds 
onto bureaucratic centralism; in Yugoslavia is supposed to 
more and more hold onto workers’ self-government. According 
to the Titoists, workers’ self-government is already underway; 
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factories have been handed over to workers, and they run them as their masters”.542 Jovanović 
highlighted that nationalization was implemented in Yugoslavia, and therefore it was only the 
state that could be the owner of the factory. He also emphasized that the workers were not even 
entitled to permanent employment, given that the managements of factories were still entitled to 
lay off a surplus of workers. Factory workers elected workers’ councils, out of which a narrower 
body was elected to run the factory. However, that board of directors did not work on its own, 
but together with factory director who did not represent the workers, but the state as the true 
owner of the factory: “In practice, the factory director actually runs the factory. The Board of 
Directors has been reduced more or less to the position of an advisory body. Was it therefore 
worthwhile to cause such a great uproar over ‘handing over factories to workers’ and to term 
something as handing over even if that was not true?”543 Jovanović emphasized that the en-
tirety of the executive power was vested in the hands of factory director and that it was he who 
was held to account before the state authority as if he was one of its bodies. Even if the factory 
would be freed from bureaucracy, it still would not be freed from the Communist Party, which 
through its local committees runs the enterprise. He pointed out that the members of the Com-
munist Party in the workers’ councils made up one quarter of the total number of members, in 
the Boards of Directors one third, whereas factory directors, more or less, were all communists. 
Therefore, workers’ self-management did not end the leadership of the Communist Party in the 
enterprises: “The only difference was that the party did not exert pressure directly, from the 
central state offices that the party has taken over, but indirectly, through special organizations 
established by the party in the places where the enterprise was located”.544 Slobodan Jovanović 
refers to the analyses made by Živko Topalović, old socialist leader, secretary (together with Filip 
Filipović) of the Socialist Workers Party (of the Communists) in 1919, according to which hand-
ing factories over to workers implies the complete failure of hitherto Tito’s economic politics. 
Workers’ self-management was introduced only because the government could no longer cover 
the losses incurred by industrial enterprises from the state budget. On the other hand, it did not 
want to take over responsibility for the new sacrifices and new efforts that had to be imposed 
upon the workers to make the enterprise viable. Thus, it passed profitability (dialectically) on the 
very workers. Of course, the government kept supervision over the management of enterprises 
through its directors.545

Jovanović highlighted that a campaign against bureaucracy in Yugoslavia might seem 
strange, given that similar campaign was occasionally being launched in the Soviet Union: “Given 
that Stalin and party leaders have been regarded as impeccable, somebody else must be blamed for 
all the mistakes, and that other one is bureaucracy”.546 Jovanović points out that a campaign against 
bureaucracy, basically, had similar objectives in Yugoslavia. The flaws of bureaucracy are general-
ly known, and the same goes for the means aginst them. He underscored that apart from (local) 
self-government, there were some more successful means, such as the freedom of the press, assem-
bly and association, that is, all freedoms that fell under the so called political rights of citizens.

Jovanović points out that Tito found himself in a difficult position between the Marxists 
and the Democrats. It was hard to convince the Marxists that after his confrontation with Stalin the 
“Pope of Marxism”, he remained an orthodox Marxist. It was hard to convince the Democrats that 
his regime was better than Western democracy. Jovanović foresaw the emergence of Đilas’ dissidence.



196

The internal communist showdown over Informbiro diverted some attention away from 
the original “class enemy”. Jovanović’s Poruka closely covered the personnel changes of senior 
party officials: “So they go one by one. For years they have been ‘national heroes’, chiefs of Gen-
eral Staff, celebrated writers, ministers, ambassadors...Streets, factories, settlements bear their 
names [...] In the end, the all-seing Party manages to discover the truth. The world then learns 
that these demigods have always been debauchees, idlers, cowards, everyone’s spies. Arsa Jova-
nović, Radonja Golubović, Andrija Hebrang, Radovan Zogović and an infinite number of other 
senior and junior leaders and officials...Gone like last year’s snow.” For the Soviet Union commu-
nists and all those who remained loyal to Stalin and the Communist International, Tito has be-
come: “the chief of the Belgrade fascist clique of spies and killers, and the old agent-provocateur 
of US-British imperialists”.547

It has been already mentioned that Jovanović in Poruka gave analyses of the constitutions 
and laws of the new state. During a session of the Constituent Assembly the Federal People’s Repub-
lic of Yugoslavia was proclaimed on 29 November 1945. Milovan Đilas wrote about it in his book 
titled “Vlast”: “on assembly premises, before the session began – Vladimir Velebit passed on the in-
tervention of the British ambassador to the party leaders. The ambassador expressed his conviction 
that we would not do such an unreasonable thing and proclaim a republic. That intervention was 
understood as belated hiting the air that only reinforced our determination, although there was no 
hesitation at all”.548 The new Constitution was adopted on 31 January 1946, and thereby the 1931 
Constitution of the Kingdom of Yugoslavia ceased to be in effect. Milovan Đilas later testified: “the 
new Constitution had already been drafted, and therefore a ‘public debate’ was initiated over it. 
Both the draft and ‘public debate’ were modelled on the Soviet, ‘Stalin-style’ constitution and the 

Vis, 1944. Second row (from left to right):  Arsa Jovanović, Milovan Đilas, an unknown fellow comrade, 
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Moma Marković. All of them held top positions in Yugoslavia and Serbia after the Second World War 
and all of them, except for Marković, were eventually eliminated from the political life in different ways.



accompanying Soviet ‘public debate’. Kardelj was in charge of 
drafting this as well as all later constitutions, and he was assist-
ed by law professor Jovan Đorđević and others. Even though 
the Soviet representatives did not participate, ambassador Sad-
chikov [Иван Васильевич Садчиков] was consulted on the 
draft”.549 The 1946 Constitution was modelled on the 1936 
Soviet Union Constitution, which Jovanović analyzed in his 
Država from 1936, in the chapter “Poratna država”, following 
the interpretation of parliamentarism in England and France, 
Fascism in Italy and National Socialism in Germany.

In his essay “Novi jugoslovenski ustav” (The New 
Yugoslav Constitution) from 1953, Jovanović highlighted 
that after the Constitution was adopted, the old assembly 
immediately elected Tito as the president, without previous-
ly holding the elections for the new assembly. Even though 
the Draft Constitution and its final version adopted by the 
Assembly differ, they both had primary aspirations towards 
making the state system of government “less federal, whereas 
the supreme power was to rest more with the president than 
with the government”.550 Under the new Constitution, the 
National Assembly was divided into two houses, the Feder-
al Council (political functions) and the Council of Produc-
ers (economic functions). In the previous text in which he 
analyzed the draft of this Constitution, Jovanović pointed out 
that the house in which the professions were represented had 
points of semblance with “the Italian Chamber of Fasci and 
Corporations, whereas the favoring of industrial enterprises 
to the detriment of agricultural ones was reminiscent of the 
favoring of more heavily taxed classes that existed before the 
introduction of universal suffrage”. Jovanović pointed out 
that in federations federal units usually occupied the seats in 
the upper house, as under the previous Constitution. Nev-
ertheless, instead of the representatives of the republics, the 
Council of Producers was established. In addition, a certain 
number of representatives of the federal units occupied the 
seats in the Federal Council. Under the new Constitution, the 
supreme administration was to rest to a large extent with one 
chief, the President of the Republic. “As a memento of the for-
mer collegial government” a 35–40 member Executive Coun-
cil was added to him.551 The National Assembly chose both 
the President and the Council. Even though it was envisaged 
that the President of the Republic and the Executive Council 
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should work together, the President had certain powers that belonged solely to him (appointing 
senior officers, ambassadors etc.). He did not even need the countersignature of the minister, 
given that the new Constitution abolished the position of a minister, that exited hitherto. Thus, 
the President of the Republic was given greater powers than a constitutional sovereign, who could 
not rule on his own, without the ministers. Besides, the President could act without the Executive 
Council and no vice versa. The President of the Republic was at the same time the head of the 
Executive Council. State secretaries were appointed instead of ministers, who were not political 
but administrative bodies that carried out the commands issued by the executive power, that is, 
the President of the Republic who was at the same time the president of the Executive Council.552

Until the new Constitution (1953), the principle of the separation of powers was denied for 
the sake of the principle of national sovereignity. It was believed that it was pointless to divide the 
state power in terms of its functions into the legislative, the executive and the legislature, given that 
all those functions were performed by the sovereign people. The people delegated the exercise of 
its sovereignty to the National Assembly, which, therefore, should be omnipotent. Unlike the pre-
vious Constitution, the new Constitution at least formally adopted the principle of the separation 
of powers. The National Assembly is a legislative body, whereas the President of the Republic and 
the Executive Council exercises the executive power. Since they are limited by law, instead of the 
“dictatorship of the people”, they started speaking about the “rule of law”, “as that in the states of 
‘obsolete bourgeois democracy’”.553 Jovanović highlighted that Tito never hid that he considered his 
relations with the United States of America and the Great Britain as “a marriage of convenience”. 
Based on data presented in the debate on the assistance provided to Yugoslavia that took place in 
the American Congress, the journalists in Poruka calculated that aid in goods equalled to 10 pre-
war budgets: “In the explanation of the report submitted to the Senate the following reasons for 
providing assistance were stated: the Yugoslav government decisively broke with Kremlin, drought 
was so extreme that there is a threat of famine and anarchy, it is in the USA’s best interest to provide 
assistance to anyone who fights for independency from Moscow, the economic collapse of Yugosla-
via would result in its falling under the influence of Moscow once again.554 Even though Tito, after 
getting closer to the West, continually emphasized his Marxist path, “he could not escape from the 
inevitable dependence of a lendee on his lender. In addition to the Anglo-American loans, which 
were in part more gifts than loans, he had to accept the Anglo-American political oversight”.555 
Jovanović pointed out that that oversight initially referred to the oversight of foreign policy, and 
only later began to be felt in economic and military issues.556 He emphasized that the issue of pub-
lic debt very soon became a problem and that public debt increased so that its regular repayment 
was no longer possible without constant postponements.

In terms of real power, Tito lost nothing under the new Constitution, as Slobodan Jova-
nović stressed, since he remained the master of the army and policy, and in terms of his external 
dignity he even profited, given that he was promoted to the head of the state: “In his first speech 
he indicated that he intended to rule by law from then on. That a man who has ruled as a dic-
tator for years will all of a sudden change his whim and become a docile servant of law, was not 
very likely. The prophet Jeremiah says: ‘Can an Ethiopian change his skin or a leopard his spots? 
Can you still do good, after all the evil that you have learned?’”557
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Instead of the rethorical critique of bureaucracy, which was to de-
fend the infallibility of a leader or ideology (to which people still have 
not been equal owing to their imperfection), as early as in 1954 Jovanović 
directed his critique towards the essence of the problem, the very core of 
the Socialist party bureaucracy: “According to Đilas’ description, the type 
of a man that prevails within the top leadership of the party, is not a new 
one, but rather an old type – ‘war profiteer’ type, with all his selfishness, 
ostentatiousness and luxury”. He also covered the gradual dismissal of the 
so called communist “companions” (Dragoljub Jovanović, Miloš Moskov-
ljević and etc.) and of “useful fools” (“Sudbina ‘korisne budale’. Diskusija 
komunista i Save Kosanovića o 27. martu” (The Faith of a Useful Fool. 
Discussion of Communists and Sava Kosanović on 27 March)).558 In the 
mid-1950s he also focused on the surrealists. He pointed at the attempts 
of certain writers to set free from the communist party leadership.

Jovanović also wrote about the intensified actions directed to-
wards the church and the university, the matters the Ango-American bloc 
was not interested in. The church limited itself to the confines of its prem-
ises, the university was under control of the Communist Party. Scientific 
research was centralized.559 Under the Draft Law on the University, pro-
fessor’s task was to bring up students to take part in the development of 
socialism: “The fact that the Titoists wanted to make universities centers 
of communist propaganda should not surprise anyone. They place the 
party above everything else, and even above science itself ”.560 It was quite 
clear to him what the prospects of free scientific work were in the Marx-
ist era of Serbian (Yugoslav) philosophy. Its traditions were established in 
a time when the studies of philosophy (dialectical materialism studies) 
were intended for the proven party youth cadres, and as Jovanović points 
out, “professor of philosophy [Dušan Nedeljković] considered Stalin as 
the greatest living philosopher”.561 Academician Mihailo Đurić in one of 
his interviews explained why he made a decision not to study philosophy 
after the Second World War: “It was as late as before the autumn of 1945 
when I began to study at the University of Belgrade, because at the time 
I defiantly gave up my original intention to study philosophy and pursue 
it as a career. It was precisely because I already at length studied philos-
ophy on my own and devotedly drank from the spring of philosophical 
knowledge, that I did not want to be subjected to a ruthless ideological 
torture that was carried out at the time at the Faculty of Philosophy. I was 
horrified to find that philosophy at that faculty was reduced to the rank 
of a mere servant of daily politics [...] The only professor that I would like 
to single out was Kajica Milanov, the then assistant professor, who invited 
me to his home to be his student, and methodically directed me to study 
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Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason, as well as other Kant’s writings, and classicist philosophy of Ger-
man Idealism in general. This largely determined my path in philosophy. After his ubrupt depar-
ture from the country, which took place shortly after his brutal expulsion from the University, I 
began to study classical philology more attentively”.562 After the war only one professor, Dušan 
Nedelјković, taught all philosophical subjects at the Belgrade Faculty of Philosophy.

After the Second World War the accomplishments from the Soviet Union were introduced 
in both science and the University. Jovanović points out that the process of adapting science to 
conform to ideology in the Soviet Union began with philosophy, and continued with economy and 
sociology: “In the 1920s they switched to history. During the 1930s they turned to natural scienc-
es, biology in particular. The process of adapting scientific theories to conform to the doctrines 
of Marxism depended on the resilience of the facts upon which certain science was based. This 
process went very smoothly in philosophy, whereas it was quite the opposite in technical sciences”. 
Jovanović quoted an article from Borba of 28 April 1954, reading that “Professor Dr Siniša Stank-
ović stated ‘that a thorough revision of university textbooks is necessary, given that one may often 
find a number of ideological inconsistencies in them [...] This is not the case only in humanities, 
but also in natural sciences. Quite often idealistic moments are combined with the mechanistic 
ones and interpretations that in this phase are supposed to have dialectical character’. Even though 
our communists keep proving that their communism is not the same as that in Russia; in practice, 
they still cannot by any means detach from Russian models, therefore, not even Stanković can 
speak differently than the famous Russian scientist Lysenko [Трофим Денисович Лысенко]. Not 
only would he like to introduce Marxism in humanities, but in natural sciences as well”.563

Even though the number of undergraduates, that is, students who failed to complete 
their studies (out of 57,072 students “every third is undergraduate”), a decision was made “un-
der which the number of undergraduates can only be increased”. Pupils that did not complete 
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grammar school “but rather some vocational school”, and even those “who completed school of 
national security, as if previous training for the service in OZNA is equalled to that for vocation-
al scientific education”, are to be allowed into universities”.564

For the purpose of increasing the presence of the communist cadres at the university, the 
Council, which before comprised solely of full professors, as Jovanović noted, was expanded to 
include associate professors, assistant professors and adjunct professors: “Even though this is no 
doubt absurd if judged by the criterion of science; it is not absurd if judged by the criterion of 
the party”.565 Tenured posts of full professors were not abolished, but only that of associate pro-
fessors (who did not have to be relected in pre-war Yugoslavia). However, in Jovanović’s view, full 
professors also did not occupy tenured posts given that the Executive Council had the right to 
send them into retirement or dismiss them at any moment and at its will “for their professional or 
pedagogical incompetence or their moral unsuitability”: Therefore, each and every professor that 
would fail to deliver lectures or act in general in the spirit of the doctrines of Marxism-Leninism, 
could be expelled by the government’s decree for his pedagogical incompetence”.566 It was also 
thought that pedagogical competence presupposed an ability to bring up the youth in the spirit of 
communism. Jovanović held that the entire communist regime was inspired by a mistrust towards 
personal freedom. The new Law on the University was adopted in 1954. According to the Assembly 
Rapporteur, the law envisaged the “revision of the status of all professors”.567 Jovanović pointed out 
that faculty councils, which were earlier comprised solely of full professors and associate professors, 
were now expanded to include assistant professors, lecturers, lectors, student representatives, as 
well as a number of non-academic public, scientific and professional workers, who were chosen by 
the National Assembly of the republic on the territory of which the university was situated: “as the 
assembly is a political body, accordingly it will elect solely the most devoted comrades”.568

The first split in the Communist Party occurred only three years after its rose to power in 
Yugoslavia (1948), whereas the second one occurred after nine years (1954). Jovanović points out 
that Đilas was held accountable for his texts and was consequently stripped of all of his functions. 
Đilas looked into a personal question: “Despite the fact that the Communist Revolution was sup-
posed to erase all social differences, a high society has been formed in Yugoslavia, the so called 
‘inner circle’. This circle consists of those communists who especially distinguished themselves in 
the Partisan warfare, and who, on that basis, would now like to enjoy the fruits of their labours”.569

In his story titled “Anatomija jednog morala” (Anatomy of a Moral), based on a true event, 
Đilas described the boycott of General Dapčević’s wife, who did not belong to that inner circle. 
Jovanović pointed out that Đilas condemned the conversion of the Communist Party into bureau-
cracy and the transformation of its upper layer into a high class (luxury, loose morals). Jovanović 
highlights that “Tito and his company” have points of semblance with “those who eat meat while 
fasting, and advise others to stick to fasting”: “They enjoy eminence and luxury, and as all up-
starts, not only do they spend recklessly, but they display it ostentatiously. That luxury, which even 
alarmed Đilas, must have caused disappointment among other communists – not only over the 
communist leaders, but over communism in general [...]. The example is contagious. Not only will 
the communist leaders with their luxury fail to arouse enthusiasm for the communist ideology, 
but they will only additionaly spark a desire for acquiring wealth at all costs, which already yield-
ed such characteristic results in reference to financial crime”.570 He wrote about financial crime



stating the official Yugoslav reports (Borba, 10 April 1954): “Generally 
speaking, financial crime is widespread in Yugoslavia. In 1953, of all crimes 
one in four was financial crime”.571 He pointed out that party leaders, “hav-
ing found themselves all of a sudden rising to wealth and eminence they 
were not accustomed to, alongside material pleasures, began acquiring a 
materialistic view of life, which excludes any enthusiasm for ideas. By read-
ing their Marxist speeches, so monotonous and sluggish, one is under im-
pression that they profess Marxism only by acquired habit and for the sake 
of political convenience”.572

The Central Committee condemned Đilas as reactionary. Kardelj 
regarded his articles as a mixture of anarchism and bourgeois liberalism. 
It was said that Đilas would not have gone off the course to such a large 
extent if he had not often travelled to the West, where he fell under the 
influence of Aneurin Bevan: “In Russia Đilas would, for sure, be portrayed 
as a secret agent of the Great Britain or the United States of America; in 
Yugoslavia, he was depicted, if not as a secret agent, than as an infatuated 
follower of British politicians. Even Đilas himself behaved in much the 
same way as the defendants before the Soviet courts, and even though he 
had not previously gone through a dungeon and a torture chamber, he 
eventually broke down entirely and contritely admitted his guilt”.573 Tito 
was “upset about an article in Nova misao”: It came as a blow to himself 
(’We, that circle, which he attacked in Nova misao’)”.574 He said for Đilas 
that he “possesses literary talent, but [that] he has no political sense” and 
that he was “one poetic nature”.575 The Central Committee claimed that 
not only did reactionaries gather around Đilas, but also some unhealthy 
elements, petty bourgeois characters, that is, businessmen that wanted to 
start small enterprises to earn profit, intellectuals who held that literature 
should be developed in the spirit of bourgeois individualism and commu-
nists who having detached themselves from practice did not realize that 
building of a socialist society took time. The Chief of General Staff Peko 
Dapčević, whose case was described in Đilas’ “Anatomija jednog morala” 
(published on 1 January 1954), stated that “if we would act according to 
comrade Đilas’ recipe, we would find ourselves in a situation in which 
we would receive blows that would eventually lead us to the prospect of 
losing all initiative, and finally losing the battle”.576 Miloš Minić was quite 
clear: “I have learned from Marxism, and from the experience of our revo-
lution that there can be no equality for the bourgeoisie [...] In my opinion, 
it is foolish to call the communists to fight for equality for the bourgeoisie 
[...] Our entire legislation, all our measures are based on the non-recogni-
tion of equality for the bourgeoisie. That is a principal characteristic, that 
is important in my opinion, that in dictatorship of the proletariat there 
is no equality for the bourgeoisie [...] Therefore, there is no democracy 

Miloš Minić, prosecutor in the trial
of Draža Mihailović
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for all. And that is why urging the communists to fight for democracy for all is a mere, liberal, 
petty-bourgeois nonsense”.577 Tito wondered before the Central Committee what the outcomes 
would be: “Tito burst out wondering why Đilas in his deliberations ‘equates a former bourgeois 
exploiter, a former minister, a former bourgeois gendarme with a conscious worker and everyone 
with everyone’”.578 Đilas’ sin was the fact that he “wanted equality for all’”.579

Aleksandar Ranković underscored at the Fourth Plenum of the Central Committee that 
the enemies of communism overestimated Đilas’ importance: “Given that lately around seven-
ty thousand [70, 000] communists were expelled from the party, the enemies of communism 
claimed that they were all Đilas’ followers. In fact, in reference to Đilas’ case, only twenty-three 
persons were expelled (of whom thirteen from Serbia)”.580 As per a remedy for resolving the 
problem, the leadership of the Communist Party kept mentioning over and over again that “the 
old enthusiasm and old combativeness should be awakened”.581 Jovanović held that it was easy 
to arouse enthusiasm for Marxism before, when all the blame “for all life torments an troubles” 
could be laid at the door of the bourgeoisie and capitalism: “without either bourgeoisie, or cap-
italism, and given that our torments and troubles proved to be even greater, not less, the com-
munist government was the only one to bear the blame. And since it presented all its work as 
an attempt at practical application of Marxism, consequently it woud not be easy at all to arouse 
enthusiasm among the youth for Marxism as ‘the only saving faith’”.582

Kardelj underscored that Đilas and Dedijer (official Tito’s biographer), made their ser-
vices available to foreign circles, to which Tito’s foreign policy, and in particular his trip to India 
were not acceptable. Moša Pijade emphasized that “the spiritual address” of Đilas and Dedijer 
was America, since the Western circles did not approve Yugoslavia’s anti-bloc and independent 
foreign policy. Đilas and Dedijer aimed at “undermining the government of working people”.

Jovanović closely monitored different attempts at overcoming the Yugoslav economic and 
political problems. At the Fourth Plenum of the Federal Committee of the Socialist Alliance of 
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Yugoslavia, Tito, as president of the Socialist Alliance, submitted the economic report. He point-
ed at some negative consequences of industrialization. Industrialization proved to be absolutely 
necessary for the creation of a large workforce, as a prerequisite for the creation of a socialist 
society. Nevertheless, Tito, according to Jovanović, confesses that industrialization has gone too 
far. According to Jovanović, every province, and even every county, would like to have its own big 
industry: “where no factories are erected, some other ‘big premises’ are erected, big hotels, public 
government offices, large cultural centres”.583 Tito pointed out that agriculture was neglected in 
favor of industrialization. Despite the bad experience with worker cooperatives, according to Tito, 
collectivization was still a major goal in agriculture: “One cannot establish socialism in industry, 
and capitalism in agriculture”.584Jovanović noticed an interesting paradox: “What immediately 
catches the eye in Tito’s report, is the fact that Tito himself emerges as a critic against the official 
economic politics of Tito’s government, but no longer as the Prime Minster, but as the president 
of the Socialist Alliance. He seems to want to merge in himself the roles of prime minister and the 
leader of opposition, and then to switch roles the same as he changes his uniforms. That ‘coexist-
ence’ of such opposite roles in one personality could serve, by the way, as an answer to all those 
who claim that there is no opposition in Yugoslavia. Actually, there is opposition, since Tito as 
the president of the Socialist Alliance opposes himself as the Prime Minister”.585 Tito claimed that 
press in Yugoslavia was free, “but provided that it is ‘strictly principled in line with the politics of 
our people’s government’.586 How can press be free when it is not allowed to criticize the govern-
ment?!”587 The Titoists reproached the youth for being more interested in sports than in politics: 
“The youth would not be interested in sports either, if it had to watch always the same players 
always fighting for a prize that nobody called into question”.588 He concluded his analyses with his 
remark on the nature of the Yugoslav state authority: “Tito’s regime has never been anything else 
but an occupation – an occupation of a country enforced by a party”.589

In an article published in Poruka in 1956, Slobodan Jovanović examined the assessments 
made by American experts regarding the future of totalitarian systems: “A totalitarian regime is 
integrated to the extreme. Too heavy burden of tasks is placed on the state, when at the same 
time its leadership is concentrated in too narrow and too closed circle of people. Even though 
state’s technical means are, no doubt, highly sophisticated, its leading officials yet remain to be 
ordinary mortal beings, whose competencies have their limits. Consequently, the disintegration 
of a totalitarian regime may simply take place given that its integration has gone too far. But 
this disintegration would not yet mean demolition, but merely the softening of the totalitarian 
regime, and even that softening would ensue as a long historical process. And for example, in 
Russia, the disintegration is likely to occur only as late as between 1970 and 1980”.590

When elaborating on Serbian individualism, Jovanović looked into the issue of commu-
nist-style bringing people into line. He highlighted that party dictatorship is more permanent and 
methodical than that of a one man: “That is why it makes people too obedient and thereby kills 
their public spirit. It achieves social discipline at the cost of excessive weakening of personal ener-
gy”.591 Radoje Knežević asked Slobodan Jovanović in 1958 whether they would live to see the day 
when they would return to the free country: “He thought for a moment, as if measuring what to 
say: ‘I certainly won’t, but your generation will’”.592
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CULTURAL PATTERN

Slobodan Jovanović wrote the essay “Jedan prilog 
za proučavanje nacionalnog karaktera” (A Contribution to 
the Study of the National Character) in the 1950s and left 
it behind, along with his memoires, to be published after 
his death.593 Because of the time when it was written and 
its contents, it is often referred to as Slobodan Jovanović’s 
message for posterity. This essay, wherein he looks into the 
concepts of cultural pattern and national character, is as 
relevant today as ever, whereas the mere mention of cul-
tural pattern is reminiscent of Slobodan Jovanović. When 
one embarks on the interpretation of Jovanović’s essay, 
he will inevitably come across the following questions – 
whether a cultural pattern is tied to an individual, or an 
entire nation, whether a cultural pattern implies a para-
digm that already exists, or an exemplary paradigm, set 
up as a task to be fulfilled (or it can be both). Sometimes 
“Jedan prilog” is understood as a list of elements that con-
stitute a cultural pattern, and sometimes one can make a 
conclusion that Jovanović himself is cultural pattern, for 
which he said there had never been any attempts to be in-
troduced in our country. Nevertheless, quite often “Jedan 
prilog” is not interpreted, but rather serves as a platform 
for expressing own standpoint.

To understand Jovanović’s stand expounded in 
“Jedan prilog”, its importance and relevance, one should 
interpret the entire text “line by line” and take into con-
sideration its context, other texts in which he looked into 
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some of these issues and his teaching as a whole and meet all necessary 
hermeneutical requirements laid out for the interpretation of a text. To 
understand the meaning of Jovanović’s concept of cultural pattern, one 
should define culture as a concept that is broader than the concept of 
science, art or politics: “When it comes to the culture of one nation, all 
branches of its spiritual life have to be taken ito consideration: not only 
its science, but also its faith and morality, its literature and art, its politics 
and law, its army and economy, its customs and pastimes... It is only then 
that one can describe the cultural pattern of a nation and determine how 
deep and sophisticated this pattern is”.594 Jovanović also looks into the 
history of mentalities, always taking into account the entirety of cultural 
history, in a broad sense of the term culture, as he put it. When it comes 
to cultural history, it goes without saying that political history is its broad-
est framework, that is, that without taking into account the whole, one 
its part cannot be studied separately, that is, a certain segment of histo-
ry. Jovanović elaborates on cultural and political patterns of an individual 
and that of a nation. On the basis of the analysis of humanistic patterns it 
may be asserted that there is a group of people that forms a nucleus of cul-
tural pattern and that adopts it, through whom the cultural pattern exerts 
its influence upon the people, and in the case of the great world powers, 
upon the other nations.

Jovanović underlined that Serbian intelligentsia never transplant-
ed any foreign cultural pattern, nor produced any original pattern founded 
on the cultural tradition of the Serbian people. In the time of the United 
Serbian Youth the focus was on the national pattern of a good Serb, and 
in Svetozar Marković’s circle on moral characteristics of a socialist, that 
is, on a political pattern. Even though Dositej Obradović did not conceive 
the cultural pattern, there was some moralism on his behalf that was not 
a rationalistic one, but rather in the spirit of Rousseau’s sentimentality. He 
concluded that after Dositej Obradović and Svetozar Marković, there were 
no significant moralists, although Bogdan Popović, Božidar Knežević and 
Uroš Petrović were moralists to some extent. He highlighted that Njegoš 
provided a national pattern, rather than cultural or moral one.595

To understand Jovanović’s views on the cultural pattern it is nec-
essary to take into account the stands of his lifelong friend Bogdan Pop-
ović. In his essay on Bogdan Popović, Jovanović pointed out that Popović 
in his study titled “O književnosti” (On Literature) (1894/1911) came to 
the realization that a moral issue cannot be resolved with the help of pos-
itive science, but rather with the help of moral philosophy. And yet, with 
Popović “the cult of science”, which was a characteristic of the Serbian

Herbert Spencer (1820–1903)
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intelligentsia in the late 19th century, did not weaken over time, but was 
growing stronger instead. Given his materialistic stands and his philosoph-
ical role models, Popović was, actually, in this respect, closer to previous 
generation (Vladimir Jovanović, Alimpije Vasiljević, Stojan Bošković). He 
followed Comtean critique of metaphysics and regarded Herbert Spencer 
as the greatest philosopher of the 19th century. Jovanović concludes that 
owing to Montaigne’s scepticism, which he adopted as his philosophical 
and moralist starting point, Popović eventually did not turn into “a ma-
terialist philosophy fanatic”, as there were many of them in Europe and 
Serbia at the time. Similarly like Ljubomir Nedić, Popović held Schopen-
hauer in the highest regard, whose critique of Hegel he adopted. Popo-
vić “did not believe in religious dogmas or political doctrines: he viewed 
both from the height of Montaigne’s scepticism. Without wanting to seek 
a type of an ideal man in either religion or politics, Bogdan sought it in 
the field of culture”.596 However, Popović had “no hostile attitude toward 
the church” and was not an active atheist as Jovan Skerlić.597 He consist-
ently sticked to his gentlemanly upbringing. When Jovanović brought to 
his attention some negative aspects of gentlemanly upbringing, Popović 
responded that “he does not write for the Englishmen, but for the Serbs”.

Jovanović perceived that it was strange that such an individu-
alistic society, such was the Serbian one, did not devote more attention 
to the development of cultural pattern, which is more necessary to an 
individual than to a community. He brought up a question whether the 
cause behind it should be sought in the fact that national issues in the 
19th century were more important, “or whether the neglect of cultural 
pattern could be explained by, firstly, a diminished influence of religion, 
which was brought about by Enlightenment rationalism and a rise of 
reputation of positive sciences, which eventually weakened the develop-
ment of our inner life”.599

In his study on Edmund Burke, Jovanović pointed out that the 
character of a nation was historically conditioned and that any radical 
change could bring far-reaching consequences. Jovanović highlights that 
the influence of Dositej’s Enlightenment and rationalist philosophy was 
felt well into the 19th century. He also points out that Dositej, more than 
any other writer, contributed to the fact that “a great significance was at-
tached to the opening of schools and printing of books in our country 
throughout the entire 19th century, and accordingly ‘the intelligentsia’ was 
thought very highly of, as if the educated people belonged to some higher 
social class [...] Furthermore, he substantially contributed to the introduc-
tion of laicism in our spiritual life”.600 The language reform and national 
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romanticism also exerted a major influence upon the 19th century Serbian self-awareness and 
upon our national character. Unlike Dositej Obradović, who was under the influence of the 19th 
century rationalism, Vuk Karadžić was under the influence of German Romanticism, whose spe-
cific understanding of a nation, as a spiritual family, he embraced. In Jovanović’s view, Vuk was 
a traditionalist, but a distinctive one, with no connection to the church: “While Dositej was a 
Westerner, Vuk was a nationalist despite his great debt to German Romanticism. But since he, 
even more than Dositej, put in a great deal of effort in cleansing the Serbian literary language of 
Russianisms, he was thus separating us from the Russians, though inadvertently, to whom our 
nationalists were inclined to”.601 Vuk Karadžić believed that Serbian national character could be 
found in folkloral literature, proverbs, folk songs, customs and folklore. Jovanović points at a 
major influence exerted by Vuk’s second collection of folk songs, wherein the younger members 
of intelligentsia sought the foundation of purely Serbian ethics. The readers of Vuk’s collection 
were trying to build up a general picture of Serbs as a heroic nation, whose heroism was enriched 
by righteousness, out of many different ethical elements. Jovanović points at heterogeneous el-
ements that have become a specific whole of folk ethics, made up of different ethical elements 
that contained characteristics of different historical periods and social backgrounds, spanning 
from the mysticism of medieval monks, the feudal notions of knightly honour, “the strict rules 
of play in heroic matches”, to “humane aristocracy, implying that the stronger owes protection 
to the weaker”.602 The Kosovo covenant was understood as a warning, given that the Serbs did 
not lose their empire because they were overpowered by a greater force, but rather because of 
their internal discord: “Not only was Kosovo a defeat, but also a sin that needed repentance”.603

Vuk Karadžić with his wife Anna Kraus
(lithograph photo taken by Josef Kriehuber, NMB)



Jovanović pointed out that Njegoš felt Serbian national fate quite personally: “Kosovo tortured 
him as a Montenegrin who had not yet avenged the blood of his brotherhood”. He highlighted 
that folk songs, Kosovo and Njegoš’s works provided the first and most lasting impetus to reflec-
tions on Serbian national character.

In the late 18th and the early 19th century relations between Serbia and Russia were much 
stronger than later on, after the Crimean War, 1853–1856. Sremski Karlovci, as the seat of the 
Metropolitanate with seminary and grammar school, Russian professors and books printed in 
Kiev and Moscow, was the center of the Russian influence. The first draft of the Serbian Con-
stitution in Karađorđe’s Serbia was written at the instigation of the Russian Minister of Foreign 
Affairs, and it was prepared by the professor of law at the University of Kharkov, Teodor Filipović 
(Boža Grujović), whose brother was the longtime secretary of the Serbian Government (Pravitel-
jstvujušči Sovjet). A large number of Serbs that had received their education in Russia returned 
to Serbia in 1830 (of those who fled in 1813). Nevertheless, the political circumstances steered 
Serbia in the direction of the West, namely, in the Crimean War European powers allied with the 
Ottoman Empire and defeated Russia, which resulted in Russia’s withdrawal from the Balkans. 
Even though Russia’s influence weakened, according to Jovanović, it remained the main pillar of 
Serbian foreign policy up to the First World War. He stresses that Russia has always been “the 
main factor that affected Serbia’s political development” and he points at the Treaty of Bucharest, 
the realization of which was the main objective of the entire domestic and foreign policy during 
the reign of Prince Miloš, a Russian idea asserting that the power of Prince should be limited 
with some kind of the Constitution and a deep relationship between the leading Radical Party 

Petar II Petrović Njegoš (1813–1851) (talbotype photograph taken
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and Russia. Jovanović highlighted that “it was Russia that first fought for Serbia’s independence”, 
all along up to the last war when “it drew its sword to protect the Serbs from the Germans”.604 
Branko Lazarević noted down an important testimony: “Even though he was becoming increas-
ingly anxious about the fate of our nation, I have never seen him being uninterested in playing 
jokes. It occurred only once. A clerk from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs played a ‘joke’ by 
saying that he deciphered a telegram from Saint Petersburg, which stated that Tzar Nicholas had 
been assassinated and that the revolution had broken out. This happened in late 1916. It was past 
midnight and since my room was next to his, I decided to wake him up, not knowing that it was 
‘a joke’. [...] ‘Good be with us! This is bad for us’ he said and just flopped down on his bed. It was 
the first time – I am saying here how he pretends in front of everyone, how he hides his feelings 
– that all his playfulness had left him”.605

Serbian national pattern that incorporates an idea of liberation and the restoration of the 
state, which was occupied and almost all its institutions were subsequently falling into decay (it 
was the process that lasted from the late 14th to the early 16th century), was present all along, until 
it eventually became а state objective in Karađorđe’s Serbia. Later on, in the mid-19th century, the 
leading Western European ideas only built upon it (Liberal, 19th-century national etc). However, 
in essence, the national pattern is simple – liberation (from occupation) and the unification of 
the Serbian people. The fact that occupation lasted for several centuries, rather than for a few 
years, did not change the content of occupation, but it only means that it lasted for a longer, not a 
shorter period of time. This is also clearly recognized by the opposite side, which is quite evident 
in Kemura Sejfudin’s (1914) on the Ottoman sources concerning Karađorđe’s uprising, when he 
asserts that the main reason behind the First Serbian Uprising was not only poor administration 
and a tax increase in the Pashaluk of Belgrade, but the fact that the Serbs had always been look-
ing for the right time “to regain what they had lost in Kosovo and to set themselves free from the 
Turkish administration”.606

In Jovanović’s view, a nation, in times when it does not take part in the game of nations, 
should foster its culture, since a man who manages to exalt himself above national egoism, does 
know that a nation per se does not represent a value in a philosophical point of view: “Only 
general cultural ideals can attach value to it, thereby putting it at their disposal”.607 Howev-
er, Jovanović in “Jedan prilog”, does not explicitly indicate which cultural ideals he is referring 
to. What is certain is that the usual interpretation of this part of his essay is entirely wrong, 
which either advertently or inadvertently implies the basic pattern of the Austro-Hungarian state 
propaganda against Serbia and the Serbs, who are accordingly supposed to change their basic 
paradigm through modernization to qualify for entering the European lobby. In this case, like 
in many other readings of Slobodan Jovanović, the ancient Socrates’, that is, Plato’s critique of 
the written word reemerges, according to which a text (without author’s oral approval) cannot 
respond to the raised questions, and anyone can misuse it at their discretion and due to their 
inability to interpret what is written.608 Jovanović underlines that Plato subordinated the state 
to a higher cultural pattern, which was actually the cosmic order, that is, the Good being at the 
top of an ontological scale: “Having been associated with the idea of the Good, the state ceases 
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to be an end in itself. It is able to provide justification for itself only if it is capable to put itself in 
the service of the idea of the Good. Its egoism is no longer its supreme law; it acknowledges the 
superiority of the rule of a norm and an ideal over itself, thereby subordinating politics to moral-
ity”.609 The Greeks regarded polis as an utmost value, there was nothing above the state, whereas 
patriotism was the pinnacle of morality. Plato surpassed the idea of the state with his idea of the 
Good, from which emanated all general human responsibilities, in addition to patriotic duties. 
Nevertheless, Jovanović does not interpret general human responsibilities as natural rights, but 
believes that “this view of humanity as a greater whole than the homeland heralds the advent of 
Christianity”. In the ancient world, Plato’s ideas seemed impossible. Later on, under the influence 
of Christianity, they somewhat did fulfill”.610 When asked, “given his considerable life, and even 
greater scientific, literary and artistic experience, to answer what is central to human life”, Jova-
nović responded that it was faith. When speaking about Balfour (which represented an exempla-
ry English pattern), he highlighted that a question remained what his personal experience with 
faith was, as he regarded it as a personal matter, although “his good acquaintances explained his 
peculiarities with his deep religious devoutness”.611

Jovanović also looks into the question of whether good and evil can, from a purely ra-
tionalistic point of view, without faith in God, be deemed absolute concepts. He argues that the 
very essence of morality can be either faith in God, or faith in utilitarianism. Having put in a 
great deal of effort in answering the question whether good and evil can (without faith in God) 
be deemed absolute concepts, he makes the following conclusion: “Isn’t it more logical to regard 
them as relative concepts, in which utility is expressed, either for society, or an individual? And 
would it not further on imply that the decay of character is to be condemned only to the extent 
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in which it makes it difficult to an individual to bring his utility into harmony with social util-
ity?”612 These are the topics of Jovanović’s discussions with Bogdan Popović, who was persis-
tently trying to solve the moral problem by applying the method of positive sciences, which he 
elaborated on from a utilitarian point of view.613 He investigated the example of an army fugitive 
whose act was inacceptable in practice, whereas, on the other hand, from a scientific point of 
view, a deserter was right, given the fact that it was not possible to scientifically prove that it 
would be better for him if he got killed in the war. Jovanović concluded that the unsolvableness 
of this kind of problems, which Popović often experienced, actually shew that question was ex-
plained in the wrong way, that is, that there was a problem in scientific ethics of materialist phi-
losophy itself. Hence, it is impossible beyond the faith in God to provide an absolute definition 
of good and evil. Jovanović pointed out that, according to Christian ethics, a sin was always a 
sin and that an attempt to maintain the status of evil (the relationship between good and evil) 
without faith in God, is doomed to failure in advance. This brings up the question whether faith 
is that fundamental cultural value that is above an individual, nation and the state and that pos-
sesses an overall value. Even though Jovanović did not provide a straight answer to this question, 
nevertheless, he proved, by bringing up a moral question, that morality without faith cannot 
become a system in itself.
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CONDEMNATION OF MEMORY DAMNATIO MEMORIAE

Postwar propaganda portrayed Slobodan Jovanović as “a conservative by his ideological, 
and even his psychological orientation”, “an enemy of the people” (Bogdanović), “an obscure his-
torian”, “the Sixth January lawmaker”, “‘Z’ – ideologist” (Zogović). Pjer Križanić draw a number 
of caricatures of Slobodan Jovanović. On the other hand, the photos of Tito and his generals that 
appeared on the pages of Politika and other daily newspapers were edited so as to make them 
resemble the then Hollywood movie stars.

About two weeks after the publication of a list of 105 (104) people executed without trial 
in 1944 on the front page of Politika, a famous article authored by Marko Ristić appeared in the 
same newspapers, wherein he was getting even with the Belgrade society and Slobodan Jovano-
vić: “In an abstract sentence ‘one has to fight against the internal enemy’, or ‘one should eliminate 
the non-national elements from the country’, or that ‘the red beast ought to be destroyed’, each 
and every Chetnik slaughter is contained in its individual, specific horror, as well as all those 
slaughters together, in their entire horrible generality. It is there that responsibility rests for each 
and every crime committed by every individual slaughter, along with the direct responsibility 
of Draža Mihailović and Dragiša Vasić and Živko Topalović, as well as the responsibility of all 
those from Belgrade who went on pilgrimage to ‘the free Serbian mountains’ to pay reverence 
to ‘Čiča’ or who attended the Ravna Gora Saint Sava Congress. It is there that responsibility of 
all those elegant ladies and gentlemen rests, who stayed in Belgrade, in their warm rooms, and 
approved the extermination of ‘communists’ and ‘non-Serbs’, who were occupied, naturally, in 
theory only, with ‘the salvation of Serbianhood from the danger of Bolshevism’, and read with 
gusto ‘Ravnogorac’, ‘Pomoravlje’, ‘Glas Beograda’, and even ‘Novo vreme’ that more and more 
openly extolled Draža’s Chetniks, and listened to the Radio London (indeed, with less gusto from



September 1943), and played poker using genuine gold coins, while in 
dark, snow-covered forests, defensless people, helpless and innocent as 
lambs, in leafless orchards and remote huts across Serbia, were shiver-
ing, with fear more than with cold, and running away and hiding not 
from wolves and the Germans, but rather from ‘the Yugoslav Army in 
the Fatherland’, from Draža Mihailović’s wild, drunken ‘black threesomes’, 
from ‘the Minister of the Army and the Navy’, whose deputy, in London, 
preceding Petar Živković, ‘the right man, in the right place’, was nobody 
else but a living monument of our erudition, humour and style, the em-
bodiment of our intellectual elite, president of ‘the Serbian Cultural Club’ 
and ‘the Yugoslav government’ professor Slobodan Jovanović...”614

Marko Ristić revisited his stand on Slobodan Jovanović in 1952. 
“Slučaj Marka Ristića” (The Case of Marko Ristić) was commented in Slo-
bodan Jovanović’s Poruka in 1953: “Once Stalin’s troops effected a trans-
fer of power over Belgrade to Tito and Yugoslavia turned into a huge 
Karaburma, Marko Ristić sang the anthem to the killers and eventually 
was appointed Tito’s ambassador in Paris”.615

Slobodan Jovanović was elected a Corresponding (Foreign) Fel-
low (correspondant de l’Académie) of the French Academy of Moral (So-
cial) and Political Sciences (l’Académie des sciences morales et politiques) 
in 1950, which was one of the five academies of the Institute de France 
(French Academy of sciences).616 He was proposed by Paul Raymond Ma-
rie Bastid (1892–1974), a professor of law, minister (Radical Party), Fellow 
of the Academy. He was elected to fill the chair, left vacant by the death of 
the Corresponding (Foreign) Fellow Henrik Schück (1855–1947), Swedish 
academician, professor, literary historian and a former member and chair-
man of the Board of Directors of the Nobel Prize. Slobodan Jovanović was 
a member of a number of institutes and scientific organizations in France. 
As early as in 1941, he was elected an Honorary Member of the old and 
notable Athenaeum Club, a gentlemen’s club (107, Pall Mall) that admitted 
a limited number of members of distinguished eminence (with the Rules 
for the use of the Klub’s premises).617

Following the trial and the verdict in Yugoslavia, nobody dealt 
with Slobodan Jovanović for a while. Nevertheless, some activities were 
undertaken to initiate the return of certain personages to the country. 
Jovanović’s Poruka reported on a regular basis, how returnees, the pre-war 
and war generals and ministers, gave high praise to the new Communist 
regime in well-chosen words: “In late February [1953], General Bogoljub 
Ilić, former Minister of the Army in the Simić government, returned to 

Marko Ristić (1902–1984), 
writer and diplomat

214



Yugoslavia from exile. A few days upon his return he made a statement to Politika’s correspond-
ent, in Opatija, where he was temporarily staying at his daughter’s house. He first spoke about 
the hardships of living abroad, about the disunity amongst émigrés and their strife [...] Finally, 
he reflected on the past, only to condemn it, and ended his statement with a mandatory com-
pliment: ‘President Tito’s highly intelligent and proper politics affirms faith in a better future’. 
General Ilić did not deserve to be subjected to this humiliation”.618

Even though Slobodan Jovanović’s voluminous oeuvre was not removed from librar-
ies and some reference lists in the postwar period, his books were not reprinted and were not 
included in the formal curriculum. There is an entire chronology of painstaking attempts to 
republish Jovanović’s writings.

When Slobodan Jovanović was still alive and was publishing his critiques of the socialist 
Yugoslavia in the journal Poruka in 1957, the Editorial Board of the series titled Serbian Litera-
ture in 100 Books (Srpska književnost u 100 knjiga), which was a joint edition of the Matica srps-
ka and the Serbian Literary Cooperative, unanimously accepted a proposal to publish a selection 
of his works. Ivo Andrić was a member of the Board, too, and he strongly welcomed the decision. 
The other members of the board were: Živojin Boškov, Vojislav Đurić, Mladen Leskovac, Dušan 
Matić, Živan Milisavac, Borislav Mihajlović Mihiz, Boško Petrović and Živorad Stojković (under 
a duty at the Serbian Literary Cooperative). The decision was adopted that Jovanović’s book 
was to be the 60th in the series and published under the title Portreti iz istorije književnosti.619 
At the time Jovanović published for example, the article titled “Omladina i komunisti” wherein 
he focused on Tito’s speech in which he highlighted that the youth should be saved “from the 
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destructive influences of Western liberalism”: “the University should 
not be tasked with producing ‘pure scientists’, but rather with produc-
ing ‘ideologically educated workers’. Consequently, not only should 
humanities, which were Marx’s field of study, be taught in the spirit 
of Marxism, but all other sciences as well. It is hard to say how that 
undertaking would look like in reference to chemistry or physics. In 
all likelihood, in practice, all would come down to the requirement 
that professors teaching the aforementioned subjects should be loy-
al mebers of the Party [...] Suppose, after all, that the university as 
the highest educational institution for acquiring scientific knowledge, 
eventually transforms into the highest Marxist pedagogical institute, 
the question then arises as to where the pure, or as communist put it, 
mere science would be nurtured”.620 Even though Jovanović’s articles 
in Poruka were not signed, the embassy in London in all likelihood 
knew who wrote them, and most probably some of the members of 
the Editorial Board had heard of them. According to the testimonies 
of contemporaries, around that time in 1957 Slobodan Jovanović was 
offered to return to the country.

As a member of the government, Slobodan Jovanović lived in 
London at the Berkeley’s Hotel, Berkeley Street, Piccadilly, opposite 
the Ritz Hotel. Since the beginning of 1942 he lived at the corner of 
Grosvenor Square and South Audley Street.621 In early July 1945 he 
moved to the Tudor Court Hotel, 60, Cromvell Road, S. W. 7, where 
he stayed for the following 14 years. In 1965 a plaque was placed on 
the hotel wall next to the window of the lounge where he received his 
guests, saying: „Professor Slobodan Yovanovitch, 1869–1958, Serbian 
Historian, Literary Critic, Legal Scholar, Prime Minister of Yugoslavia, 
lived here 1945–1958”.622

Slobodan Jovanović passed away on 12 December 1958. 
The funeral service was held at the St Sava Church on 20 Decem-
ber. Queen Marija attended the service. On behalf of his family, there 
were Kosta St. Pavlović with his wife Marija and son Stevan (histori-
an) standing by the coffin. The coffin was covered with the Yugoslav 
flag. The funeral service was served by Greek Bishop Jakov, Bishop of 
the Russian Orthodox Church Outside Russia Nikodim, Bishop of the 
Polish Orthodox Church Matej, the Dean of the Diocese of Great Brit-
ain Archpriest Miloje R. Nikolić (who spoke after the service), Arch-
priest Vladimir Rodzianko (Bishop Vasilii, Владимир Михайлович 
Родзянко), Archpriest Count Georgy Shermetyev (протоиерей граф 

Plaque with the name of Slobodan Jovanović 
placed on the hotel wall where he lived in 
London (Tudor Court Hotel)

216



Георгий Александрович Шереметев), Bedford priest Todor Kukolj 
and two deacons. Bishop Antonije also attended the service. The cof-
fin was brought out of the church by the members of the Yugoslav 
National Committee, Većeslav Vilder, Dr Prvislav Grisogono, Radoje 
L. Knežević, as well as Božidar Vlajić, Vladimir Milanović (diplo-
mat), General Milorad Radović, Miodrag Stajić, Dr Stevan Živadi-
nović (Vane Bor, the relative of Pavlović and Vane Ivanović),623 Dr 
Miodrag Al. Purković (historian), Aleksa Gavrilović (son of Milan 
Gavrilović) and Nenad Petrović. Slobodan Jovanović was buried at 
Kensal Green Cemetery in London. Dr Privislav Grisogono gave a 
speech at the cemetery: “An expatriate’s bread has a thick crust. Many 
of them have broken down and returned to the dictatorship. No one 
has ever thought that Slobodan Jovanović might take that road: no 
one but the dictator. For that purpose, a special herald was sent to 
Slobodan Jovanović a year ago with a message: he would be received 
with honours and dignity; a twenty-year long prison sentence would 
be annulled; his confiscated property returned. Slobodan Jovanović’s 
response to ‘the comrade’ was: I shall return with freedom!”624

A selection of Jovanović’s works was published in the series 
Srpska književnost u 100 knjiga (Serbian Literature in 100 Books) 
in 1963, five years after the publishing plan was approved and 
four years after his death. Originally, Dušan Matić was to write a 
foreword, but it did not happen. Živorad Stojković left some tes-
timonies and explanation concerning the foreword: “Attempts to 
engage other authors, from historians and sociologists to literary 
critics and essayists, did not come off better.” After the book with 
Slobodan Jovanović’s selected works appeared, a question why it 
was published without keeping “a genuine ideological distance” was 
raised, but the Editorial Board upheld the compiled publication 
and dismissed all political objections.

Five years following Slobodan Jovanović’s death, Jedan prilog 
za proučavanje srpskog nacionalnog karaktera was published in Can-
ada in 1964.625

The publishing of Jovanović’s books in the country and 
abroad did not go unnoticed. A critical observation that ensued was 
that he was “a leading historian of reactionary Serbian bourgeoisie”.

Kosta St. Pavlović published the first volume of Razgovori sa 
Slobodanom Jovanovićem in 1969 (an offprint from Glas kanadskih 
Srba, Windsor, 1968).

Politika of 15 December 1958
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While the second edition of Serbian literature in 100 Books was be-
ing prepared in 1971, Jovanović’s book was withdrawn from printing. In the 
same year, the former President of the State Commission for the Determi-
nation of War Crimes, Dušan Nedeljković, wrote in his unusually extensive 
philosophical undertaking Od Heraklita do Njegoša i Svetozara (From Her-
aclitus to Njegos and Svetozar) that Slobodan Jovanović was: “a false scholar 
and enemy of the state”.626 Nedeljković laid basic methodological tenets re-
garding Dialectical Materialism study of humanities and history at the Uni-
versity of Belgrade in the postwar period that were severely scrutinized in 
Jovanović’s Poruka in Kajica Milanov’s article entitled “Spor oko tumačenja 
srpske istorije” (A dispute over Serbian history interpretation).627

In the amendments (of 1971) to the Constitution of the So-
cialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (of 1963), Slobodan Jovanović’s 
fears, presented almost thirty years earlier, in 1944, when he pointed at 
the British background of the Communists’ idea to federalize Yugosla-
via and expressed his concern that federal units would be able to split, 
eventually came true.628 At the time the Constitution amendments were 
adopted, on 18, 19 and 22 March 1971, a section of the Association of 
Belgrade Law Faculty Professors held a public discussion on the pro-
posed amendments to the Constitution that were leading to the confed-
eralization of the country, as emphasized by Andrija Gams, Professor at 
the Faculty of Law.629 By the amendments brought in 1968 and 1971, 
the autonomous provinces of the Republic of Serbia – SAP (Socialist Au-
tonomous Province of) Vojvodina and SAP Kosovo, became constitutive 
parts of the federation and under constitutional bills were given right to 
organize their own state systems. Mihailo Đurić, a member of the Serbi-
an Academy of Sciences and Arts, at the time lecturing History of Polit-
ical Theories, General Sociology and Methodology of Humanities at the 
Faculty of Law, University of Belgrade, pointed to the fact that the state 
was breaking apart and that Serbian nation living in different republics 
was going to be disunited: “Should I remind you at all that 40 percent 
of Serbs live outside Central Serbia, which is almost equal to the num-
ber of Croats in the Republic of Croatia, or almost equal to the number 
of Slovenians, Macedionians and Muslims together? [...] As it is widely 
known, Serbian people live in four out of five remaining republics. But 
in none of them can they live properly. In the Socialist Republics of Cro-
atia and Macedonia, Serbian people enjoy no particular national rights 
under the Constitution. The national rights were not granted to Serbs 
due to seemingly felicitous and unsuspecting explanation that they did 
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not need them given that the Serbs in Yugoslavia are a constitutional nation, not a national 
minority, that is, an ethnic entity in the sense of modern terminology. In the Socialist Republic 
of Bosnia and Herzegovina, though prevailing, Serbian people are de facto deprived of oppor-
tunity to use their own Cyrillic alphabet. [...] Whereas in the Socialist Republic of Montenegro, 
the Serbs are even deprived of the right to use their own national name, or at least that right 
is denied to a not at all negligent number of Montenegrins who feel like Serbs. [...] Given in 
percentage, there are fewer Albanians living in Serbia than in Macedonia, yet the Albanians 
were only in Serbia given the autonomous province and the Serbs found themselves subordi-
nate to Albanians there.”630 It is necessary to point out that Slobodan Jovanović heard some 
“felicitous and harmless clarifications” while having negotiated with the British in 1942: “To 
them, it seemed quite natural that the Croats should be given autonomy but they wondered 
why the Serbs wanted the same. They assumed that once the Croats won autonomy, the rest 
of Yugoslavia would have remained to the Serbs, as it had been the case with English people 
when they gave home rule to the Irish. They did not pay attention to the fact that the Croats, 
after winning autonomy, governed Yugoslavia jointly with the Serbs, being able to meddle into 
internal Serbian affairs that were not under solely Serbian autonomous authority. As to make 
it clear to Randel, I reminded him of the discussion on Gladstone’s Home rule proposal. The 
major issue at the time was whether Irish MPs would, even after the formation of parliament 
in Dublin, keep their seats as MPs in London. In that case, they would be sorting out Irish is-
sues independently of English MPs in Dublin, while in London they would be settling English 
matters together with English MPs. [...] In any case, when the Maček–Cvetković agreement 
was signed [1939], and later on the occasion of the Tito–Subašić agreement [1944], they acted 
as if they did not worry much about Serbian reactions to the agreements”.631 As a matter of 
fact, they often indirectly implied that they did not approve of closer Serbian bonds within one 
common territorial unit, regardless of its name and state system.

Andrija Gams, Mihailo Đurić, Stevan Đorđević (against Josip Broz Tito being president 
for life), Kosta Čavoški (on confederalisation) and others took part in the abovementioned dis-
cussion on the constitution amendments organized in March 1971 by a section of the Associa-
tion of Belgrade Law Faculty Professors.632

In late 1971 and early 1972, the professors at the Belgrade Faculty of Law started to suf-
fer ostracism.633 In July 1972, Mihailo Đurić was sentenced to “a two-year strict imprisonment” 
for “having committed a crime of enemy propaganda pursuant to Article 118, Section 1 of the 
Criminal Code” (later in effect changed to 9 months).634 Besides family members, Mića Popović 
and Dejan Medaković, accompanied by his spouse, also saw Đurić off to prison.635 Professors, 
docents and teaching assistants who participated in March 1971 discussion, signed a Petition for 
amnesty of Mihailo Đurić in January 1973 and supported him, eventually endured consequences 
that severely affected their lives (Andrija Gams, Kosta Čavoški, Vojislav Koštunica, Danilo Basta, 
Aleksandar Stojanović, Stevan Đorđević, Stevan Vračar, Ružica Guzina, Branislava Jojić). They 
were dismissed from their jobs, expelled from the University, punished and blackmailed.
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Kosta St. Pavlović published in emigration the second volume 
of Razgovori sa Slobodanom Jovanovićem in 1972.

In the same year the name of Slobodan Jovanović appeared 
once again in the Academy’s 1970 Godišnjak, on the list of its deceased 
fellows. However, he was not listed in the 1946–1972 period. In the 
meantime, Jovanović’s family was sustaining themselves with difficul-
ties in a semi-confiscated house living along with (by state author-
ity placed) co-residents (zaštićeni stanari). The family was later on 
moved out and their house in Simina Street no 25 was pulled down. 
His sister Pravda passed away in 1963 and his seriously ill nephew 
Andra Ristić in 1968.

Zapisi o problemima i ljudima 1941–1944 by Slobodan Jova-
nović, with an introduction by Radoje L. Knežević, was published in 
London in 1976 by the Association of Serbian Writers in Exile. Zapisi 
are not ordinary memoirs. Jovanović compiled them based on the doc-
uments and notes taken immediately after the Second World War, in 
1946. He must have destroyed his diaries afterwards. These notes rep-
resent in-depth studies on the most relevant topics at a time when he 
was in the Government. He handed them to Radoje Knežević, former 
minister of royal court, who took it upon himself to publish it when cir-
cumstances permit, which he fulfilled almost thirty years later (1976). 
Some of his official notes, according to which the memoirs were writ-
ten, had been published earlier.636

Two volumes of Slobodan Jovanović’s selected works were 
prepared at Književne novine Publishing Company for Belgrade book 
fair in 1985. After harsh political attacks on Slobodan Jovanović, the 
publisher gave up. Afterwards, Prosveta from Belgrade intended to 
publish Slobodan Jovanović’s selected works. The members of its edi-
torial board were the following: Andrej Mitrović, Dragoslav Janković, 
Najdan Pašić, Čedomir Popov, Jovan Đorđević, Jovan Deretić, Rado-
slav Ratković, Momčilo Zečević, as well as Sava Dautović and Radivoj 
Cvetićanin. The Presidency of the Municipal Committee of the League 
of Belgrade Communists issued a statement that it would be “politically 
inacceptable and would have harmful social and political consequenc-
es” should Slobodan Jovanović’s books be published since those were 
“the books authored by the President of the former emigrant Govern-
ment and a war criminal whose Army Minister was Draža Mihailović, 
especially now in the year when we celebrate the 40th anniversary of the 
state liberation and the victory over the Fascist invaders and treasonists 
and when there are increased anti-socialistic tendencies, especially
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nationalistic and even pro-Chetnik ones”. The Presidency of the Central Committee of the League 
of Communists of Yugoslavia upheld the Municipal Committee.

Another attempt to publish Slobodan Jovanović’s works in BIGZ failed again due to the 
threats of the Municipal Committee of the League of Belgrade Communists. Thanks to the sup-
port that came from the Association of Writers in Serbia, Belgrade University Faculty of Law 
and general public, BIGZ eventually published the Colected Works of Slobodan Jovanović in 12 
volumes in collaboration with the Serbian Literary Guild and Jugoslavijapublik in 1990 and 1991.

After the Colected Works of Slobodan Jovanović were published and owing to increasing 
support that claims for his rehabilitation gained, it was useless to pursue politics of proscription, 
so his adversaries changed their tactics. It was said that there were no real reason for such a 
fuss about his name given the contents of his books. It was an attempt to recycle bygone leftist 
and communist interwar criticism of Slobodan Jovanović’s personality and work that again re-
lied upon even older criticism uttered in Krsta Cicvarić’s text.637 Later on, Jovanović’s style was 
praised, but it was argued that he was rather an essay writer or a publicist than a scholar. There 
was also a recurring question concerning the footnotes, claiming he wrote his texts using no 
resources.638 Someone would say Slobodan Jovanović “was not authentic at all”, surely without 
thorough investigation and on the basis of second-hand comments, whereas other would add 
that, in fact, he copied from his father, Vladimir Jovanović. Simultaneously with this new sort 
of attacks that were actually the old ones, a story was spread that Jovanović had not been such a 
poor scholar and person, but hadn’t have a faintest notion of politics and should not have entered 
the government. Here in this leftist criticism one could partially sense old emigrant rightest crit-
icism of the 27 March non-supporters. The words that he had been a failure as a politician since 
he had not come to power and remained there for good, as, for instance, Tito did, were often 
repeated. In the obituary to Slobodan Jovanović, Milan Gavrilović offered a major insight: “It is 
indeed utterly unjust to accuse Slobodan Jovanović of not being able to ‘make history’, of being a 
sound writer but a poor politician. Slobodan Jovanović did make history. Failure is not always an 
indicator of inaptitude. The case of Slobodan Jovanović has shown that. Slobodan Jovanović did 
make history and in his combat on a few tough political fronts he showed a lot more practical 
sense than many long-serving politicians. Time has told this. It has spoken in his favour. But it 
was already proved during his political work at the then governments, and at his very end. He 
refused to return to the country. Other politicians returned, though. He remained to fight from 
emigration and with emigration. And he did fight. And died fighting, politically. But they said he 
was not much of a politician. What is worse, that he was a poor one”.639

Given his will, he knew how to get organized when in dire straits, which he could have 
learned from his father, Vladimir Jovanović, in his childhood. The life of the emigrant was a 
tough one, as one can infer from Poruka: “Since the beginning of 1945, when communists seized 
power, not only the salaries but the pensions that had been paid in by those Yugoslavs not bend-
ing under oppression were halted. Not to mention that those former ministers, diplomats and 
others were deprived of their property in the country and their entire cultural capital they had 
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been summoning throughout their lives. While international organizations took some care of 
refugees on the Continent, in the Great Britain there were no such international or local or-
ganizations. The emigrants who arrived upon invitation together with the government in 1941 
were, having lost both the government and homeland, left to themselves, merely enjoying asy-
lum rights as refugees in this country. In the first year of expatriation, those who could not find 
manual jobs due to age, survived on their savings. Only in February did a note about thirtyish 
eminent Yugoslavs living in hardship although they were a credit for the Allies appear in newspa-
pers. This announcement emphasized that there were no indications showing the British govern-
ment was to give them a helping hand. This is how a small isolated group of a few English willing 
to aid a few Serbs, was formed. When those funds were exhausted and misfortunes amounted, 
Mr Vane Ivanović, a ship-owner [...] took it upon himself to establish a society in order to unite 
disagreeing emigrants with an aim to help each other. [...] After much effort, this [Charitable 
Association of Free Yugoslav Citizens] enters its third year of existence and a phase of, hopeful-
ly stable and active functioning, yet with quite modest funds”.641 Nevertheless, the Association 
occasionaly lacked funding.642 Sources of income were gradually disappearing.643 Those were 
the times of post-war widespread destitution. Dragoljub Jovanović noted down a bit of news he 
heard about Slobodan Jovanović: “When he was no longer the Prime Minister of the government 
in exile, Slobodan apparently lived very poorly. A returnee said that she had mended his clothes 
and underwear”.644 This was the reason why many people returned to the country.



REHABILITATION IN 2007

Fifty years after the publication of the last one, Volume XVII of the Collected Works of 
Slobodan Jovanović (1940), forty-five years after the end of the war and thirty-two years after 
the death of Slobodan Jovanović, his Collected Works (1990/1) were published once again. Not 
only was the publication of the Collected Works a major editorial, bibliographic and publishing 
undertaking (Belgrade’s Publishing and Graphics Institution (Beogradski izdavačko-grafički za-
vod), Jugoslavijapublik, Serbian Literary Cooperative (Srpska književna zadruga), but was also 
an attempt at bridging a huge hiatus, that is, at getting connected with Slobodan Jovanović’s 
epoch. These developments took place at the time of the reconstruction of the parties and a mul-
ti-party system that was abolished in postwar Yugoslavia and the time of the outbreak of wars. 
The 1990/1 Collected Works were edited by Radovan Samardžić and Živorad Stojković. They 
were published in two series each containing six volumes. The first scientific gathering dedicated 
to Slobodan Jovanović titled “The Work of Slobodan Jovanović in His Time and Today” was held 
as early as in June 1991 at the Faculty of Law, exactly fifty years after Jovanović had left the facul-
ty at which he lectured as a part-time professor.645 A scientific gathering, dedicated to Slobodan 
Jovanović, was held at the Serbian Academy of Sciences and Arts in 1997. The representatives 
of the three SASA departments were the members of the Organizational Committee, namely, 
the Department of Social Sciences, Department of Historical Sciences and Department of Lan-
guage and Literature, as well as the representatives od the University of Belgrade Faculty of Law.
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A collection of academic papers was published in the following year, to 
which a gathering debate was added.646

Academician Miodrag Jovičić published a short introduction to 
the oeuvre of Slobodan Jovanović in 1997, Aleksandar Pavković published 
a book in English in 1993, which was translated into Serbian in 1996,647 
and academician Danilo Basta published his book in 2003.648 There was 
a number of articles, studies and papers dedicated to Slobodan Jovanović. 
Dobrilo Aranitović prepared a bibliography with the chronology of his life 
and work for the Fund “Slobodan Jovanović” in 2010.649

At the end of the scientific gathering titled “Slobodan Jovanović 
– Life and Work” held at the Serbian Academy of Sciences and Arts in 
1997, some propositions were adopted seeking from the Academy and the 
Faculty of Law to initiate a procedure for the annulment of the “unfair and 
Draconian verdict” that was followed by Slobodan Jovanović’s conviction 
in 1946, in his capacity as the Prime Minister of the government in exile 
in London, before the competent state authorities, and for rendering null 
and void all legal consequences emanating from the verdict. It was sug-
gested that the remains of Slobodan Jovanović should be transferred from 
London to Serbia and be buried in a dignified manner, that he should be 
posthumoulsly proclaimed to be an honorary citizen of Belgrade, and that 
one street or square should be named after him. It was also suggested that 
the gathering “Days of Slobodan Jovanović“ should be organized every 
two years, which would serve as a platform for discussions about certain 
topics that are the subjects of study of different scientific disciplines Slo-
bodan Jovanović used to delve into. Slobodan Jovanović was rehabilitat-
ed in 2007. A rehabilitation request was filed with the District Court in 
Belgrade on 25 April 2006, on the same day when the Rehabilitation Act 
came into force, by several applicants, namely, the Serbian Liberal Par-
ty, Association of the members of the Yugoslav Army in the Fatherland 
1941–1944, Association of former political prisoners and victims of the 
communist regime, Serbian Bar Association, Association of Writers of Ser-
bia, Serbian Democratic Party Youth and Nada Tomić-Vuković. Following 
a hearing held on 11 June 2007, the District Court in Belgrade (president 
of the council judge Marina Govedarica) made a decision to adopt the re-
habilitation claim and thereby to renderthe verdict of the Supreme Court 
of the Federal People’s Republic of Yugoslavia– Military Council (court 
No. 1/46) of 15 July 1946 “null and void in the part in which now de-
ceased Slobodan Jovanović was sentenced to 20 years imprisonment with 
hard labor, including the loss of political and certain civil rights for 10 
years, confiscation of the entire property and loss of citizenship, from the
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moment of its enactment on 15 July 1946, the decision also pertains to all legal consequences that 
emanated from the verdict, including the confiscation of property, and the rehabilitated person, 
now deceased Slobodan Jovanović, is to be considered from now on as having no prior criminal 
record”. The reasoning behind the court decision, inter alia, was that the verdict from 1946 “is 
incompatible with the rule of law and is the result of the modus operandi of the political judici-
ary at the time when it was pronounced, to which testify the language and terminology used in 
it, while the trial in which the verdict was pronounced had all characteristics of a political trial”.

The Academy commemorated the 50th anniversary of his death in 2008. President of 
SASA Nikola Hajdin opened the gathering. The speakers at the gathering were academicians 
Čedomir Popov, Predrag Palavestra and Danilo N. Basta.650 The Fund “Slobodan Jovanović” 
held a solemn academy on the day of the death of Slobodan Jovanović, 12 December 2008, at 
Ilija M. Kolarac Endowment. Academician Matija Bećković was president of the Fond’s Steer-
ing Committee.651

The remains of Slobodan Jovanović were transferred to Belgrade in 2011. The Serbian 
Orthodox Church and the embassy of the State Union of Serbia and Montenegro initiated prepa-
ration of necessary documents as early as in 2004. The transfer of the remains was postponed 
because Slobodan Jovanović had not yet been rehabilitated.652

A commemorative session of the Academic Council dedicated to Slobodan Jovanović 
was held at the Faculty of Law in Belgrade on 10 December 2011. The speakers were academi-
cian Nikola Hajdin, President of the Academy, Professor Dr Branko Kovačević, Rector of the 
University of Belgrade and Professor Dr Mirko Vasiljević, Dean of the Faculty of Law. A memo-
rial service for Slobodan Jovanović in Belgrade New Cemetery (Novo groblje) was led by Bishop 
Irinej (Bulović) of Novi Sad and Bačka and Vicar Bishop Atanasije of the Patriarch of Serbia. 
Đorđe Pavlović with his son and Milica Spužić, the widow of academician Ivan Spužić, attended 
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the service on behalf of the family. Archpriest Milun Kostić and Aleksandar Pavlović accompa-
nied the coffin during transportation from London.653 A plateau in front of the Faculty of Law 
was named after Slobodan Jovanović, where his bust was placed on 1 October 2015.

Two official portraits of Slobodan Jovanović have been preserved. A portrait from 1923, 
painted by Marko Murat, a member of the Serbian Royal Academy, today decorates the Ceremo-
nial Hall of the Recorate of the University of Belgrade in Captain Miša’s Mansion. His portrait 
from 1931, painted by academician Uroš Predić at the time when Slobodan Jovanović was the 
president of the Serbian Royal Academy (31 January 1928 – 31 January 1931), is housed in the 
Archives of the Serbian Academy of Sciences and Arts.

Petar Dobrović painted two portraits of Slobodan Jovanović. One of them, containing 
the inscription “To Slobodan Jovanovićas a sign of respect, P. Dobrović” (1933) is in Pavle Bel-
janski’s Memorial Collection. The other portrait, which Petar Dobrović painted in the same year, 
is housed in Petar Dobrović’s gallery, wherein a portrait of Andrija Andra Ristić (1933), Slo-
bodan Jovanović’s nephew, is also housed. On Slobodan Jovanović’s tombstone in London (Ken-
sal Green Cemetery) a relief (plaque) depicting his face in profile is attached, which was carved 
by the British sculptor Janos Stryk (Jochann von Stryk). A bust of Slobodan Jovanović (the art 
work by academician Svetomir Arsić Basara) was unveiled on 31 October 2005 at the II amphi-
theatre of the Faculty of Law in Belgrade, which was named after him.654

Serbian 5000-dinar Banknote depicting the image of Slobodan Jovanović 



* * *

In the interwar period Slobodan Jovanović looked into a clear tendency towards aban-
doning parliamentary system and strenghtening of the totalitarian regimes in Europe.655 He 
remained loyal to his view that political radicalisms were extremely detrimental to the state 
and the people and that it was only parliamentary system that ensured balance of, as he put 
it, forces that acted outwardly away from the center of rotation and forces directed inward to-
ward the center of rotation, that is, centrifugal and centripetal political forces within the state. 
He advocated a bicameral parliamentary system wherein the members of one chamber were 
chosen by universal suffrage, whereas the members of the other one were chosen in a different 
manner, so as to include in the legislative body the representatives of quality or the national 
intellectual elite, who would otherwise, according to the will of the majority, remain outside 
the parliament. His father, even though he was a radical liberal and pushed for universal suf-
frage, was also against mere counting of votes, as it was only a mere force. He argued that votes 
could not be just counted but measured as well. The superiority of parliamentary system over 
totalitarian communist and Nazi systems eventually proved to be true. A parliamentary system, 
given party pluralism, provides certain guarantees for freedom of thought, which is why it is 
more suitable for scientific thought that has to be developed freely and without censorship and 
self-censorship, that is, without implying any politically imposed methodology, proclaimed as 
the only scientific methodology, as it was the case with dialectic materialism and Marxism in 
general. The major benefit of Jovanović’s late analyses of the situation in the country lay in his 
methodology. Even though he had no access to the achives, he had a wealth of scientific and life 
experience and was able to, contrary to the scientists in the country, quite freely and critically 
look into the political and economic situation in Yugoslavia, thanks to the official Yugoslav 
press and other sources. He left behind a valuable critical angle from which he interpreted the 
issues such as single-party power in the country, propaganda and media manipulation, eco-
nomic crime, changing of the meaning of words, farce in legislation, destruction of cultural 
and scientific institutions, ensuring the rule based on the monopoly on giving jobs or making 
people redundant, that is, giving of depriving someone of his personal income, the persecution 
and bringing before a judge everyone who did not support the Communist regime, in a manner 
that suited the regime at the given moment. Since he was better acquainted with Marxism than 
all our postwar communist officials, including the top brass of the new regime, he could provide 
better insight into the system that was introduced in the country. Even though the new leader-
ship was not at all ignorant of the fact that there were better experts in Marxism, nevertheless, 
it believed that it was only revolutionary practice that could result in a true understanding of 
Marxism, which, from the scientific point of view, only meant that one might easily transform 
into an expert despite the fact that just before that he was a mere ignoramus. Owing to primarily 
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the methodology he applied, his essays, contrary to the essays based on dialectic materialism, 
are as relevant as ever and are still considered as priceless scientific and cultural treasure and a 
unique and reliable standfast for generations of researchers and scholars. The same goes for his 
papers that look into the concepts of the state and law, as well as his historiographic essays and 
interpretations of literary works, literary and theatre criticism and history. His works have yet 
another advantage. Jovanović had access to archival materials that today have been either inac-
cessible or destroyed. Besides, even though he had firsthand knowledge of the world he wrote 
about, he was impartial and objective, and that proved to be useful for writing scholarly papers, 
without having ever disturbed him, contrary to dialectic materialism, as allegedly the only true 
methodology, which destroyed some parts of the oeuvre of a number scholars who neither had 
the opportunity, nor conditions to withstand it. They kept adjusting to the present situation, to 
some extent living in internal emigration, waiting for the imminent demise of the regime, which 
eventually occurred neither in their lifetime, nor in the lifetime of the emigrants living aborad, 
who in the end realized that they would never return to the fatherland and that their children, 
work and life became inevitable bound up with the countries in which they lived. Being in exile, 
Slobodan Jovanović was free to make a critical analysis of Yugoslavia. He agreed with the late 
1950s analyst estimates predicting that totalitarian regimes, such was the communist one, for a 
number of reasons were likely to come to their end as early as in the 1980s, and he wrote about it. 
An important feature of Jovanović’s thought is his circumspection in making all his judgements, 
along with steering clear of one-sidedness and respecting all delicate subtil nuances of thought 
and interpretation. It is a completely different way of thinking than the black-and-white view of 
reality and the past, which was promoted by the simplified dialectics, which consequently en-
couraged, under the pretext of thinking in opposites, shallowness, adopting radical attitudes and 
primitive self-confidence, which is quite atypical for scholarly thinking. Owing to its scholarly 
carefully contemplated stands, the oeuvre of Slobodan Jovanović contains a lasting impetus for 
research and constitutes an indispensable healthy tissue that philosophical, social and historical 
sciences can rely on in their future development. The moral character of Slobodan Jovanović also 
becomes clearer over time.

Translated by Jelena Mitrić
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