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Abstract 

From 1909-1919, the young Croatian poet, essayist, and political revolutionary 
Augustin (Tin) Ujević (1891-1955) was passionately involved in Croatian politics. Today 
recognized as one of Croatia’s foremost poets, the fact that Ujević was one of the most 
prominent leaders of the Yugoslav youth during the lead-up to the First World War is almost 
unknown. Born in Dalmatia, Ujević spent his childhood in one of Austria-Hungary’s most 
neglected provinces, which was going through a profound economic and demographic crisis at 
the time. Dalmatian politicians, however, would set the pace for the process of Yugoslav 
national integration in the years to come. At Zagreb University, the young poet turned into a 
skilled political agitator, writing passionate polemics against the Habsburg Monarchy while 
taking part in demonstrations that led to multiple arrests by the police. Ujević, who had started 
out as a fervent Croatian nationalist, soon became one of the leaders of the Yugoslav 
Nationalistic Youth Movement, which aimed at establishing a South Slav state based on 
Serbo-Croat cultural and political unity. In the spring of 1912, he moved to Belgrade, where 
he intensified his political activity and established contact with the infamous ‘Black Hand’. 
After another short stay in Dalmatia, Ujević finally left the Balkans in the fall of 1913 to go to 
Paris, where he worked alongside the Serbian government and the newly established Yugoslav 
Committee. 1915 saw a turning point as the federalist Yugoslav state he worked for seemed to 
be slipping away in the hands of opportunistic politicians, which resulted in his ultimate break 
with politics. This dissertation examines Ujević’s life, alongside his works, to better 
understand a complex and important time in Croatian and Southeastern European history. It 
will use Ujević to explore the political thought of the region during the tumultuous time of the 
end of Austria-Hungary and the formation of the first Yugoslavia. Through his political 
evolution, the thesis will examine the way in which ideologies and nationalisms competed 
with each other through argument and action. The thesis will also shed light on the 
radicalisation process that the youth in Croatia, Dalmatia, Bosnia and Serbia underwent. 
Through his essays, Ujević contributed significantly to an ideological framework that 
encouraged revolutionary action which culminated in the assassination of Archduke Franz 
Ferdinand of Austria. 
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Introduction 
 

On 11 September 1912, a young man who had been arrested the day before in a town on 

the border of the Austro-Hungarian empire was brought into a police station in Zagreb. The 

police report describes the twenty-one year old as ‘of tall stature, thin, short hair, shaved’. The 

report also notes that the young man spoke ‘little and very slowly, with a Dalmatian accent’ 

and wore a black suit.1 And then, there is the carefully recorded statement that the detained 

gave to his interrogators, in which he explained the motivation for the actions that had gotten 

him in trouble with the Austro-Hungarian authorities in the first place: 

 

The present regime in the Kingdom of Croatia and Slavonia is harmful to the people and the 
present relationship between the Kingdom of Hungary and Kingdom of Croatia and Slavonia is 
equally harmful to the Croatian people . . . From a political point of view, I accept entirely the 
position taken in the programme of the National Unification club. I cannot state here what 
means may be used to achieve the national unity of the Croats and Serbs, but I consider that in 
cases of need, all means are permissible. The aim of national unification would be, in the 
narrower sense, an independent Croatia and, in a broader sense, a Yugoslav Republic.2 

 

The man who made this declaration was Augustin Ujević (1891-1955), who would later go 

on to become one of the most celebrated poets of Croatian literature. The above statement was 

clearly intended as a rallying cry, a very public act of defiance of the authorities, and a 

glowing expression of Yugoslav patriotism. Unlike so many others of Ujević's words, 

however, these were more or less forgotten just a few years after he had uttered them. In fact, 

the statement would soon prove something of an embarrassment to both the biographers of the 

great poet and to historians of Yugoslavia. To the scholars of literature that pored over 

Ujević’s work, the fiery and clear dedication to a political cause would have seemed too out of 

character with the work of a writer famous for his steeped in allegorical and mystic poetry, 

steeped in the emotions of loss, longing, and loneliness. As a consequence, most scholars 

simply ignored Ujević’s political activism. And to the historians of Yugoslavia, Ujević’s later 

reputation as an undisciplined bohemian and writer of sentimental, soul-searching poetry 

made it impossible to take seriously his contributions as a political activist. As a consequence, 

Ujević’s political activism has been all but forgotten – which is astonishing, given the fact that 

he was one of the most persistent and dedicated advocates of Yugoslavism towards the end of 

the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy, and dedicated years of his life to furthering the cause. In 

                                                      
1 HDA nr. 3069, July 1912. 
2 A. Ujević, Sabrana Djela, (Zagreb, 1965), 493. 
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fact, although he also penned the occasional poem, the vast majority of what the young writer 

published in the first seven years of his career was political.  

 

The following dissertation is not meant to fill this gap in Ujević’s biography. Instead, the 

goal of this work is to use Ujević’s life and actions as a lens through which to view the role of 

the youth in the South Slav question – ‘the one deadly problem’3 the Austro-Hungarian 

Empire could not solve, and which led not only to that empire’s demise, but to the outbreak of 

the First World War. The object of examination is therefore not so much Ujević’s inner life or 

the motivations that might have driven him, but rather the networks that he moved in –

 networks of people, but also networks of meaning, of thought, of ideology and arguments. 

Ujević’s statement to the Zagreb police may serve to illustrate this point. Nothing in the 

statement is particular to Ujević’s character – indeed, in essence it could have been made by 

virtually any of the revolutionary youth that filled up the universities and cafés in Zagreb, 

Split or Sarajevo. It is, in many ways, ‘typical’ for its time – and the goal of this work is to 

examine the conditions under which the radicalism of the South Slav youth evolved. Even 

before its actual content, the fact that this statement was given at all already contains a 

message that would have been clearly understood by the speaker’s intended audience: a 

message of bold defiance of an authority that was seen as oppressive, unjust, and doomed to 

wither in the face of spirited resistance. Yet while the tone of the message was one that by 

1912 had become common to many of the younger South Slav agitators, the statement also 

contains a number of terms and concepts that place it at a precise point on the ideological map 

of its time: first of all, the concept of a ‘national unity of the Croats and Serbs’ was one that 

had been argued over for decades even before Ujević’s birth, and it was by no means a widely 

accepted fact that such a unity even existed. The same goes for the call for an ‘independent 

Croatia and, in a broader sense, a Yugoslav Republic’: the somewhat vague wording of this 

demand is equally rooted in ideological and political debates that Ujević had by then been an 

active participant in for more than three years, but that had their roots in concepts nationalist 

thinkers in Croatia, Dalmatia and Serbia had been grappling with for more than half a century. 

 

 

 

 

                                                      
3 R. A. Kann, The Multinational Empire: Empire and nationalities (New York, 1977), 234. 
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The problem of Yugoslav nationalism 

 

 Yugoslav or South Slav nationalism has long been a fascinating subject to historians, 

and not just because of the cataclysmic events that the young Yugoslav revolutionary Gavrilo 

Princip unleashed when he assassinated the Archduke Franz Ferdinand of Austria. What 

makes Yugoslav nationalism such an intriguing subject is also the light it throws on some of 

the core questions of nationalism itself. The ultimate failure of the ‘ideological myth’ (Holm 

Sundhaussen) that was the idea of a Yugoslav nation4 threw into sharp contrast the 

subjectivity involved in all European nation-building.  As Europe experienced the rise of the 

nation state, the multiethnic and multi-cultural makeup of Southeast Europe society became an 

increasingly vexing theoretical problem. In the region, as everywhere else in Europe, leading 

nationalist thinkers began constructing national identities out of a perceived glorious past as 

they propagated a ‘renaissance’ (preporod, vazrazhdane, anagennisis) of their ‘nation’. Much 

of modern historiography was born out of a desire to identify the roots of these ‘nations’ in the 

past.5 Yet even by European standards, the region was home to an unusual multitude of those 

‘cultural pools’ that Ernest Gellner has identified as the vessels that nationalism is filled into.6 

Even towards the end of the 19th century, a large number of its inhabitants were still more or 

less undecided which pool they were going to choose. Konrad Clewing in his study of 

Dalmatian nationalism names no less than five competing nationalist movements in the 

province alone: Slavo-Dalmatian, Italo-Dalmatian, South Slav oriented Illyrists, as well as 

Croatian and Serbian nationalists.7 As Eric Hobsbawm has pointed out:  

 
History is the raw material for nationalist or ethnic or fundamentalist ideologies ... The Past is 
an essential element, perhaps the essential element, in these ideologies. If there is no suitable 
past, it can always be invented. Indeed in the nature of things there is usually no entirely 
suitable past, because the phenomena these ideologies claim to justify is not ancient or eternal 
but historically novel.8  

 

                                                      
4 In H. Sundhaussen, Geschichte Jugoslawiens: 1918-1980 (Stuttgart, 1982). 
5 Although Ivo Banac postulated that the ‘national identity of Bulgarians, Croats and Serbs was created, even if 
not definitely established, a long time before the development of modern nationalism’. Banac sees the appearance 
of the names of these tribes or “nations” in the writings of the Byzantine emperor Constantine Porphyrogennetos 
(AD 905-959), who names them in his treatise “De administrando imperii”. Yet the concept of nationhood that 
Banac tried to project into the past did not exist then. I. Banac, The National Question in Yugoslavia: Origins, 
History, Politics (Ithaca, New York, 1984). Especially the chapter 'Fates, Mentalities, Invisible Borders', 13-112.  
6 E. Gellner, Nations and nationalism (Oxford, 1983), 46. 
7 K. Clewing, Staatlichkeit und nationale Identitätsbildung: Dalmatien in Vormärz und Revolution (Munich, 
2001), 409.  
8 E. Hobsbawm, On History (London, 1998), 6. 
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Both Croat and Serb nationalists had a sufficiently glorious past to draw on – the medieval 

Triune Kingdom in the Croats’ and Dušan’s empire in the Serbs’ case –, but so did the 

competing cultural pools: the coastal cities of Dalmatia had been part of the Venetian empire 

for centuries, or as in the case of Dubrovnik/Ragusa, had ruled over their own dominions. In a 

telling example of particularly misguided historical imagination, the first real nationalist 

movement in the region, the ‘Illyrian’ movement, based its very name on that of a tribe of 

antiquity that Croats and Serbs most definitely did not descend from.9 But whereas purely 

Croatian and Serb nationalists had it somewhat easier when it came to finding historical roots, 

many of these nationalist thinkers did not base their ‘imagined community’ on history alone.10 

Many of them were deeply influenced by German ideas of nationalism, which postulated the 

nation as a ‘cultural’ unit most easily distinguishable by its shared language.11 Yet this posed a 

whole new range of problems for them: the linguistic borders did not follow the confessional 

ones. As a result, even the ethnic borders in the region were very much open to interpretation. 

This became apparent in the parallel rise of Serb and Croat exclusivism, with Vuk Karadžić 

defining a large mass of all Štokavian speakers as Serbs, even if they ‘find it difficult to call 

themselves Serbs’12, and Ante Starčević claiming that ‘all the inhabitants of the Southern Slav 

areas except the Bulgarians were Croats’.13  

 

 Given the malleability of the ethnic boundaries between Serbs, Croats, Bosnians and 

Slovenes, it is perhaps less surprising that the first nationalist movement to spring up was the 

Illyrian movement, with its insistence on ‘Slav’ solidarity and a South Slav identity. 

Following the Slovakian linguist Jan Kollar, who had himself attended the Wartburgfest in 

Germany in 1817, Ljudevit Gaj and Drašković divided Slavs into four groups: Russians, 

Poles, Czechs and South Slavs (‘Illyrians’). Yet, beside the fact that the movement never 

made clear whether its priorities were more cultural or political (i.e. nation building), even the 

Illyrians could never really agree on which South Slav territories apart from Croatia-Slavonia 

                                                      
9 Then again, Ernest Renan has said that ‘forgetting, I would even go so far as to say historical error, is a crucial 
factor in the creation of a nation’ in E. Renan, ‘What is a Nation?’, in Nation and Narration, ed. H. Bhabha 
(London, 1990), 11. For Illyrianism’s etymology, see W. Kessler, Politik, Kultur und Gesellschaft in Kroatien 
und Slawonien in der ersten Hälfte des 19. Jahrhunderts: Historiographie und Grundlagen (Munich, 1981), 3.  
10 The term ‘imagined communities’ for socially constructed communities was coined by Benedict Anderson in 
his seminal Imagined communities: reflections on the origin and spread of nationalism (London, 1983). 
11 For discussion of the influence of German nationalist on Southeast Europe, see H. Sundhaussen, Der Einfluß 
der Herderschen Ideen auf die Nationsbildung bei den Völkern der Habsburger Monarchie (Munich, 1973). 
12 Cited in W. D. Behschnitt, Nationalismus bei Serben und Kroaten: 1830-1914 (Munich, 1980), 74.  
13 M. Gross, ‘On the Integration of the Croatian Nation: A Case Study in Nation Building’, East European 
Quarterly, vol. 15, no. 2, (1981), 18-19. 



 11 

and Dalmatia should be part of a South Slav state.14 Illyrianism’s ideological successor, 

Yugoslavism, was equally fraught with contradictions and ambiguities, especially since it 

became more and more Croat-centered in the second half of the 19th century. Mirjana Gross 

argues that ‘Yugoslavism was the integrationist ideology of the Croatian nation, as well as a 

supranational concept: there was therefore an unstable relationship between the two 

components of this ideology.’15 Although a stronger strain of truly unitarist jugoslaventsvo 

made its comeback in 1903 among the South Slav youth, this ‘unstable relationship’ is still 

very visible in Ujević’s declaration to the Zagreb police: when the young revolutionary claims 

that ‘the aim of national unification would be, in the narrower sense, an independent Croatia 

and, in a broader sense, a Yugoslav Republic’16, he is deliberately vague as to the actual 

political roadmap to Yugoslav statehood.  

 

 Yet Yugoslavism or Croatian or Serb nationalism were not the only ‘imagined 

communities’ (Anderson) or ‘cultural pools’ (Gellner) available to the inhabitants of Dalmatia, 

where Ujević was born and spent his early formative years. Dalmatia had been 

administratively and culturally separated from Croatia for hundreds of years, and by the time 

of the Croatian national ‘revival’, Dalmatians had a host of other traditions to look to when it 

came to finding a community. As Larry Wolff has shown in his study of the Austrian province 

of Galicia, even an artificial administrative unit can, over time, create its own meaning. And 

just as ‘Galicia acquired meaning over the course of its historical existence; indeed, it 

accumulated multiple and shifting layers of meaning’17, so Dalmatia, with its much longer 

tradition going back to the Venetian province, inspired patriotism and a sense of community in 

many of its inhabitants. In the province, which was such a driving force of Croatian national 

and finally Yugoslav integration, there nevertheless always existed a strong strand of 

regionalism that at the turn of the century had not been eradicated. In her study of what she 

calls Dalmatian or ‘Adriatic’ multi-nationalism in the 19th century, Dominique Kirchner-Reill 

reminds us that ‘participation within a nation-state was never a predetermined or natural 

phenomenon but rather the result of constant negotiation of shifting interests and 

                                                      
14 G. Schödl, Kroatische Nationalpolitik und “Jugoslavenstvo”: Studien zu nationaler Integration und regionaler 
Politik in Kroatien-Dalmatien zu Beginn des 20. Jahrhunderts, Südosteuropäische Arbeiten (Munich, 1990), 327.  
15 M. Gross, ‘Dalmatian Unification: The Union of Dalmatia with Northern Croatia, a Crucial Question of the 
Croatian National Integration in the 19th Century’, in M. Teich and R. Porter (eds.), The National Question in 
Europe in Historical Context, (Cambridge, 1993).  
16 A. Ujević, SD, 493.  
17 L. Wolff, The Idea of Galicia: History and Fantasy in Habsburg Political Culture (Stanford, Calif., 2010), 4. 
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contingencies.’18 When landing on Ellis Island, many of the immigrants still gave their 

country of origin as ‘Dalmatia’ or ‘Herzegovina’.19  

 

 Yugoslav nationalism was thus always in danger in becoming one of those cultures 

that, in Gellner’s words, are ‘led to the dustheap of history’.20 Alan Confino argues that group 

making processes are successful if they manage to reconstruct a notion of nationhood that 

‘overcomes symbolically real social and political conflicts’ and ‘gives the illusion of a 

community to people who in fact have very different interests’.21 Had it not been for the Dual 

Monarchy’s ineptitude in containing the South Slav question (through a truly Trialist solution, 

for example) and the breakdown of the entire European system of diplomacy that led to the 

First World War, Yugoslavism might well have been forgotten forever. 

 

Why Augustin Ujević? 

 

Augustin Ujević’s short but highly productive career as political agitator is well suited to 

an exploration of these conflicting ideas and concepts. Through biographical chance and the 

choices he later made, Ujević often found himself at unique vantage points that allow us to 

trace the ideological evolution of an entire generation. At the same time, the contradictions in 

his political thinking in many ways reflect the ambiguities of Croatian and Yugoslav national 

thought itself.  

 

His birth in rural Dalmatia meant that he grew up in the Austrian half of the empire’s most 

neglected and underdeveloped province, which was undergoing a crippling agricultural and 

economical crisis around the turn of the century. At the same time, Dalmatian nationalist 

politicians like Ante Trumbić, Josip Smodlaka and especially Frano Supilo were the driving 

forces behind the political dynamics that shaped Dalmatia, but also Croatia from 1903 

onwards. The process of nationalization in Dalmatia (which, as Sundhaussen has pointed out, 

was still not finalized when the province became part of the newly formed Yugoslav Kingdom 

                                                      
18 D. K. Reill, Nationalists Who Feared the Nation: Adriatic Multi-Nationalism in Habsburg Dalmatia, Trieste, 
and Venice (Stanford, Calif., 2012), 4. 
19 U. Brunnbauer, Globalizing Southeastern Europe: Emigrants, America, and the State since the Late Nineteenth 
Century (London, 2016), 93. 
20 Gellner, Nations and nationalism, 14. 
21 A. Confino, ‘Collective Memory and Cultural History: Problems of Method’, The American Historical Review, 
vol. 102, no. 5, (1997).  
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in 1918)22 was unique in several aspects: many of the drivers of national integration in other 

European countries – a modern, progressive bourgeoisie; industrialization; a mass society; 

homogenous ethnicities – were simply not present in Dalmatia.23 Instead, it was the economic 

backwardness of the province itself that pushed its rural population towards a ‘fundamental 

politisation’ (Günter Schödl).24 As Miroslav Hroch has pointed out, ‘the decision to engage in 

the national cause … can be influenced not only by the effect of an idea, but also by concrete 

interests’ – and national, cultural and linguistic demands ‘can be interpreted as coded 

expressions of social needs.’25 The nationalization of Dalmatia is therefore a unique 

illustration of how nationalism and nation building ‘grow from collective attitudes that are 

only explicable through knowledge of the material foundations of politicization processes.’26  

 

It is notable that Ujević’s South Slav sentiments and nationalism developed under 

Habsburg influence. As Robert Wilton notes, ‘in the case of Croatian nationalism, ‘aside from 

their own absolute advantages vis-à-vis the Hapsburg Empire, Croatian activists will have 

observed the national cultural advances made by Hungarians as fellow subjects of Vienna, and 

the state political advances of Serbs, as fellow Slavs’.27 Like Croats, ‘Habsburg Serbs’ were 

also influenced by Austro-Hungarian political culture, as they brought the culture and practical 

influence of Vienna – in the form of educational levels, cultural influences, and political 

ambiguity – to the newly independent Serbian state.28 The influence of Austria-Hungary on its 

Slav subjects was thus twofold: nationalist ideology was transported and discussed back and 

forth in intellectual circles, while the very existence of the Empire provided the impetus to 

nurture them.29  The youth especially despised ‘the Habsburgs as the symbol of powerful state 

and military institutions which oppress people, classes, and individuals. They were in rebellion 

                                                      
22 The ‘decisive phase of Croatian nation building must be placed not in the 19th century, but only in the 20s of 
our century’, Sundhaussen writes in Das Ustaša-Syndrom. Ideologie–historische Tatsachen–Folgen (Munich, 
1995), 166. 
23 G. Schödl, Formen und Grenzen des Nationalen: Beiträge zu nationaler Integration und Nationalismus im 
östlichen Europa (Munich, 1990).  
24 Schödl, Kroatische Nationalpolitik. 
25 M. Hroch, 'Nationales Bewusstsein', in E. Schmidt-Hartmann (ed.), Formen des Nationalbewußtseins im Lichte 
zeitgenössischer Nationalismustheorien, (Munich, 1994), 40. 
26 A. Jakir, Dalmatien zwischen den Weltkriegen (Munich, 1999), 26. 
27 R. Wilton, ‘Writing the Nation, Writing the State: Compromise and Conflict in 19th Century Balkan Cultural 
Identity’, The South Slav Journal, 25 (Spring-Summer 2004), 11.  
28 Ibid., 5. 
29 Ibid., 15. 
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against not only the Habsburgs as the vehicle of foreign power, but also against the entire 

social system the Habsburgs leaned on, which stifled young people.’30 

 

For the purpose of this study, Ujević was above all a member of a generation of 

countless revolutionaries, agitators and firebrands. Edin Hajdarpašić argues that ‘the youth 

holds a special status in histories of nationalism; it constitutes a horizon of expectation that 

enables nationalists to articulate their visions, develop new strategies, and justify the renewal 

of their always unfinished projects.’31 Ujević, through his ideological evolution from a 

Starčevist youth to a Young Croat and finally a Yugoslav nationalist, spanned many of the 

most important political youth movements of his day. This makes him uniquely suited for a 

study of these movements, their ideological debates and modi operandi.   

 
Another aspect that makes Ujević a good subject of study is the fact that he was a 

writer. Students both abroad and at home mainly organized around publications. Ujević and 

other young intellectuals founded newspapers, and wrote political articles and pamphlets. 

Benedict Anderson stressed that newspapers were an indispensable factor in fostering new 

‘imagined communities’. The nation and newspaper were thus interlinked, and Ujević used the 

written platform to challenge the Monarchy and espouse ideas of nationhood in the public 

sphere. In addition to founding magazines, Ujević was active in publishing political 

commentaries, poems, and feuilletons, while quickly progressing on the ideological path to 

Yugoslavism and becoming a student political actor.32  

 

In this thesis, I will trace Ujević’s ideological evolution along the stations of his highly 

itinerant life from 1891 to 1918. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

                                                      
30 V. Dedijer, ‘Modernizam u književnosti i umetnosti,’ in I. Božić, S. Ćirković and M. Ekmečić (eds.), Istorija 
Jugoslavije, (Belgrade, 1972), 371.  
31 E. Hajdarpašić, Whose Bosnia?: Nationalism and Political Imagination in the Balkans, 1840–1914 (Ithica, 
NY, 2015), 160. 
32 Ibid., 61. 
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B. Overview of Literature and Methodological Discussion 
 

When recreating the political environment surrounding the events leading to the 

creation of the first Yugoslav state, the historian is confronted with a number of peculiar and 

thorny problems. Almost all of these are related to the highly sensitive political nature that any 

interpretation of those events will acquire – what has been termed the Balkan’s ‘surplus of 

history’.33 While most historiography produced in the first or the second Yugoslavia was 

influenced by the necessity of strengthening legitimising narratives (synthetic and nationalist 

in the first, multi-national and Communist in the second), works produced outside the country 

were scarcely less prone to partiality.34 Whether written as denunciations of those narratives 

by dissatisfied émigrés or as endorsements by Western historians with an eye to generating 

approval of their countries’ involvement in its creation, histories of Yugoslavia have always 

been points of contention.35 The violent nature of its end and the ensuing civil wars have led to 

a division of historical efforts along national lines and the formation of deeply entrenched, 

fervently ‘national’ historical establishments – while those trying to position themselves 

outside these narratives are quickly castigated as ‘Yugonostalgic’.36  

 

The polemical nature of these debates often obscures the facts and makes it incredibly 

difficult both to obtain an understanding of the past and to write history in the vein of Ranke’s 

theory of ‘how it actually was’.37 This is especially true when trying to establish a certain 

historical figure’s actual involvement or motivations: the roles of actors such as Nikola Pašić 

(and to a lesser extent Ante Trumbić) in the creation of the first Yugoslavia have themselves 

become so contentious in later debates that anyone trying to form a picture of them is forced 

                                                      
33 I. Berisha, in Ger Duijzings, Dušan Janjić and Shkëlzen Maliqi (eds). Kosovo-Kosova: Confrontation or 
Coexistence, (Nijmegen: Peace Research Centre, 1996), 29-33. 
34 In fact, historiography of Yugoslavia predates the country itself: the first historical studies of the ‘Yugoslav 
peoples’ were produced by the Illyrianists in the 1850s; and the Yugoslav Academy, founded in Zagreb in 1867, 
laid the basis for academic history and served as a benchmark of official ideological currents ever since, c.f. R. 
Stallaerts, ‘Historiography in the Former and New Yugoslavia’, in Revue belge d'Histoire contemporaine, 29, 
(1999), 315-16 and A. Wachtel, Making a Nation, Breaking a Nation: Literature and Politics in Yugoslavia, 
(Stanford, 1998), 228-9.  
35 Generally, Stallaerts, ‘Historiography in the Former and New Yugoslavia’ gives a good overview of the 
evolution of Yugoslav historiography, although he should be read alongside I. Banac, 'Historiography of the 
Countries of Eastern Europe: Yugoslavia', American Historical Review (October 1992), 10841104. 
36 One of the few examples of a Croatian historian attempting to transcend national boundaries is Vesna Drapac’s 
Constructing Yugoslavia: A Transnational History, (Basingstoke, 2010). Yet although she ably demonstrates that 
the country’s past is incoherent when examined in isolation, she is mainly concerned with the British 
involvement in Yugoslavia’s genesis, and less so in a truly transnational approach as outlined by P. Clavin, 
'Defining Transnationalism', Contemporary European History, Vol. 14, no. 4, (2005), 421-39. 
37 F. Gilbert, History: Politics or Culture? Reflections on Ranke and Burckhardt, (Princeton, 1990). 
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to work their way through a plethora of evaluations, often diametrically opposed to each 

other.38 It is precisely because of this smokescreen of dissent surrounding the main actors that 

the examination of persons judged as marginal in later historiography can provide us with 

invaluable insights into the issues as they were perceived by contemporaries. Tin Ujević and 

his circle, his mentors and admirers, his friends and his enemies form a network of 

individuals, all invested in Yugoslav ideas to greater and lesser degrees. They have left behind 

a considerable number of memoirs, biographies, and letters that help to shed light on their 

backgrounds, influences, political stances, and actions. Yet the same diversity of opinion and 

the way in which these opinions shifted over time, made many of these figures more or less 

unsuitable for the simplified historical accounts needed by the newly created state. Many of 

the earlier Yugoslav movement’s members had a very mixed relationship with the new 

monarchy. Some, like Svetozar Pribićević, and Ivo Andrić, assimilated into the centralized 

Yugoslavia that took shape, as politicians and diplomats. Meanwhile others, especially Croats 

such as Ante Trumbić and Stjepan Radić, greatly disapproved of it.39 As a consequence, the 

involvement of such unruly elements in the birth of the monarchy was either heavily edited or 

entirely omitted from official accounts.40 In the second Yugoslavia, some of these figures and 

their revolutionary engagement were again brought to the fore – so long as they could be 

integrated into the dominant Marxist narratives of the Academy. Outside of Yugoslavia, a 

number of studies have been conducted on the influences of the politicians and revolutionaries 

at the time, and most are helpful in reconstructing their intellectual, cultural, and political 

influences, illustrated in their political activity up to, and after, 1919. However, 

comprehensive biographical treatments of the majority of these actors have not yet been 

undertaken, and the material that is available is usually not accessible to English-speaking 

historians.41  

 

 

 

 

                                                      
 
39 A. Wachtel, ‘Ivan Meštrović, Ivo Andrić, and the Synthetic Yugoslav Culture of the Interwar Period’ in D. 
Djokić (ed.), Yugoslavism: Histories of a Failed Idea 1918-1992, (London, 2003), 238-51; I. Banac, The 
National Question in Yugoslavia: origins, history, politics (Ithaca, NY, 1984), 207. 
40 For example, Vladimir Dedijer and Sima Ćorović in Istorija Jugoslavije make no mention of Ujević.  
41 Notable exceptions include A. Rigby, Initiation and initiative: an exploration of the life and ideas of Dimitrije 
Mitrinović, (Boulder, 1984). These include works such as: V. Dedijer, Road to Sarajevo, (London, 1967); R. 
Bogert, The Writer as Naysayer: Miroslav Krleža and the aesthetic of interwar Central Europe, (Columbus, 
1991); D. Djokić, Nikola Pašić and Ante Trumbić: the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, (London, 2010). 
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Ujević in historiography 

 

Unlike his contemporary Ivan Meštrović - the “South Slav Sculptor” and “Prophet of 

Yugoslavism” - whose vocal opposition to Austria-Hungary was widely known and arguably 

served him well with audiences in Britain and France, Ujević’s political activism was rarely 

considered worth mentioning, and certainly does not form an integral part of the poet’s 

reputation at home or abroad.42 While some important studies have been carried out on the 

political activities of poets such as William Butler Yeats in Ireland and Alexander Blok in 

Russia, works published on Ujević have largely overlooked his political involvement in favour 

of his literary significance.43 The more conventional historical accounts of Yugoslavian or 

Croatian history make no more than passing references to him - either as a ‘bohemian’, an 

‘artistic revolutionary’ - and although his works are sometimes mined for convenient ‘sound-

bites’, neither the context of these works nor his motivations for writing them are ever 

elucidated.44 For the works that originated in Yugoslav territory, this may also have had to do 

with the fact that Ujević’s somewhat erratic loyalties and nonconformist character made him 

highly unsuitable for the function of political figurehead. Upon his return from Paris, Ujević 

spent the 1920s in Belgrade, immersed in its bohemian circles, and focused on his art, rather 

than his politics. He deeply disapproved of the centralist Yugoslavia in which he lived and it is 

believed that his openly negative views of the Monarchy are the reason for his expulsion from 

Belgrade in 1929. Thus, Ujević was unpopular in the first Yugoslavia, which he disdained, 

and his role as political actor was minor. Ujević’s position was even more difficult in Tito’s 

Yugoslavia, as both his political and literary reputation had suffered gravely as a result of his 

employment as a translator in the Ministry of Interior Affairs of the fascist Independent State 

of Croatia (NDH), which lasted from 1941-1945. Ujević was banned from publishing for five 

years, until 1950. Furthermore, he was dethroned from his literary repute and excluded from 
                                                      
42 For more on Meštrović, see: I. Meštrović, Uspomene na političke ljude i dogadjaje, (Buenos Aires, 1961); E. 
Clegg, ‘Meštrović, England and the Great War’, The Burlington Magazine, vol. 144, no. 1197 (Dec., 2002), 740-
751; and Wachtel, 'Creating a Synthetic Yugoslav Culture', in Making a Nation, Breaking a Nation, 212-238. 
43 The earliest works on Ujević, by V. Gligorić, ‘Mladi Ujević: borac ideology, književni kritičar i esejist’ in U 
Vihoru, (Belgrade, 1962), 184-203; S. Simić, ‘Automat slobode’, in Dalekozor duha, (Zagreb, 1937), 62-83; B. 
Tokin, ‘Za spas duše Tine Ujevića’ in Letopis Matice Srpske, knj. CCCXVI, 3, (Novi Sad, 1928), 396-404, are 
mainly concerned with his aesthetic complex. For more studies of Yeats and Blok, see C. H. Kisch, Alexander 
Blok, prophet of revolution: a study of his life and work, (London, 1960); R. D. B. Thomson, Blok and the 
October Revolution, (Oxford, 1967); Paul Kirschner, Between time and eternity: nine essays on W.B. Yeats and 
his contemporaries, Hofmannsthal and Blok, (Amsterdam, 1992); R. F. Foster, W.B. Yeats: a life, (Oxford, 
1997); Claire Nally, Envisioning Ireland: W.B. Yeats's occult nationalism, (Oxford, 2010).  
44 See for example Ivo Banac’s indispensable The National Question in Yugoslavia, which cites Ujević alongside 
other artists and revolutionaries involved in the pro-Yugoslav youth movement. In more recent literature, such as 
John Lampe’s Yugoslavia as history: twice there was a country, (Cambridge, 2000), where Ujević is briefly 
referred to as a ‘colourful character’ in Belgrade’s cafés in the 1920s.  

http://solo.bodleian.ox.ac.uk/primo_library/libweb/action/display.do?tabs=detailsTab&ct=display&fn=search&doc=oxfaleph011755241&indx=5&recIds=oxfaleph011755241&recIdxs=4&elementId=4&renderMode=poppedOut&displayMode=full&frbrVersion=&fctN=facet_lang&dscnt=0&vl(103770091UI1)=all_items&scp.scps=scope%3A(NET)%2Cscope%3A(OX)&fctV=eng&frbg=&tab=local&dstmp=1331200707292&srt=rank&mode=Basic&dum=true&tb=t&vl(1UIStartWith0)=contains&vl(freeText0)=alexander%20blok&vl(169119528UI0)=any&vid=OXVU1
http://solo.bodleian.ox.ac.uk/primo_library/libweb/action/display.do?tabs=detailsTab&ct=display&fn=search&doc=oxfaleph011755241&indx=5&recIds=oxfaleph011755241&recIdxs=4&elementId=4&renderMode=poppedOut&displayMode=full&frbrVersion=&fctN=facet_lang&dscnt=0&vl(103770091UI1)=all_items&scp.scps=scope%3A(NET)%2Cscope%3A(OX)&fctV=eng&frbg=&tab=local&dstmp=1331200707292&srt=rank&mode=Basic&dum=true&tb=t&vl(1UIStartWith0)=contains&vl(freeText0)=alexander%20blok&vl(169119528UI0)=any&vid=OXVU1
http://solo.bodleian.ox.ac.uk/primo_library/libweb/action/display.do?tabs=detailsTab&ct=display&fn=search&doc=oxfaleph012150110&indx=2&recIds=oxfaleph012150110&recIdxs=1&elementId=1&renderMode=poppedOut&displayMode=full&frbrVersion=&fctN=facet_frbrgroupid&dscnt=0&origsort=Relevance&frbg=147481685&fctV=147481685&tab=local&dstmp=1331464428770&srt=Relevance&mode=Basic&cs=frb&fromLogin=true&vl(freeText0)=two%20yugoslavias%20lampe&vid=OXVU1
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anthologies, textbooks, and reading lists.45 Thus, it can be concluded that Ujević was not 

discussed in Croatian historiography since his version of cultural and inclusive Yugoslavism 

did not fit into the overriding Croatian nationalist vision. Similarly, in Yugoslav 

historiography, his idealistic and disenchanted views did not bolster the narratives of the state 

and his later political involvements were perhaps seen to threaten its interests.46 These issues 

have led to Yugoslav historians’ largely disregarding or diminishing Ujević’s political role. 

 

Those works that are more directly concerned with the intellectual history and 

evolution of the South Slav ideal are more likely to name Ujević among the intellectuals who 

at one point espoused the linguistic and ideological fashion of Yugoslavism.47 The only work 

of this kind that does recognise Ujević’s part in the cultural politics of his time to some degree 

is Andrew Wachtel’s Making a Nation, Breaking a Nation, though it devotes just three pages 

to the poet’s linguistic and political activism in the nationalist youth movement.48 

 

Studies specifically devoted to Ujević have almost exclusively focused on his life and 

evolution as a poet.49 Though a wealth of literary analyses exist, no meaningful studies and 

criticisms on Ujević occurred while he was still alive. Political issues aside, logistical 

problems, such as the fact that his Sabrana Djela (Collected Works) was not published until 

1967, made it difficult for Ujević scholars to analyse his written opus.50 The first Ujević 

biography was published by Ante Stamać in 1971, and was followed by works from Vlatko 
                                                      
45 Wachtel, Making a Nation, 138. 
46 As suggested by Ujević biographers M. Žeželj, Veliki Tin, (Zagreb, 1976); J. Boko, Tin: Trideset Godina 
Putovanja, (Zagreb, 2005); and A. Stamać, Ujević, (Zagreb, 1971).  
47 In the important volume edited by D. Djokić, Yugoslavism: Histories of a Failed Idea, L. Trgovčević’s ‘South 
Slav Intellectuals and the creation of the First Yugoslavia’ quotes Ujević’s understanding of Yugoslavism in her 
discussion of student revolutionary societies, 227.  
48 Wachtel, Making a Nation, 120-3. 
49 The most important biographies are Žeželj, Veliki Tin; Boko, Tin: Trideset Godina Putovanja; Stamać, Ujević. 
Other works focused on his literary achievements include A. Stamać, ‘Tin Ujević kao europski pjesnik', in F. 
Grčević and M. Kuzmanović (eds.), Zbornik Zagrebačke slavističke škole, (Zagreb, 1976); Krešimir Bagić, ‘Tko 
je plagijator, a tko đak?', Republika, vol. 53, no. 5-6, (Zagreb, 1997), 50-62; Branimir Donat, ‘Tin kao kritičar 
književnosti’, Delo, X, 12, (Beograd, 1964), 1767-1771; Ivo Hergešić, ‘O Pjesmama Tina Ujevića’, Obzor, 75, 
42, 1-2, (Zagreb, 1934); Vujadin Jokić, ‘Geneza stvaralašta Tina Ujevića’, OD, VI, (Beograd, 1971), 331-343. 
Other than this, work from the 1960s and 70s saw works published on key questions and themes concerning 
Ujević’s poetry by Šime Vučetić, Ivo Frangeš, Dubravko Jelčić, and Miroslav Vaupotić. Posthumously, Croatian 
journal issues have been dedicated to Ujević. For example, the August/September 1975, Savremenik issue 
commemorated Ujević’s twentieth anniversary of death, and included articles such as Boško Novaković’s ‘Tin 
Ujević and Serbian Literature’, Vujadin Jokić’s ‘Tin Ujević and Buddhism’, and Bratoljub Klaić's ‘Linguist nad 
Tinovom Oposum’, in P. Zorić (ed.), Savremenik, (Belgrade, 1975), no. 8-9. The 1981 issue of Croatica was also 
dedicated to Ujević on the twenty-fifth anniversary of his death, with similar articles lacking in political 
consideration. Most recently, in 2011, on the 120th anniversary of his birthday, the literary magazine Most 
dedicated an issue to Ujević, with the editor commenting on the remaining possibilities left in Ujević studies. In 
all of these journals, political engagement was only mentioned in passing, if at all, and as a biographical note. 
50 Ujević, SD, 27 vols. (Zagreb, 1963-1967).  
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Pavletić and Mirko Žeželj, whilst the most recent biography was published by Jasen Boko in 

2005.51 All of these works, however, are not primarily interested in the political context of his 

writings. Instead, they focus on his aesthetic appeal, and only take into account his political 

involvement when it throws light on aspects of his literary work.  

 

Yet, there are a few exceptions, and these will now be briefly dealt with. These 

exceptions include a 1966 article by Dragovan Šepić that attempts to shed some light on 

Ujević’s years in Paris.52 In this study, Šepić gives a brief, though well-researched, account of 

the young émigré’s experiences, based mainly on Ujević’s own writings. The same topic is 

taken up by Mirko Žeželj’s ‘Tinov pariški slom’, which details the poet’s last two years of 

disillusionment in Paris, albeit in a more straightforwardly biographical way and including 

copious political and personal events in an effort to understand Ujević’s breakdown.53 In 1988, 

Dragomir Gajević dedicates a chapter to his volume Tin Ujević u jugoslovenskoj kritici in 

which he summarizes Ujević’s activities as a mouthpiece for Yugoslav ideals and, in 

somewhat florid style, attempts to herald the poet as the ‘ideal Yugoslavist’.54 The only 

treatment of Ujević’s political activities in English consists of an article by Dušan Puvačić 

from 1996 that limits itself to picking out translated quotes from Ujević’s works at the time, 

providing only a bare minimum of historical contextualisation.55 

 

It was not until the twenty-first century that a comprehensive account of Ujević’s 

political engagement as a young Yugoslavist was undertaken in the form of a monograph by 

Srečko Lipovčan. His Croatian language study, Mladi Ujević: Politički angažman i rana proza 

(Young Ujević: Political engagements and early prose), appeared in 2002. 56 In this extremely 

valuable study, Lipovčan, through extensive research, traces Ujević’s political engagements in 

Zagreb, Belgrade, and Paris until 1919. He effectively reconstructs Ujević’s political actions, 

making use of numerous primary documents (a number of them previously unknown). In the 

second part of his book, Lipovčan goes on to provide an extensive and highly detailed literary-

theoretical analysis of the young propagandist’s prose. In this way, therefore, Lipovčan 

bridges the culture v. politics issue that was so prominent in Ujević’s day, and which lives on 

                                                      
51 V. Pavletić, Ujević u raju svoga pakla, (Zagreb, 1978). 
52 D. Šepić, 'Augustin Ujević u Parizu', Forum, XII/V (Rijeka, 1966), 546-75. 
53 M. Žeželj ‘Tinov pariški slom’ Zadarska revija, Jan-Feb., (Zadar, 1975). 
54 D. Gajević, Tin Ujević u jugoslovenskoj knijiževnoj kritici (Zagreb, 1988). 
55 D. Puvačić, 'Tin Ujević and the Yugoslav idea', in Robert Pynsent (ed.), The Literature of Nationalism: Essays 
on East European Identity (London, 1996), 156-73. 
56 S. Lipovčan, Mladi Ujević: Politički angažman i rana proza, (Split, 2002). 
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in Yugoslav historiography.57 As the author’s explicit purpose was to contextualise Ujević’s 

prose in relation to his political engagements, Lipovčan’s work is an invaluable starting point 

for tracing Ujević’s political involvements, as he has, in effect, laid the foundations for a 

thorough re-appraisal of Ujević’s experiences in politics. 

 

As shown, Ujević is widely seen as a prominent literary figure, but a marginal political 

one. However, Ujević’s marginality may be an advantage after all, since through 

reconstructing his politics, we may be able to get rid of some of the ‘fog of talk’ and arrive at 

the core meanings of terms such as ‘Yugoslavia’, ‘Dalmatia’, or ‘Multinational’ as they were 

understood and employed at the time. In this brief overview of the existing literature, I have 

tried to demonstrate how the relative ‘innocence’ of the writings about Ujević allows us to 

peel away the polemics surrounding some of these events and to get a fresh perspective into 

the dynamics and processes of Yugoslavisation. I may thus be able to shed some new light on 

seemingly exhausted issues. I will attempt to reconstruct the world that shaped Ujević’s 

political involvements in order to illuminate larger themes in Balkan history.  One of the 

aspects that is already becoming apparent is the necessity of employing a great deal more 

flexibility and caution when labelling certain figures’ political affiliations in order to allow for 

the fluctuating loyalties and evolving stances that characterise real historical actors’ actions 

and views. In the following section, I will sketch this approach in more detail. 

 

C. Methodology  
 

In the 1969 Language and Area Studies, East Central and Southeast Europe: A 

Survey, Charles and Barbara Jelavich identified one of the most serious lacunae in Yugoslav 

historiography as ‘the lack of acceptable biographies in any western language of the men who 

shaped Yugoslav history in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries’.58 Until today, their 

diagnosis has not been wholly remedied. Although there now exists a number of volumes of 

writings on Yugoslavian history, biographies have not played a dominant role in the 

scholarship. The lives of historical figures, however, can serve as natural focal points of 

historical narrative. Political biography, in particular, provides a set of tools by which to 

explore history and events from within the temporal and historical context of one life, thus 

allowing for the exploration of historical events — ranging from micro to transnational 
                                                      
57 Clearly explained by Wachtel, Making a Nation. 
58 B. Jelavich, Language and Area Studies, East Central and Southeast Europe: A Survey, (Chicago, 1969), 12. 
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perspectives —through the eyes of someone who lived and breathed that history. A political 

biography adds to historical study in its aim and scope when it details the subject’s political 

outlook and his or her style of work in politics. Yet, in order for a political biography to go 

beyond the mere contextualising of a person’s actions, the focus of the study has to shift away 

from it – using the individual’s experiences as the centre and starting point of inquiry, it is 

effectively more concerned with everything surrounding that centre. Following this reasoning, 

my work is going to be not so much an enquiry into the life of Tin Ujević, as a study of the 

world in which he moved.  

 

While reconstruction of the past in this fashion can never be comprehensive, I will 

attempt to identify a range of themes that will allow me to construct a meaningful narrative. 

For the sake of clarity, I have grouped the themes into three groups. The first consists of 

straightforward history, describing social, economical, political, and religious conditions. Re-

establishing the world in which he lived, I will situate Ujević in his contexts as a Dalmatian, a 

Croat, and a subject of the Austro-Hungarian Empire. One of the driving factors behind the 

political tensions of the time was, of course, the conflict between Croatia’s identification with 

the West and its situation in a wider Balkan context. Finally, it also found itself in the heart of 

a Europe heading towards the First World War.  

 

The second theme is more intellectually oriented, examining ideological currents and 

their evolutions. These are illuminated by situating Ujević in his contexts as a Dalmatian 

patriot, a dissident and separatist, a proponent of Yugoslav ideals, and an active participant in 

the debates surrounding Yugoslavism. Using a comparative approach, the ideological 

similarities and differences between Ujević’s nationalistic views and those of others will be 

considered. National debates encompass identity, culture, and perceptions of history. The 

theme addresses disputes ranging from the local to the international level, such as Dalmatian 

and Croatian unification issues to currents of the communist international. It considers his 

exposure to socialism, international communism, fascism, Europeanism, and Zionism, as well 

as the intellectual currents and tensions travelling between the centre and the periphery of the 

Habsburg Empire.  

 

The third theme concerns socio-psychological issues, such as youth movements, inter-

generational conflict, and how people saw themselves in a rapidly changing world. I will 

situate Tin in his contexts as a youthful revolutionary, a proponent of violent institutional 
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change, an idealist, an archetypical member of the ‘1914 generation’, an exile, and a European 

experiencing the greatest war history had ever seen. The lost generation, or the ‘generation of 

1914’, as referred to by Robert Wohl, was an outpost of this time, and included figures such as 

WB Yeats, Alexander Blok, and Leon Trotsky.59 Ujević’s ‘South Slav’ revolutionary network 

certainly falls into this 1914 generation, and encompasses one of its most famous members, 

Gavrilo Princip, alongside Dimitrije Mitrinović, Kresimir Kovačević, Oskar Tartaglia, 

Vladimir Gaćinović, Luka Jukić, and Ivo Andrić, among others. Their revolutionary activities 

traced from Zagreb to Belgrade to Sarajevo to Munich and to Paris, shed light on a violent and 

fervent political climate that crossed borders, and illuminate greater European parallels. 

Although my study will be structured chronologically and will be roughly divided along the 

geographical stations of the young Ujević’s life (Split, Zagreb, Belgrade, Paris), it will apply 

these different themes in the respective sections outlined below. 
 

To get as ‘close to the ground’ as possible, I supplement my reading of the secondary 

literature and the biographical data available on Tin Ujević with as wide array of primary 

material as possible. For the more conventional political topics, this data will include archive 

materials such as documents from the Sabor as well as the Vienna Reichsrat, as well as 

internal documents of the Austrian government (including police reports).60 Memoirs and 

correspondence of key political figures also provide valuable insight into their motivations.61 

However, a good impression of the atmosphere can only be obtained by studying the more 

popular kinds of media: from newspaper reports and opinion pieces to essays (from Zagreb as 

well as from Vienna), but also party manifestos, propaganda materials, pamphlets and posters. 

Given the nature of the subject, it is helpful to take into consideration the cultural products of 

the time, including poetry, paintings, caricatures, and even popular songs.  

 

 

                                                      
59 R. Wohl, The Generation of 1914, (London, 1980). 
60 I. Perić, Hrvatski državni sabor 1848.-2000, vol. 2, Dom i svijet, (Zagreb, 2000); Stenographische Protokolle 
über die Sitzungen des Herrenhauses des österreichischen Reichsrathes, (Wien, 1885-1914); 'Auf die 
Vereinigung aller Südslawen unter serbischer Flagge', in L. Bittner and H. Uebersberger (eds.), Österreich-
Ungarns Aussenpolitik (OeUAP) (VIII; Vienna, 1930). 
61 For example, see S. Radić, Politički spisi, compiled by Z. Kulundžić, (Zagreb, 1971); S. Radić, 
Korespondencija Stjepana, compiled by B. Krizman, vol. 1 (Zagreb, 1972); F. Supilo, Pisma i memorandumi 
Frana Supila: 1914-1917, (Belgrade, 1967); A. Trumbić, Izabrani spisi, (Split, 1986); I. Perić, Izabrani politički 
spisi, (Zagreb, 1998); J. Smodlaka, Zapisi, (Zagreb, 1972). 

http://solo.bodleian.ox.ac.uk/primo_library/libweb/action/display.do?tabs=detailsTab&ct=display&fn=search&doc=oxfaleph013641734&indx=1&recIds=oxfaleph013641734&recIdxs=0&elementId=0&renderMode=poppedOut&displayMode=full&frbrVersion=&dscnt=1&vl(103770091UI1)=all_items&scp.scps=scope%3A(NET)%2Cscope%3A(OX)&frbg=&tab=local&dstmp=1331510036625&srt=rank&mode=Basic&dum=true&tb=t&vl(1UIStartWith0)=contains&vl(freeText0)=supilo&vl(169119528UI0)=any&vid=OXVU1
http://solo.bodleian.ox.ac.uk/primo_library/libweb/action/display.do?tabs=detailsTab&ct=display&fn=search&doc=oxfaleph013641734&indx=1&recIds=oxfaleph013641734&recIdxs=0&elementId=0&renderMode=poppedOut&displayMode=full&frbrVersion=&dscnt=1&vl(103770091UI1)=all_items&scp.scps=scope%3A(NET)%2Cscope%3A(OX)&frbg=&tab=local&dstmp=1331510036625&srt=rank&mode=Basic&dum=true&tb=t&vl(1UIStartWith0)=contains&vl(freeText0)=supilo&vl(169119528UI0)=any&vid=OXVU1
http://solo.bodleian.ox.ac.uk/primo_library/libweb/action/display.do?tabs=detailsTab&ct=display&fn=search&doc=oxfaleph013423704&indx=2&recIds=oxfaleph013423704&recIdxs=1&elementId=1&renderMode=poppedOut&displayMode=full&frbrVersion=&dscnt=1&vl(103770091UI1)=all_items&scp.scps=scope%3A(NET)%2Cscope%3A(OX)&frbg=&tab=local&dstmp=1331510124864&srt=rank&mode=Basic&dum=true&tb=t&vl(1UIStartWith0)=contains&vl(freeText0)=trumbic&vl(169119528UI0)=any&vid=OXVU1
http://solo.bodleian.ox.ac.uk/primo_library/libweb/action/display.do?tabs=detailsTab&ct=display&fn=search&doc=oxfaleph013423704&indx=2&recIds=oxfaleph013423704&recIdxs=1&elementId=1&renderMode=poppedOut&displayMode=full&frbrVersion=&dscnt=1&vl(103770091UI1)=all_items&scp.scps=scope%3A(NET)%2Cscope%3A(OX)&frbg=&tab=local&dstmp=1331510124864&srt=rank&mode=Basic&dum=true&tb=t&vl(1UIStartWith0)=contains&vl(freeText0)=trumbic&vl(169119528UI0)=any&vid=OXVU1
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My approach to Ujević’s time in Belgrade is similar, with the examination of 

newspapers, magazines, photographs, travel writing, and diplomatic correspondence.62 

However, it should be noted that during this time Ujević gained ever more prominence as an 

exile and active opponent of Austria-Hungary, and due to the gravity of the events he became 

entangled with, the Austrian authorities began to pay more attention to his activities. As a 

consequence of Ujević’s increased public and political profile in this period, Austrian secret 

police documents as well as Serbian archival material play a greater role during this phase of 

the reconstruction of Ujević’s life.63  

 

In addition to general literature on the atmosphere in Paris, the writings and memoirs 

of exiles, propagandists, and politicians provide a mine of information.64 The correspondence 

between the British historian and political activist Robert Seton-Watson and the Croatian and 

Serbian politicians is of particular interest, as are other materials related to the Yugoslav cause 

abroad, such as Meštrović’s exhibition catalogues, posters, and reviews.65 The Committee’s 

pamphlets aimed at foreign audiences, and newspapers and magazines full of integrationist 

propaganda offer insight into the way the Yugoslav cause was communicated.66 Foreign 

newspapers and caricatures within them illustrate various perceptions of the Yugoslavists, and 

their cause, abroad.  Documents from the Serbian Embassy in Paris, correspondence between 

Ujević and Embassy officials, as well as correspondence between other Committee members 

prove useful in recapturing the issues of the day.67  
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(2004). 
63 Archival material in Belgrade will be utilized, as will material on Serbian affairs in Sarajevo, Zagreb, and 
Vienna. Vienna’s Kriegsarchiv, for example, has a dossier entitled ‘Militar-Attaché, Belgrad, 1907-1914’ which 
deals with the Black Hand and the crisis in Serbia in 1914. Additionally, Ludwig Bittner and Hans Uebersberger 
(eds.), Österreich-Ungarns Aussenpolitik, 1908-1914, VIII, 250-252.  
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I. “Cemented with Dalmatian stone” – Dalmatia 
 

‘No matter how far fate has blown the frail tree of my life across foreign lands, its roots have always 
sucked nourishment from that little barren clod of soil from which it sprang.’  

- Ivan Meštrović 68 

 

Dalmatia played a significant role in shaping Ujević’s life, poetry, and political views. 

After his birth in the small town of Vrgorac on 5 July 1891, he spent his formative years first 

in the coastal Makarska, then Split, surrounded by the beautiful scenery of the Adriatic coast – 

and the turbulent economic, social, and political struggles that marked Dalmatia around the 

turn of the century. Ujević himself emphasized the impact of his surroundings on him. In his 

1937 memoirs, he wrote: ‘My awakening, my inner life begins in Makarska.’69 To the poet, 

the natural beauty of the land was spiritual and inspiring.70 But the turmoil of this time also 

had a profound and lasting impact on the political thinker and patriot. 

 

The Austrian province of Dalmatia stretched for 390 kilometers along the Adriatic 

coast, from the capital Zadar (then Zara) in the north to the Bay of Kotor (Cattaro) in the 

south. Separated from the rest of the Balkan Peninsula by the formidable Dinaric Alps, 

Dalmatia was for much of its history culturally and politically more involved with Italy than 

with the rest of the Balkans. To the Venetians especially, control of the Dalmatian coastal 

cities was an existential strategic imperative to keep their routes into the Mediterranean open. 

For centuries, the Venetians fought Byzantines, medieval Croats, Serbs, Hungarians and Turks 

for control of these cities. Although they changed hands countless times during these 

struggles, the cities prospered both economically and culturally.71 Having crushed the 

Venetian republic in 1796, Napoleon eventually incorporated Dalmatia into the newly created 

Provinces Illyriennes, together with the Slovene territories of the Habsburg Empire. In 1805, 

                                                      
68 ‘Interview sa Ivanom Meštrovićem prigodom njegove 70-godišnjice’, Croatia Press, VII, no. 123-124 (Aug. 
1953), 10-18. 
69 Ujević, ‘Vrgorac i Makarska’, in Jadranski dvevnik, 1937. Reprinted in Ujević, Sabrana Djela, XIV, 137-40. 
From here on SD I-XVII. 
70 Various poems devoted to the sea include: ‘Uvala Trstenik’, ‘Grozničke tlapanje Jadrana’, ‘Pustinjaci na moru', 
‘Vinogradi na moru’, ‘Neuropate promatraju more’, ‘Odbljesci od skrilca i pljusak s mora’, ‘Maslina i smokva uz 
morsku obalu’. 
71 F. Singleton, A Short History of the Yugoslav Peoples (Cambridge, 1989), 58-62. 
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Austria ceded Dalmatia to the Kingdom of Italy. After they defeated Napoleon, the victors 

added Dalmatia to the Empire at the Congress of Vienna in 1815. For the next 99 years, 

Dalmatia would be ruled by the Austrians. By the time of Ujević’s birth 1891, dissatisfaction 

with the imperial administration and the growth of nationalist sentiment had made this rule 

increasingly uneasy, and the young poet grew up in a time of ever-intensifying restlessness. 

 

In 1910, Dalmatia had a population of 634,855 people,72 ‘living in 88 municipalities 

with 864 villages, 19 cities and 40 markets’, as a contemporary German guidebook put it.73 82 

per cent of the people were Croats (i.e. Catholic ‘Slavs’), 16 per cent Serbs (Orthodox 

‘Slavs’), and 2 percent Italians and others.74 These were very unequally divided between the 

rural hinterland, where almost 90 per cent of Dalmatians lived, and the coastal towns and 

cities. Dalmatia was often called the ‘half-forgotten’ province75 or the ‘Cinderella’76 of the 

Austro-Hungarian empire, and at Ujević’s birth, very few people even in Dalmatia itself 

would have been able to conceive of the fact that only a few years later, it would become the 

driving force behind the dynamic that became known as ‘the South Slav question’, and that 

would eventually dismantle the empire. Few people would also have dared imagine that it 

would be largely due to the efforts of a few Dalmatian politicians that when the empire did 

disintegrate and the First World War left the South Slav lands in tatters, it was Yugoslavia and 

not a Greater Serbia that emerged from the rubble. And yet, as Branka Magaš has pointed out, 

‘insofar as Yugoslavia had a Piedmont, it was Dalmatia.’77 

 

A number of factors enabled the Dalmatian politicians to assume this unique position. 

Among them the fact that they enjoyed greater freedoms under the rule of the Austrian crown 

than their Croatian counterparts, who suffered under a decades-long succession of oppressive 

Hungarian administrations. But the Austrian government’s hands-off approach also 

manifested itself in a pronounced disinterest in the Dalmatia’s economic wellbeing. As a result 

of this neglect, the province fell into a debilitating agrarian crisis that brought its economy to 

the brink of collapse and caused the rural population to either emigrate in their thousands or to 
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lose all sense of loyalty to the Monarchy. Most historiography of Croatian national integration 

in Dalmatia tends to focus on the efforts of a the urban-based bourgeois politicians, but it is 

worth remembering that they were operating against a backdrop of peasant masses that were 

growing increasingly politicized through their acute desperation, as Günter Schödl has shown 

in his authoritative study of Croatian national politics in Dalmatia.78 Schödl makes a clear 

distinction between ‘two strains’ of the Dalmatian political process: that of the urban 

bourgeois intelligentsia (which encompassed most of the visible party politics of the day), and 

that of the rural population, which was far behind and much less visible, but also more 

‘fundamental’, springing as it did from a full-blown agrarian crisis that would lead to a slow 

but thorough mass politicization of the Dalmatian population. This politicization began 

gathering steam in the first decade of the 20th century, and after the Sturmjahr of 1903, it 

‘could not be reversed and gripped the entire land’.79 Parallel to the more widely known 

efforts of Dalmatian politicians that culminated in the so-called ‘New Course’ and the Rijeka 

Resolution of 1905, the movement of Split’s kolon (tenant) farmers, which reached its peak in 

the riots and general strike of 1908/9, marked a powerful display of the ‘growing political 

consciousness’ even outside of city party politics. 

 

By virtue of biographical coincidence, Augustin Ujević is the perfect lens through 

which to examine both these strains of Dalmatian national integration. As the son of a modest 

but ambitious village teacher, he spent his childhood in the impoverished countryside around 

Imotksi, one of the regions that was the hardest hit by the agrarian crisis of the turn of the 

century. When he moved to Split to attend the gymnasium there, he found himself in the 

epicentre of Dalmatian bourgeois national politics, where with Ante Trumbić and Josip 

Smodlaka, two of the principal architects of the New Course lived and worked. Yet Ujević is 

also exemplary of a new generation of activists that had been brought forth by the efforts of 

19th century nationalist politicians to ‘nationalize’ the province through education: he was 

poor, but extremely well-read, and as such he was perhaps inclined to a certain radicalism that 

even the most vociferous politicians of his day would not endorse. Much like Ujević himself, 

this chapter will move from the countryside to the towns: The first part will give an overview 

of rural Dalmatia around the time of his birth.80 In a second part, I will attempt to give an 
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overview of those currents of Dalmatian national thought in the 19th century that had an 

impact on the poet’s own ideas – and how they equipped him with a certain flexibility when it 

came to questions of ‘national’ affiliation.81 In that section, I will also give an overview of 

what role Serb Dalmatians played in the national revival, who were originally the ‘surest base 

of the National Party’.82 The third part will examine the coastal cities – their economy, culture, 

and societal makeup, and the role their intellectuals played in the inception of a national 

consciousness – as well as the political developments that marked Dalmatia from Ujević’s 

move to Split in 1902 until the time he moved to Zagreb in October 1909. 

 

1. The countryside 

 

Vrgorac, Ujević’s birthplace, was a small town some 40 kilometres south and inland 

from Makarska. His father, Ivan Ujević, was a schoolteacher from Poljica, near Imotski, his 

mother Jerolima was born on the island of Brač. Ivan Ujević had finished teaching school in 

Arbanasi, a suburb of Zadar, in 1877,83 and spoke German and Italian. As Ujević describes 

him in 'Vrgorac and Makarska', he was not the standard country schoolteacher: ‘Father, an 

amateur teacher, was zealously interested in meteorology. We had a thermometer, a barometer, 

and a precipitation gauge.’84 Apart from that, we know little about Ivan Ujević, except that he 

was a subscriber to the Zagreb-based illustrated magazine Dom i Svijet (‘Home and the 

World’) and enjoyed solving its riddles.85 The family was not particularly wealthy, and lived 

in one of Vrgorac’s seven remaining Turkish defense towers or kule. ‘My teacher father’, 
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Ujević remembered later, ‘when he arrived in Vrgorac, could not find a comfortable apartment 

for a longer period, so I was born in a tower cracked from lightning and age.’86 Ujević also 

remembers that ‘the tower in which I was born was originally Turkish’, as ‘Vrgorac was under 

the Turks for some seventeen years’ and ‘priests lived there afterwards’.87 In his memoirs, he 

also recalls several trips to other inland towns like Ljubuški.88 In his early writings, however, 

his childhood in the Dalmatian hinterland does not make many appearances. It is only much 

later that he remembers the Vrgorac and Imotski region as ‘full of assured natural beauties, of 

a kind which cannot be found on the sea.’89 

 

The countryside that Ujević spent his childhood in was very beautiful, and very poor. 

Dalmatia was the most backward province of the Habsburg Monarchy. In his Dalmatinische 

Reise of 1909, the Austrian playwright Herrmann Bahr cheerfully notes that ‘almost no 

strangers ever come here… in other provinces, Austria feels compelled to at least simulate a 

bit of Europe for the sake of visitors. Here, there is no need… It is naked, as in Paradise.’90 To 

the local population, this imperial neglect seemed decidedly less paradisiacal. For the longest 

time, the Austrian government had a purely strategic view of its Dalmatian possessions and 

took little interest in developing the province’s economic potential. By the turn of the century, 

Dalmatia’s woes had begun to take the shape of a full-blown crisis. ‘Famine and a total lack of 

drinking water are a recurring phenomenon in wide areas, hopeless encumbrance to agrarian 

usurers is the norm, as are living quarters that defy description, and malaria in many parts of 

the land, leaving the population physically and mentally depleted.’ This despondent 

description of the province at the beginning of the 20th century was not given by some 

Marxist agitator or political radical, but by none other than the Austrian governor of the 

province, Erasmus Freiherr von Handel, himself.91 And it was hardly exaggerated. 

 

The long period of peace the region enjoyed in the 19th century had led to a growth in 

population that the land could barely sustain. Unlike Istria, where the industrial centres of 

Trieste, Pula, and Rijeka absorbed some of the population surplus, Dalmatia had no industrial 

centres to speak of. Thus in 1890, 86 per cent of the Dalmatian population was engaged in 
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agriculture.92 Only 4.81 per cent of Dalmatians worked in mining and industry. The fact that in 

1910, these figures remained virtually unchanged (82.58 per cent and 4.83 per cent) is a strong 

testimony to the province’s utter neglect and arrested development: the industrial upheavals of 

the late 19th century had simply passed Dalmatia by. In fact, Dalmatia is the only province in 

which the percentage of workers in industry and commerce actually declined throughout the 

second half of the 19th century.93 The vast majority of Dalmatian farms were smaller than 2 

hectares in size, and only 9 per cent were larger than 5 hectares.94 Still, land was running out, 

and farmers found it increasingly hard to make a living. Around the turn of the century, 38 per 

cent of Dalmatian farmers lived in a state of what Schödl calls ‘agricultural semi-proletariat’, 

another 51 per cent were ‘small farmers’.95 

 

 The ‘Kolonat’ 

 

 A huge factor in the farmers’ economic difficulties was the uneven distribution of the 

land: most of the rural population was living as tenants on farmsteads, who would lease part of 

the land from the landowners (the padrone or proprietario, often city-dwelling landowners or 

the church), and pay them the rent in kind.96 This sharecropping system, called Kolonat (after 

the Latin colonatus), heavily favored the landowners, who were also entitled to enlist their 

tenants to work on their own fields. ‘They [the tenants] calculate that about a fourth or 

sometimes a third of their work in a year belongs to the lord; and of what the rest brings them, 

they have to pay the rent’ the indignant Austrian traveler Bahr reports. The data confirms these 

complaints: In 1900, around 90 per cent of the Split colons were required to hand over 

between a quarter and a third of their harvest.97 The tenants had to provide the tools, the 

animals, the fertilizer and the work, Bahr writes, but when a crop was destroyed by storm, 

they had to replace the loss to the owner in money. And since the Kolonat contracts were 

private, Dalmatian peasants did not profit from the Empire-wide peasant liberation of 1848.98 

They rarely had a chance to make enough money to buy the land they were working, and the 

system made it extremely hard to save enough.99 One result of this was that colon farmers 
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usually aimed to maximise their harvest gains, but were reluctant to invest much in structural 

ameliorations, which they would usually have to pay for themselves. As a result, 

modernization of agricultural techniques was almost non-existent in Dalmatia. ‘The whole 

structure’ writes Gross, ‘inhibited systematic production for the market and entailed hunger 

and malnutrition for most of the peasant population.100 One of Bahr’s anecdotes might serve to 

illustrate how little actual cash there was in Dalmatia: when he offers to pay a ‘miserably 

poor’ peasant woman to unlock a church for him, she ‘shook her head at paper, looked 

doubtful at silver, but accepted copper with avidity.’101 This might indicate that the woman 

had either never seen the higher denominations before, or that she did not believe she would 

be able to exchange them later. Bahr also writes: ‘Normally, the owner carries all the risk, in 

this system, it is the labourer.’102 This was true: Working other peoples’ land as colons in this 

way was often the main way of subsisting for Dalmatian peasant families. In years where the 

harvest was bad, the colon was still required to hand over the same portion that had been 

agreed upon – often in a better time. For the usually city-dwelling landowner, less harvest 

merely meant less supplementary income. For the colon, an economic downturn or a bad 

harvest could quickly become existential. And around the turn the century, Dalmatia’s colons 

were hit with both. 

 

The disastrous ‘Wine Clause’ 

 

The principal agricultural produce of these farmsteads was grape-vines, particularly on 

the islands.103 Since the land of inner Dalmatia is difficult to cultivate due to limestone soil, 

grape-vine growing and wine-making became an important cornerstone of Dalmatian 

economy – around 80 per cent of the population depended on it.104 The province provided 40 

to 50 per cent of the total Austrian wine production for much of the 19th century.105 During the 

beginning of the second half of the 19th century, Italian wine production was struck by a lye 

infestation, and Dalmatian wine growers profited from a substantial rise in the prices they 

could ask for their wine. As a result, Dalmatian farmers cleared more surfaces and chopped 

down olive trees to plant grapevines, which made agricultural production ever more 
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monocultural.106 Grape-vine cultivation became the main, and in many cases only source of 

subsistence for peasants and accumulation of market capital.107 In the 1890s, Dalmatia 

produced 1.5 million hectolitres of wine, which was exported almost exclusively inside the 

Empire. This reliance on exports, however, made the industry extremely vulnerable to global 

market trends. 

 

In 1891, the year Ujević was born, Dalmatia’s wine producers (and thus the whole 

province) suffered a devastating blow. That year, a so-called ‘Wine Clause’ was introduced in 

a trade agreement between Italy and the Habsburg Monarchy, which opened Austria-Hungary 

to Italian wines, with a minimal customs levy enabled.108 Because of developed traffic 

connections and more cost-efficient methods of production, Italian wine was cheaper than the 

Dalmatian, and over the course of a few years, imports of Italian wine into the Monarchy grew 

almost a thousand times. As a result, wine prices across the Empire fell dramatically, from 25 

to 30 crowns per 100 litres to 5.6 to 12 crowns.109 The Zadar newspaper Narodni list 

understood the implications for the rural economy already in 1891: ‘No people have or will 

feel that strike so hard, as will we Dalmatians, and especially the Primorci [the Dalmatians 

who live along the sea coast], because we live only by the wine, and when it fails, everything 

will fail.’110 This was by no means an exaggeration. To make things worse, the disastrous 

consequences of the wine clause were increased by appearance of phylloxera, or plant lice, 

which appeared in 1894 and ruined the grape-vine crops. By the end of 1899, 14,000 ha of all 

of Dalmatia’s 82,000 ha of vineyards were contaminated, by 1908, this number had risen to 

36,000 ha.111 The combination of the price crash and the lice led to a massive decline in 

Dalmatian wine production. The pre-agreement annual average of 981,000 hectolitres 

plummeted to 217,000 hectolitres in the 1890s.112 Although the agreement with Italy wasn’t 

renewed in 1901 and the government made belated efforts to combat the phylloxera crisis with 

the introduction of resistant American varieties, the Dalmatian wine producers never fully 

recovered.113 Still in 1908, the Split newspaper Zadrugar wrote: ‘We are at the end of this 

year's vintage. The filled barrels stand in the cellars waiting for buyers, but buyers are a rare 
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sight this year. The barren capital lies before the peasants’ eyes, the barrels are full, but the 

purse is empty, the granaries are empty and the wine is not sold, so that a man does not have 

anything to pay for wheat, clothes and shoes for the house folk and to settle other needs.’114 

 

 A countryside in crisis 

 

The situation in Dalmatia around the turn of the century was dire. People in the 

countryside ate mostly potatoes, polenta, bread and gruel, as well as fish in the coastal regions. 

(Much later, Ujević would remember eating ‘polenta, polenta to the brim’115.) Yet since so 

much of the land had been converted to vineyards, the province was unable to grow enough 

wheat to feed itself. After the turn of the century, Dalmatia was forced to import wheat from 

Hungary, Bosnia and Greece to the tune of 12 to 15 million kronen a year.116 And still, people 

went hungry. A report commissioned by the Austrian trade commission calculated that in 

Dalmatia, the average person consumed 177 kilograms of cereal, including rice, a year. In the 

rest of the Monarchy, a consumption of 250 kilograms a year was given as the average. 

Malnutrition, the report concluded, was a serious and growing problem in many areas of 

Dalmatia – as was the prevalence of malaria that came with it.117 In 1906, according to the 

Austrian governor at the time, one in ten Dalmatians was sick with malaria.118 This problem 

was exacerbated by the lack of access to clean drinking water in many villages: ‘The people 

drink what you might call mud’, as one Dalmatian deputy exclaimed in an impassioned speech 

in the Austrian parliament in 1910.119 

 

In a later poem, Poglavlja mojega života, Ujević writes about being prone to sickness 

as child.120 This was dangerous, as in the Dalmatian countryside, doctors were far and few 

between.121 And yet, he had been lucky: one of his sisters had died as an infant. With an infant 
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mortality rate ranging between 8.5 and 10 per cent, this was not in the least unusual.122 Indeed, 

as Schödl notes, Dalmatia was the only province in the Monarchy in which the child mortality 

rate actually rose between 1890 and 1905. Another indicator for the damages that malnutrition 

and poor health services wrought is the fact that birth rates dropped between 1900 and 

1905.123 Dalmatia was going through a full-blown demographic crisis. 

 

Driven by poverty and hunger, the inhabitants of the Dalmatian countryside sometimes 

resorted to crime. Even Ujević remembers that ‘Hajduks hid on both sides of the border… 

blood feuds were daily business.’124 Indeed, while crime rates in Austria stagnated around the 

turn of the century, in Dalmatia, they skyrocketed.125 Many of the recorded crimes are closely 

related to the agrarian living conditions: the organized smuggling of livestock or foodstuffs, 

and petty theft, especially the illegal chopping of firewood. ‘If our peasants are not to die of 

cold, they have to steal wood in the woods of their own commune’, as the deputy put it in 

1910.126 There were also constant violent conflicts between peasants that often fought over 

unclear property demarcations, since the parcellation of the land was often chaotic and badly 

documented. Another very common reason for people to get in trouble with the law was 

transgressions by colons against their padrones’ property, to which the landowners reacted 

with merciless litigation. In some villages, a secretary of the governor reported in 1911, the 

constant legal squabbles over land borders caused higher costs than taxes.127 

 

Imotski 

 

In 1897, when Augustin was six, Ujević’s father moved the family to the region of his 

birth: Krivodol, a small village just outside the town of Imotski, the provincial centre of a 

region inhabited by around 35,000 people.128 Here, his grandfather lived in a single-storey, 

windowless hovel. This was by no means unusual – the village consisted mostly of these 

single-storey huts, with only a few two-storey houses that had been built by returned 

emigrants. Recently, the village had become a new home for a significant number of refugees 
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from Herzegovina. The Imotski region also had a strong Serb component. This meant that the 

young boy would have heard the villagers speak a mixture of the Štokavian and Ikavian 

dialects that was particular to the town.129 Ujević would attend the 2nd and 3rd grades in the 

local elementary school, and according to Žeželj, although he already showed a knack for 

languages at this early age, he really excelled at math.130 At this time, even attending 

elementary school was not a universal fact of life for Dalmatian children, especially in the 

rural areas: still in 1910, there were 60,158 children enrolled in elementary schools, but 

28,000 children attended no school whatsoever.131 It is safe to assume that when Ujević went 

to school in the 1890s, that number was still much higher. The poet later claimed that he had 

taught himself to read and write before he even entered school. Whether this was true or not, 

the fact that he was able to do both set him apart from the large majority of people around 

him. In 1910, a stunning 63 per cent of Dalmatia’s population above the age of 10 was still 

completely illiterate.132 This number was high even compared to Austria-Hungary’s other 

provinces at the time: in Istria, Carniola and Styria, illiteracy rates were only at 40, 12, and 8 

per cent respectively. Even in Croatia proper, the average illiteracy rate was a much lower 44 

per cent. In Dalmatia, however, there were significant variations in illiteracy rates between the 

rural and the urban population, as well as between the ethnic groups: among the German and 

Italian speakers of the coastal towns, only 17 per cent were illiterate. Meanwhile, among the 

Croatians and Serbs of the hinterland, especially in backward places like Imotski or Benkovac, 

illiteracy rates could still reach up to 85 per cent. Among women, the rates rose even higher: 

in Benkovac, 91 per cent of women did not know how to read and write. Needless to say, the 

low literacy rate was a formidable obstacle for the communication and organizational work 

needed to create a political consciousness among rural Dalmatians, let alone a ‘national’ one. 

 

Nevertheless, Imotski is a good example of how the nationalist activists of Dalmatia 

tried to instil a national consciousness into the peasants of rural Dalmatia throughout the 19th 

century. As Mirjana Gross has pointed out, this was somewhat easier in Dalmatia than in 

Croatia, because peasants often lived in the towns where these activists had their bases (i.e. 

Split, which had a large peasant population intra muros).133 But in more remote places like 

Imotski, a decisive role was played by Franciscan priests, who were fervent supporters of the 
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Croatian idea and worked tirelessly to educate their flocks about their national identity. To 

spread their ideas, the nationalists also encouraged the opening of reading rooms all over the 

country. An article in the nationalist paper Il Nazionale from 1870, partly reproduced by 

Branka Magaš, gives us an idea of the ceremony with which such places were inaugurated: 

Mihovil Pavlinović, the leader of the Dalmatian nationalists, had travelled to Imotski himself 

and, two miles outside the town, was met by local dignitaries and a representative of the 

reading room at nearby Sinj. ‘It was wonderful to watch the blending of plain [peasant] caps 

and smart [town] hats. The carriage was drawn by horses arrayed in the Croat manner, with 

the Austrian flags fluttering next to the Croatian.’ Pavlinović then said mass in the local 

Franciscan church and proceeded to the newly established reading room of Imotski. The 

author of the article then relates how on entering the room, ‘tears came to my eyes as I looked 

at […] humble peasants and learned gentlemen standing squeezed against each other in order 

to better hear the speaker – all these people sensing their future and being aware. This nation, I 

felt, cannot be destroyed.’  

 

Unlike the newspaper writer some 30 years before him, the young Ujević does not 

seem to have made many fond memories in Imotski. In later years, he would always insist on 

Vrgorac as his birthplace, apparently because he did not like being associated with the 

‘mountain people’ of Imotski.134 He once described the town, as a ‘closed, self-loving, 

conceited administrative centre overlooking the plain’ sometimes called ‘Lower Austria’. 135 

In the Sabor, Imotski was represented by two delegates of the Pure Party of Right.136 

However, while Imotski was undoubtedly provincial, it was not totally devoid of culture. 

According to Žeželj, the town had a casino, a local branch of the Italian nationalist Lega 

Nazionale (of which there were 15 in Dalmatia)137, a worker’s society, an archery society, a 

Croatian and a Serbian reading room.138 It is safe to assume, however, that for most of the 

population of the Imotski region, these cultural offerings were of little interest – especially 

since, during the time that the Ujević family lived there, Imotski was one of the regions hit the 

hardest by poverty and famine during the province’s unfolding agricultural crisis.  
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To alleviate the effects of Dalmatia’s structural weakness and its shortcomings in food 

production, the Austrian administration began sending money in the 1890s. However, this did 

little to improve the underlying problems that beset the province’s economy.139 But the funds 

communities had to invest in emergency aid around that time give a stark image of the level of 

despondency. And Imotski, which experienced recurring famines around the turn of the 

century, grew to be one of the regions that most depended on this aid: in 1878, the community 

of Imotski had spent a moderate 920 kronen on welfare. In 1899, this figure had skyrocketed, 

to 24,222 kronen.140  

 

If the poverty surrounding him made an impression on the young boy Augustin, it does 

not make much of an appearance in his memories from that time. It did, however, leave a 

lasting impression on someone else who lived in Imotski at the same time as the Ujević 

family: the young lawyer Dr. Josip Smodlaka (1869-1956).141 Smodlaka was born in Imotski, 

and after having obtained his law doctorate in Graz, he returned here in 1895 to start his career 

as a district secretary and criminal attorney. Smodlaka was a convinced nationalist, he had 

joined the Party of Right whilst still in gymnasium in Split. The three years he spent in In 

Imotski, however, gave him an edge on most of his party friends: it is here that he ‘felt a deep 

affinity for the poor and suffering, loathing social injustice and feeling an unquenchable inner 

duty to help them’.142 Not only was he driven by the urge to alleviate the plight of the rural 

population, but he also came to understand that the key to a successful nationalist impulse lay 

in creating a mass movement, which meant politicizing the rural population. At the same time, 

the extreme poverty and backwardness he witnessed in his home region convinced Smodlaka 

that the struggle for national emancipation could not be won without also fighting for the 

social emancipation of the Dalmatian peasant. The lessons learned in Imotski formed the basis 

of convictions that would guide Smodlaka’s political career for years to come, a career which 

would change the course of Dalmatian and Croatian politics, as well as pave the way for much 

of what Ujević would later come to believe in himself. At the heart of that programme, there 

was always the peasant. In a speech he gave in Šibenik on 13 April 1903, Smodlaka called for 
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liberating the peasant from ‘the [wine] clause, malaria, emigration and hunger’.143 Only then, 

he explained, could the work of furthering the education of the rural masses and integrating 

them into an all-encompassing network of national organisation and communication truly 

begin. And this, in turn, was a core condition of empowering the peasant to become a subject 

in the process of national progress, a subject that was capable of political action. To end what 

he saw as exploitation of the Dalmatian rural population (what he called ‘cal’, krobat und 

švaig!’144), Smodlaka believed that alliances had to be forged against the common enemy, the 

Austrian authorities. He became a firm believer in the necessity of cooperation between not 

only Croats and Serbs (who, especially in regions like Imotski, shared much of the same 

interests and grievances), but also of Slavs and Italians. This formed the basis of the so-called 

‘New Course’, of which Smodlaka would go on to be one of the principal architects. When his 

battle against priests and landowners eventually cost him his district secretary seat in Imotski, 

Smodlaka moved to Split to work as a lawyer in 1898.145 Here, he would soon begin to put his 

newfound convictions into practice, and set in motion many of the key political events that 

Ujević would witness after he himself moved to Split some three years later. Later yet, in 

1913, Smodlaka would defend Ujević in court against the accusations made by the Austrian 

authorities.146   

 

The Dalmatia of Ujević’s childhood was a countryside in crisis. The lack of 

development, of food, of basic healthcare and of any perspective of improvement led many 

Dalmatians to express their despair in the only way left to them: by abandoning their tiny 

farmsteads and emigrating to the United States in droves. This was not unique to Dalmatia 

alone: In the ten years between 1900 to 1910, over 2.1 million people emigrated from Austria-

Hungary to the United States.147 But Dalmatia’s islands and coastal rural were among the most 

affected: Hvar lost around 6 per cent of its population in that decade.148 For this, Dalmatians 

held the government in Vienna directly responsible. In an article from 1905, the newspaper 
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Hravtska riječ from Šibenik expressed this sentiment when it wrote: ‘The twenty-year 

nightmare has drained our strength. The disease of the vine has reduced the income from our 

land… Our man, if he is to feed himself, has to go into debt… The cause of emigration should 

therefore be searched for there where it is usually found, and that is in not-having, in non-

possession, in poverty, in modern slavery. For this the government and local administration are 

much at fault.’149  

 

During the 1890s, some Vienna circles finally began showing a bigger interest in 

Dalmatia. As a result, in 1895 in Vienna, a ‘Society for promoting national and economic 

interests of Dalmatia’ was founded under the auspice of regent Franz Ferdinand who was 

particularly interested in building up Austrian naval capabilities. Unfortunately, economic 

support of the state was still completely absent.150 After 1900, a number of publications began 

to appear that praised the province’s natural beauty and cultural diversity, and others that 

sought to promote its economic development.151 Some of these books gained wide popularity 

in Vienna: Herrmann Bahr’s travel account had to be reprinted twice in the first year of its 

publication. This surge in interest was followed by few serious commitments, however: 

Although there was talk in 1905 of constructing a railway to link Dalmatia with Croatia and 

the rest of the Monarchy to encourage economic and cultural development, the connection was 

never built.152  

 

As a result, a majority of the population in Dalmatia’s hinterland began to harbour an 

intense and widespread resentment of the imperial administration, which they felt had left 

Dalmatia’s people to the wayside. Günter Schödl characterizes the life of much of the agrarian 

population as dominated by ‘ignorance and apathy, occasionally shot through by elementary 

eruptions of dissatisfaction and aggression.’ Around the turn of the century, however, this 

dissatisfaction had reached such a high pitch of ‘feverish agitation’ that a sort of despair-

driven politicization of the masses (‘Fundamentalpolitisierung’, as Schödl calls it) began to 

take place.153 Schödl is surely right when he identifies this dissatisfaction with the 
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administration after years of crisis as the main driving force and breeding ground for the 

awakening of a political consciousness that the nationalists could tap into. The Austrian 

authorities began to take note of this development, too. The dispatches that successive 

Austrian governors sent to Vienna began to take on an ever-sharper note of urgency. ‘My 

predecessors … were right in prophesying that a time will come in which it will be near 

impossible to govern here’, one governor wrote in 1906. ‘I am unfortunately forced to inform 

Your Excellency that Dalmatia is unhappy and bitter about the economic situation.’154 The 

Slovenian member of the Reichsrat and court counsellor Franjo Šuklje, who had been sent on 

a two-week tour of Dalmatia by the Austrian prime minister Max Vladimir Freiherr von Beck 

in 1906, reported the following: ‘I thereby conclude: Dalmatia today is morally lost to our half 

of the Empire…’. The fault for this he placed squarely on the ‘incompetent, insipid Austrian 

administration’, which had thoroughly eradicated any sense of loyalty towards Vienna among 

the Dalmatians. ‘Is it not natural’, Šuklje concluded, ‘that due to this total failure of public 

welfare, the majority of the population sinks ever deeper into apathy and indolence, whereas 

the more intelligent circles are increasingly gripped by a mood which on occasion degenerates 

into hatred against Austria?’155 

 

After two years in Imotski, in 1899, when Ujević was eight years old, his father got a 

teaching job in the coastal town of Makarska, 60 km south of Split, and moved the family 

there. As a last indicator of just how underdeveloped the countryside was, we might consider 

Žeželj’s claim that the journey from Krivodol to Makarska took the family 36 hours.156 

Although the towns are only 20 kilometres apart, there was no road crossing the mountains, 

which meant that they had to take a detour of 60 kilometres. 

 

2. The many facets of Dalmatian nationalism 

 

‘Presently, we do not need to be either Italians or Slavs, but Dalmatians.’ 

      – Agostino Grubissic, in 1848157 

 

Before moving on to retracing Ujević’s steps and intellectual growth in the coastal 

towns of Makarska and Split, I will take some time to discuss the intellectual foundation on 
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which the discussions around nation and nationalism in Dalmatia around the turn of the 

century rested. In the last section, I have attempted to show how the acute agricultural and 

economic crisis that gripped the province prepared the way for what Günter Schödl called the 

‘fundamental politicization’ of the Dalmatian rural population.158 To understand the frames of 

reference and rhetoric that the nationalist thinkers employed in their attempts to channel the 

population’s dissatisfaction into a project of national emancipation, we need to understand the 

complicated history of national thought in Dalmatia through the 19th century.159 

  

This history is all the more interesting as it is paradoxical. When Ujević was born 

towards the end of the 19th century, the process of what Branka Magaš called the ‘Croatisation 

of Dalmatia’ was already well advanced.160 As we have seen in the last section, most people in 

the countryside now considered themselves ‘Croats’, and many believed in the union with the 

Ban’s Croatia as an important step for national integration. This was the result of decades of 

hard work by nationalist activists, who, assisted by the Franciscan priests who were often the 

only schoolmasters in the countryside, had done their best to instil a sense of political 

participation into the rural population.161 However, the process of national integration had met 

with unusually strong opposition among Dalmatia’s urban elite, which considerably hindered 

its progress for much of the 19th century. It was only towards the end of the century that the 

proponents of nationalism finally managed to overcome this opposition and forge a ‘Croatian’ 

Dalmatia.162  

 

The ‘crucial question’ of the Dalmatian political struggles throughout the 19th 

century163 was that of unification with Croatia-Slavonia. Dalmatia had always played a central 

role in the minds of the leaders of the Croatian ‘national revival’ (narodni preporod)164, even 

though it had not been in a political union with the rest of Croatia since the Venetian republic 
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bought the province in 1420.165 The resolution of the Treaty of Vienna in 1815 had further 

cemented the two lands’ separation: Dalmatia belonged to Austria, and Croatia to Hungary. In 

Croatia proper, this separation remained a sore topic. Dalmatia – in accordance with the 

historical tradition of the medieval Triune Kingdom of Dalmatia, Croatia, and Slavonia – was 

seen as an integral part of the Croatian nation. (Though as Konrad Clewing has pointed out, 

nationalistic fervour was not the only motivating factor for Croatian politicians. It was also the 

sheer size of Dalmatia, which would have considerably increased Croatia’s importance in the 

monarchy, that played an important role in their calculations).166 But in Dalmatia itself, the 

process of ‘national revival’ was much slower to kick off, and during much of the first half of 

the 19th century, many Dalmatians were skeptical of a union with Croatia. 

 

Most historians agree that the main reason for the difficulties the nationalist activists 

faced are to be found in the social structure of 19th century Dalmatia, namely, the extreme 

power imbalance between the rural hinterland (the Zagorje) and the cities of the coast 

(Primorje).167 Whereas the peasant population of Zagorje spoke Serbo-Croatian (and wrote 

very little at all), the elites of the coastal cities spoke mainly Italian, sent their children to 

university in Italy and read mostly Italian literature. Out of economic interest and cultural 

preference, the accepted narrative goes, these urban elites were staunchly opposed to any 

suggestions of a wider ‘Slav’ or ‘Croatian’ nationalism, preferring instead to adhere to a vague 

‘Slav-Dalmatian’ worldview. ‘A “Slav-Dalmatian” ideology’, Mirjana Gross writes, ‘was 

useful only to the richer urban circles in their privileged social position, but they were too 

narrow and socially too exclusive to impose their interests on the other social strata.’168 

However, in this section I will attempt to show that while they were undoubtedly motivated by 

self-interest, the scepticism these elites harboured against Slav nationalism was not always 

completely unfounded. The goal is not to defend the unabashed elitism these patricians often 

displayed, as when the Dalmatian envoy Count Borelli explained to Josip Strossmayer in 1860 

that while it may well be true that the majority of Dalmatians were Slav in language, mentality 

and outlook, the ‘higher culture’ was Italian.169 Instead, I want to draw attention to the fact 

that many of the Dalmatian thinkers who opposed a purely ‘Slav’ identity were not merely 
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stubbornly anachronistic, but that they sometimes had a wide range of identities and 

affiliations to choose from. And although most of these alternatives had receded into the 

background when Ujević started taking an interest in the questions of nation and nationalism, 

they were still close to the surface and available to the interested theorist. After his initial 

embrace of more narrowly Croatian nationalism, when Ujević looked for concepts that would 

help him broaden the scope of his understanding of nationhood, he would find them in the 

Dalmatian traditions.  

 

Dalmatians, Illyrians, Slavs and Croats 

 

One of the first problems of Dalmatian nationalism was rooted in its very terminology. 

What was a ‘Dalmatian nationalist’ supposed to call himself? It is interesting to consider the 

fact that while the Croatian parliament (Sabor) in Zagreb filed motion after motion demanding 

the annexation of Dalmatia as a Croatian ‘heartland’, many Dalmatians were not particularly 

fond of calling themselves ‘Croat’. As John Fine has shown in his study of identity labels in 

the area before 1800, when talking about their Slavic identity or language, the literate 

inhabitants of Croatia, Slavonia and Dalmatia used a variety of terms: ‘Slavs/Slavic’, 

‘Illyrians/Illyrian’, ‘Dalmatians/Dalmatian’, ‘Croats/Croatian’ and ‘Slavonians/Slavonian’. 

Among these, Fine has found, ‘Croat’ was one of the least likely self-designations throughout 

the ages. At the same time, there was also a wide variation in who these terms were meant to 

designate. Thus, the same word could be employed by one writer to mean only the people of a 

single Dalmatian city, by another to encompass everyone who spoke the Štokavian dialect, and 

by a third to include all Catholic South Slavs, all South Slavs regardless of their confession, or 

all Slavs. When speaking of “Illyrians”, one writer might be talking about only Catholic 

Croatians, while the other meant those as well as all Serbs, and a third include the Bulgars and 

Slovenes in there, too. In the end, one could apply these labels pretty much as one saw fit: 

Fine even gives the example of Štokavian speakers living on the Dalmatian coast who 

considered themselves ‘Dalmatians’, but called their language ‘Bosnian’.170  

 

This nonchalance continued well into the 19th century, among nationalists and 

‘regionalists’ alike. At least in the beginning, even the ‘revivalists’ used the terms ‘Slav’, 

‘Illyrian’ and ‘Croatian’ and even ‘Dalmatian’ interchangeably, even arbitrarily. The terms 
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were often adjusted to fit political needs of the day, to include a certain group in the scope of 

‘us’ and to make another into ‘them’. In many cases, for example, it was unclear whether the 

terms ‘Slav’ or ‘Illyrian’ included or excluded the Serb population. This was further 

complicated by the question of language, as not even all Dalmatians spoke the same dialects, 

and no one in Dalmatia habitually spoke the dialect of Zagreb, Kajkavian.171 Still in 1862, the 

newly founded nationalist mouthpiece Il Nazionale had trouble with the word ‘Croatian’: in an 

article attacking the defenders of Italian-language education, the paper argued that Dalmatia’s 

nationality was ‘Slav’, because only 4 per cent of its inhabitants did not speak ‘Slav’.172  

 

 Nationalist Autonomists? 

 

Traditionally, the issue of nationalism in Dalmatia has been framed as a 

straightforward opposition between two competing factions: the ‘Autonomists’, mostly 

comprised of the Italian-speaking coastal elites who controlled much of the province’s 

political life, and the ‘Annexationists’ or ‘Nationalists’, a small but increasingly vocal group 

of Slav nationalists who clamoured for union with Croatia. The nationalists were ’drafted from 

the ranks of the urban liberal bourgeoisie and intelligentsia, and the lay priests and Franciscans 

of rural peasant society’173, and as such represented the emerging middle class in the coastal 

towns. Over the course of the second half of the 19th century, according to traditional 

historiography, the balance shifted gradually in favour of the Nationalists, and in 1870, a new 

election law that enabled the general Dalmatian population to vote had broken the 

‘Autonomist’ party’s dominance in most of Dalmatia, and the ‘Annexationists’ triumphed.174  

  

This narrative, while capturing the broad strokes of the evolution of Dalmatian 

national thought, has since been challenged by a number of scholars, who call for a more 

nuanced view of the way national thought evolved in Dalmatia. Most notably, the work of 

Konrad Clewing, Josip Vrandečić and Dominique Reill has considerably furthered our 

understanding of the fluidity of Dalmatian national consciousness.175 In recent years, there has 
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been a wealth of studies on the problems proponents of nationalism faced in so-called 

‘peripheries’ – a reversal of the earlier trend of a ‘devaluation of regions’ in favour of coherent 

‘national’ historiographies.176 In places like Tyrol, Alsace-Lorraine and Galicia, ‘participation 

within a nation-state was never a predetermined or natural phenomenon but rather the result of 

constant negotiation of shifting interests and contingencies.’177 In his study of the efforts of 

nationalist activists on the so-called ‘language frontiers’ of Austria-Hungary, Pieter Judson has 

shown that most of the work these activists had to do consisted in explaining to the locals that 

they had to identify with a nation at all – they had to ‘remake the rural populations of such 

regions into nationally polarized peoples.’178 This also holds true in the complex ethnic 

muddle that was Dalmatia: As Clewing has shown, Dalmatians had a whole range of identity 

labels to choose from: Slavo-Dalmatian, Italo-Dalmatian, South Slav, Illyrian, Serb, Austrian, 

and sometimes Croatian.179 In the late 1860s, a Dalmatian priest was still able to theorize that 

it made perfect sense for a civilized person to change their nationality every once in a while, 

as one does with one’s clothing.180 

 

In the same way, the divisions between ‘Autonomist’ and ‘Annexationist’ thought were 

not as rigid as they have often been portrayed. Thus the fact that members of the Dalmatian 

elite spoke Italian and habitually went to study in Padua is traditionally accepted as one of the 

main obstacles to the spread of ‘Slavic’ nationalism.181 In his study of the national movement, 

however, Antoni Cetnarowicz has pointed out that it was their familiarity with and closeness 

to Italian developments that inspired many of the first Dalmatian nationalists like Miho Klaić 

and Lovro Monti.182 Their admiration for the Italian risorgimento made a number of 

prominent Dalmatians into nationalists: It was during his studies in Padua, Lovro Monti noted 

in his diary, that he understood that Dalmatia was not Italian, and what his own nationality 

was. He began to systematically teach himself literary Serbo-Croatian while interning in a 
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lawyer’s office in Milan.183 Miho Klaić, in a speech to the Dalmatian parliament in 1863, 

summarized his debt to the Italian national movement: ‘Italian culture is above all a national 

culture. We Dalmatians, in seeking to create our national culture by removing the adverse 

[language] duality that divides it, will prove worthy of our noble teacher.’184 Klaić was in 

effect thanking the Italians – for inspiring him to eradicate the Italian language from Dalmatia. 

Another of the minor paradoxes of Dalmatian ‘national revival’: when in 1862, the Narodnjaci 

decided to launch their own newspaper in order to further the cause of Slavic nationalism, they 

published it in Italian and called it Il Nazionale. Despite this slight contradiction, Il Nazionale 

would soon become the principal vehicle for the dissemination of nationalist thought, and the 

nucleus of the future National Party.185  

  

On the other hand, Vrandečić has demonstrated that the Autonomists’ skepticism 

towards an annexation to Croatia-Slavonia was not primarily motivated by any hostility to 

Slavic nationalism. Especially in the first half of the 19th century, it was by no means 

contradictory to be both a Dalmatian ‘Slavic nationalist’ and a fervent opponent of any 

annexation.186 A favourable view of national ‘revival’ just did not always translate into a wish 

to be governed from Zagreb, and by extension, from Budapest. For much of the 19th century, 

few Dalmatians believed in the benefits of incorporating their homeland into either the 

Kingdom of Croatia-Slavonia, the Kingdom of Serbia, or a future Kingdom of Italy, for that 

matter. ‘Instead, proponents of Slavic and Italian nationhood responded to local tensions 

concerning the Habsburg Empire’s failed centralization efforts, disputes over which 

language(s) should be used in education and government administration, changing patterns of 

maritime trade, and political maneuverings regarding agricultural reform.’187 After the 

Croatians had submitted their ‘National Demands’ (Zahtevanja naroda), demanding among 

other things the incorporation (“rejoining”) of Dalmatia, they had encouraged their ‘dear 

Dalmatian brothers’ to do the same – yet the Dalmatians flatly refused.188 This, naturally, 

caused a lot of frustration between the Croatian and Annexationist Dalmatian politicians. But 

as Dominique Reill points out, this refusal ‘should not be seen either as a rebuff of the reform 

principles promoted by the Croatian Zahtevanja naroda nor as a rejection of the idea of 
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cultivating a Slavic national language or culture in Dalmatia.’189 Instead, the Dalmatian 

decision-makers at this time believed that they were, at least for the moment, better off alone. 

‘Emphasis was put on the idea that Dalmatia’s unique “hybrid” culture would not benefit from 

participating in Croatia-Slavonia’s battles with its Hungarian “overlord”.190 In the same vein, 

Vrandečić has argued that to many Slavic nationalists, pushing for local sovereignty and 

national ‘renewal’ were not mutually exclusive.191  

 

 Yugoslavism in Dalmatia: a history of flexibility 

 

Although the ideas of Illyrianism failed to ignite any real political process when they 

first came to Dalmatia, they did introduce a set of ideas that were subsequently taken up by a 

whole range of Dalmatian thinkers.192 Illyrianism’s core concept was that all South Slavs were 

essentially one people, with one ‘essence’, that became separated throughout history.193 The 

ethnonym ‘Illyrian’ was initially chosen to establish a lineage going back to the people of that 

name that had lived in the region in Antiquity, which were (wrongly) identified as Slavs.194 In 

order to reunite them, the South Slav populations first had to be educated in their language, 

history, and customs. In the case of the educated elite (out of which almost all Illyrian thinkers 

came), this often meant reacquainting themselves with a language that they had hitherto 

regarded as nothing more than a peasants’ idiom – the early Illyrians were more comfortable 

in German – even Latin – and in the case of Dalmatia, Italian, than in the Serbo-Croatian 

language. 

 

Despite its apparent South Slav perspective, most scholars agree that Illyrianism was, 

at its heart, a Croatian movement that responded to Croatian challenges. Nevertheless, it 

would be incorrect to completely equate Illyrianism with the ‘Croatian national revival’, as is 
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the custom in much of later Croatian national historiography.195 While in hindsight, 

Illyrianism can doubtless be identified as the initial phase in the creation of a Croatian national 

consciousness,196 its South Slav ambitions were not merely decorative. Out of them sprang 

Yugoslavism – which inherited not only Illyrianism’s ideals, but also the contradictions that 

lay at its heart. 

 

When Illyrianism initially made its way from Croatia to Dalmatia, it found footing 

among a relatively small group of educated urbanites. And even in its very beginnings, we can 

trace some of the contradictory elements that would beset it ever since. A first example: 

Interestingly enough, among the first to take up the mantle of Illyrianism in Dalmatia were a 

number of members of the Orthodox intelligentsia.197 In 1836, Božidar Petranović (1809-

1874), a judge and government official from Šibenik, began publishing the Srbsko-dalmatinski 

magazin (‘Serbian-Dalmatian magazine’) in the Cyrillic alphabet, in which he exhorted the 

Dalmatian people to take pride in their own language and culture.198 In 1843, the magazine 

published the following verses: 

 

Što nepomnja nami krati,  
što navidnost huda otima,  
Ilir ište da povrati,  
da od tuđinijeh priuzima.  
Brzo u skupu priskočite,  
za podpomoć svetu odluku,  
duh i glase podignite,  
brači svojoj dajte ruku.  
Jednodušno nek se oglase 
na narodno na pozvanje,  
nek Latinac snebiva se  
da smo od njeg ništa manje.199 
 

Here, the poet establishes a clear difference between Them (the ‘Latins’) and Us (the 

‘Illyrians’) in order to remind the Illyrians that they are not inferior to the Latins. However, it 

is again slightly unclear who is meant by ‘Illyrians’: Petranović called himself an ‘Illyrian 
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from Dalmatia’ and often said he considered Serbs and Croats as parts of a same tribe. At the 

same time, he stressed the point that Dalmatians were to him ‘Serbs of both churches’200, and 

that he considered the literature of Dubrovnik ‘Serbian’. In later years, it became ever clearer 

that Petranović had equated ‘Illyrian’ with ‘Serb’ – his ‘Illyrianism’ was essentially 

indistinguishable from the Greater Serbianism, inspired by the ideas that were already being 

formulated by Vuk Karadžić in Belgrade.201 Petranović firmly believed in his mission to make 

all Catholic Dalmatians into Serbs. Although mainly aimed at an Orthodox readership, this 

idea initially found some prominent followers even among nationalist Dalmatians (as we will 

see below in the case of Mihail Pavlinović).  

 

However, Illyrianism only really gathered steam after the Croatian Illyrianists Ljudevit 

Gaj and Ivan Mažuranić travelled to Dalmatia in 1841. In 1844, Anton Kuzmanić launched the 

magazine Zora Dalmatinska in Zadar. The journal, written in the Štokavian-Ikavian dialect, 

aimed at fostering the national language as well as friendship with the Croats in Croatia, and 

soon became Dalmatian Illyrian movement’s most important vehicle, and is widely considered 

a turning point in the history of the national movement in Dalmatia.202 But as Cetnarowicz has 

pointed out, Kuzmanić’s interpretation of Illyrianism was slightly different from Gaj’s: he put 

much more emphasis on the creation of a specifically Croatian national consciousness, and 

Catholicism played a much larger role. He even declared Dalmatia the ‘cradle of Croatian 

statehood’ and therefore demanded that the province should lead the charge of national 

revival.203 

 

 Yet another, again slightly modified version of ‘Dalmatian’ Illyrianism was that 

propagated by none other than Niccolò Tommaseo (1802-1874), the famous writer and 

political activist. In later years, Tommaseo would become a stern opponent of the Nationals 

and their dreams of uniting Dalmatia with Croatia, but in his early days, he was very much 

intrigued by the idea of South Slav unity – although with a distinctly Dalmatian flavour. In 

1840, Tommaseo wrote his treatise ‘Iskrica’, which contained the lines: ‘… Dalmacijo moja, 

malena si među jugoslavenskim sestrama svojim, ali mi neki glas govori da ti nećeš biti manja 
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ni ružnija, nego da će se pjesme tvoje na deleko čuti, i upokojit će u grebu sinove tvoje …’204. 

He then goes on to affirm that the Dalmatian people is Croatian, its language ‘Illyrian’, and 

expresses the desire to unite Dalmatia with not only the ‘motherland’ Croatia, but all its 

‘South Slav sisters’. This seems in stark contrast with his later polemics against the 

unification, most notably Ai Dalmatini, in which he famously argued that Dalmatians were in 

fact not Croats, but that they had more in common with Serbs or Poles than with Croats. But 

as Cetnarowicz argues, even Tommaseo’s Illyrianism of the 1840s already insisted on 

Dalmatia’s particularity and the necessity of it finding ‘its own path’ to a future unification of 

all South Slavs.205 

 

Unlike in Croatia, however, the Dalmatian Illyrian movement had very little impact on 

actual politics. It was a purely ‘culturally national’ movement, taken up by interested members 

of the urban bourgeoisie who enjoyed teaching themselves Serbo-Croatian (or the new version 

that the Croatian Illyrians propagated), and ‘reconnecting’ with their perceived ‘roots’. 

Sometimes, it was also simply a fashionable thing to do.206 But Illyrianism nevertheless had 

an impact that would ultimately be political: For the first time, it alerted Dalmatians to what 

was happening in Croatia-Slavonia, and it established a connection between the two lands. 

The upheavals of the year 1848 marked a turning point in the conception of Illyrianism, in the 

Ban’s Croatia as well as in Dalmatia.207 Although the province itself remained untouched by 

war and revolution, the developments to the north gave new hope to the Illyrians. It is at this 

point, Mirjana Gross argues, that in Croatia, two competing ideological systems were born out 

of Illyrianism: exclusive Croatian nationalism, and Yugoslavism (jugoslavenstvo).208 

 

Yugoslavism, as promoted by the two Catholic bishops Josip Juraj Strossmayer (1815-

1905) and Franjo Rački (1828-1894), espoused the Illyrian idea that all South Slavs were one 

people that needed to be united, and took it a step further by integrating the belief that the 

Slavs were an integral part of the history of mankind: Basing themselves on Johann Gottfried 

Herder's theory of national origins, the Yugoslavs postulated that the Slavs would be the 
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driving factor behind the rebirth of ‘western society’.209 Croats and Serbs, the Yugoslavists 

believed, were but two tribes (plemen) of the same people (narod).210 To achieve the goal of 

national unification, however, the South Slavs would first have to be united culturally. This 

was to be achieved by agreeing on a common language. ‘The Yugoslavists’, writes Gross, 

‘stressed the fact that the "soul" of a nation is expressed … in the language that forms the 

basis for its culture. Since they share the same language, the Yugoslavists maintained, the 

Croats and Serbs should also share the same “soul.”’211 But as Clewing has pointed out, this 

would later turn out to be one of the biggest problems at the core of the ideology, which goes 

some way to explain its ultimate failure: the language had no name. Although what is today 

called Serbo-Croatian is undoubtedly recognized as a common language, this was not the case 

at the time: there was no equivalent to lingonyms such as ‘German’, ‘Magyar’ or ‘Albanian’ 

that all speakers of that language recognized – hence the aforementioned confusion about 

whether one was speaking ‘Croat’, ‘Slav’, ‘Bosnian’ or ‘Serbian’. The closest South Slav 

proponents could resort to was a vague naš jezik– ‘our language’.212 Later, attempts were 

made to remedy this problem by introducing lingonyms like ‘Illyrian’ or ‘Serbo-Croatian or 

Croats-Serbian’, but especially the use of the latter remained largely academic, and neither 

was able to truly compete with the narrower ‘Croatian’ or ‘Serbian’. The lack of an easily 

recognizable common ethnicity was one of the main obstacles to convincing the larger 

population that a South Slav nationality could exist.213 Thus in Dalmatia, Yugoslavism was 

mostly the preserve of the urban bourgeoisie214. To them, it was a welcome device to counter 

the Autonomists’ particularism without having to evoke the controversial word ‘Croatia’, 

which for Italian speakers was fraught with negative connotations ever since the Habsburg 
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wars in northern Italy (see above). As Gross points out, to many Dalmatian nationalists the 

word was still ‘a lower, “tribal” sort of designation and not a name for a nation’.215  

 

Indeed, many of the instrumental figures of the national movement in Dalmatia in the 

1860s were fervent believers in the South Slav idea, so much so that we can safely call it the 

dominant ideology in the Dalmatian nationalist movement at that time. Another striking 

example for the ideological flexibility that marked the evolution of national thought in 

Dalmatia: Mihail Pavlinović (1831-1887), one of the founders of the People’s Party and the 

central figure of the Croatian nation revival in Dalmatia, was initially a strong believer in a 

South Slav reunification – led by Serbia. In the early 1850s, Pavlinović, Natko Nodilo (1834-

1912), the later editor of Il Nazionale, and others in their nationalist circle were extremely 

influenced by the Greater Serbian idea. They began calling their own language ‘Serbian’, 

wrote their letters to each other in Cyrillic script, and declared that all Croatians were really 

Serbs.216 After 1854, Pavlinović abandoned the Serbian idea in favour of a more nuanced 

Yugoslav ideology. Only after his friend Luka Botić had visited Serbia in 1868 and returned 

deeply disappointed, Pavlinović ultimately decided that Croats would not benefit from a union 

with Serbia.217 Yet his case demonstrates that it was not inherently impossible for a Croatian 

nationalist to unconditionally embrace Serbia as the redeemer of South Slavs – a conviction 

that, some sixty years later, Ujević and other Croatian youth would seize upon wholeheartedly.  

 

There is evidence that Ujević did indeed turn to these early Dalmatian Yugoslavists 

when he was looking for guidance after his very public transformation from a Croatian 

nationalist into an enthusiastic South Slav propagandist. When Nadko Nodilo died in 1912, 

Ujević wrote a gushing obituary in which he greatly emphasized Nodilo’s Yugoslavism218. The 

first editor of Il Nazionale had indeed taken a public spat with Niccolò Tommaseo in 1862 as 

an opportunity to explain his vision of South Slav unity: Dalmatians, he wrote, should band 

together with their ‘related tribes’ to take their place among the European nations.219 All South 

Slavs that lived in an area stretching ‘from the Danube to the Aegean, and from the Adriatic to 
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the Black Sea’ were one nation.220 This verbal battle with Tommaseo, who was not only one of 

the most prominent Autonomists, but also possibly the most famous Dalmatian of his time, 

had greatly raised Nodilo’s profile. 221 Upon his death, Ujević praised the forebear’s ‘deep 

nationalism’: 

 
Throughout his life, Nodilo was a fighter for our unliberated people: he served that idea as a journalist 
and professor, as an ambassador and writer. The national unity of Serbs and Croatia was his belief 
already at the beginning of his public work, and he fought for it at a time when the idea was little known 
and unpopular. The young generation embraced the ideas Nodilo wrote and spoke from the bottoms of 
their souls, they saw in Nodilo their forerunner and if these principles bring the fruits of their labour, we 
will have to attribute a large part to the deceased Nodilo. Praise Nodilo!222 
 

‘Croats first’ 

 

At the time that Natko Nodilo wrote of the great South Slav nation, the Annexationists 

had just begun to organize themselves into the People’s or National Party (Narodna Stranka). 

In 1861, the Nationalist camp was still a crucible for a number of ideological currents: the 

South Slav ideology of the urban elite, the ‘Croatian ideology’ of the peasant population, 

Dubrovnik’s ‘special Slav’ republican nostalgia, particularist tendencies in Dubrovnik and the 

Bay of Kotor, as well as the Serbian national integrationist movement.223 Over the next 

decade, these currents were united in the common ‘heroic’ struggle against the machinations 

of the Autonomists who, in collusion with the Austrian authorities, tried everything – from 

gerrymandering to having peasants beaten up on the way to the voting booth – to keep the 

Nationals out of power.224 But over time, the hard work the nationalist activists paid off, and 

through a combination of hard work and clever maneuvering, they increasingly gained the 

upper hand. Instead of fighting for a union with Croatia that they understood was unattainable 

in the near future, the Narodnjaci switched their focus to the concrete work of ‘nationalizing’ 

the country.225 Demographics were also on their side: the old elites simply could not stem the 

spread of a Croatian/South Slav identity among Dalmatia’s growing rural population. In 1870, 

the Nationals won the Dalmatian parliamentary elections, and twelve years later, they won the 

former Autonomist bastion of Split. 
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At the same time, the Nationals’ triumph was accompanied by a consolidation of its 

ideological foundation. The party could no longer afford to be the home of anyone who 

believed in the ‘Slav’ character of Dalmatia. As its adversaries’ power waned, the cracks in the 

Nationalists’ camp soon began to appear. The most important of these divisions was the one 

between Croats and Serbs. In 1870, around 78,000 Dalmatians were of the Orthodox faith, and 

they had increasingly begun to identify as Serbs who looked towards the Kingdom of Serbia 

for political integration.226 At the same time, Yugoslavism was losing popularity among the 

Croatian politicians: The Austro-Hungarian compromise had completely marginalised South 

Slavs within the empire and cemented the division of Croatia-Slavonia and Dalmatia. As a 

consequence, Croatian politicians in Zagreb and Dalmatia saw a South Slav national 

integration as increasingly unrealistic, and the focus of their jugoslavenstvo became 

increasingly narrow and Croatian.227 Already in 1860, Ante Starčević had founded the Party of 

Right (Stranka Prava) and formulated his unabashedly pan-Croatian vision. In a mirror image 

of Karadžić's Pan-Serbian motto Srbi svi i svuda (Serbs All and Everywhere), Starčević now 

proclaimed that all South Slavs were in fact Croatians. The Starčević ideology never gained 

much popularity in Dalmatia, but even here, the Croatian and Serbian national movements 

began to grow stronger – and increasingly independent of one another. A driving force of 

Serbian nationalism in Dalmatia was the Orthodox clergy. The orthodox bishop called the 

Nationals ‘enemies of God’.228 The establishment of a youth society named Prvenac (The 

First Born) at the Orthodox seminary in Zadar in 1865 with the goal of assisting the ‘spiritual 

unification of our dear and scattered Serb nation’ was an early sign of the growing confidence 

with which Serb nationalists now laid claims to Dalmatia. In 1868, the society’s newspaper 

published an article about Dalmatia called ‘Sa srpskog primorja’ – ‘From the Serbian 

coast’.229  

 

Whether in reaction to these efforts or not is a matter of some political debate among 

Croatian and Serbian scholars,230 but the fact is that in 1869, Mihail Pavlinović circulated an 

essay called Hrvatska Misao, in which he finally put the cards on the table: he argued that 

there were indeed Serbs living in Dalmatia, and that they were welcome to do so. But they had 

to understand, he wrote, that ‘the Croats are not obliged to aid the creation of a Serb state in 
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Croatia’. Pavlinović not only made an unusually clear distinction between ‘Serbs’ and 

‘Croats’, but he also suggested that the ‘empty name of the Dalmatian kingdom should be set 

aside’, Dalmatia should simply be called ‘Croatian’. To this end, Pavlinović also wanted to do 

away with the vague ‘Slav’ denomination, instead making it clear that to him, Dalmatia was 

Croat by nature.231 On another occassion, Pavlinović affirmed that ‘We must be Croats first, 

and as such be close brothers of the Serbs with whom we share the same [Slav] nationality. We 

can best help the Slav cause, however, by being good Croats:’ This was a clear indicator that 

for Pavlinović, ‘Slavism’ and Yugoslavism had run their course, and a reorientation was in 

order. The project of Croatian national integration now trumped everything.232 Although it 

held together for another ten years, the Serbo-Croatian entente in the National Party finally 

broke apart in 1879. The Serbs left the party and established their own, the Srpska Stranka 

(‘Serbian Party’), with an attached newspaper called Srpski List, which immediately began 

publishing articles claiming that Dalmatia had always been Serbian.233  

 

The rise of the Dalmatian Party of Right 

 

Towards the end of the century, there arose a new challenge for the National Party 

from the Croatian side: in 1894, a group around the disgruntled deputy Juraj Biankini, who 

had grown impatient with the Party’s passivity towards the Austrian administration, left and 

set up a Dalmatian ‘Party of Right’.234 Biankini was unwilling to gloss over the issue of 

unification with Croatia with the Austrians in the way the Nationals had by now become 

accustomed to. When he was elected to the Reichsrat in 1892, he began his first speech with 

the statement: ‘It is my duty to declare that my presence here in no way prejudices the 

constitutional status of the kingdom of Dalmatia as part of the Croatian state.’ He was 

addressing an old dilemma of the Dalmatian unionists: if they appeared in the Viennese 

Reichsrat alongside Croatian deputies, this meant recognition of the two lands’ separation. Yet 

if they refused to attend the Reichsrat out of principle and demanded to symbolically sit in the 

Croatian Sabor instead, they lost all chance at influencing actual policy. In the end, the 

Narodnjaci had opted for participation at every occassion, and over the years, had grown used 

to the status quo. Biankini, too, had accepted his seat – but he felt that a reminder was in order 

that Dalmatia was ‘only temporarily represented in the Reichsrat’, and that it should really be 
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sending its deputies to Zagreb, in accordance with ‘natural and positive law’. When, in the 

same year, the Austrian authorities introduced new schoolbooks in Dalmatia that he felt were 

aimed at ‘the spiritual destruction of the Croatian nation in Dalmatia’, Biankini and some in 

his circle took this as his cue to leave the National Party altogether and form the ‘Croat Club’. 

Two years later, they joined the newly formed Dalmatian Party of Right.  

 

The Dalmatian Party of Right had initially been founded by the priest Don Ivo Prodan, 

who had recruited two young intellectuals to his cause: Ante Trumbić and Frano Supilo. Ante 

Trumbić (1864-1938) was a young lawyer in Split who had been influenced by the Croatian 

Party of Right as a student in Zagreb. While working for the National Party in Trogir, he had 

become increasingly critical of its increasing complacency with the Monarchy’s authorities 

and had joined Prodan’s group. Frano Supilo (1870-1917) was a journalist from Dalmatia’s 

south, who had become the editor of the pro-Croatian journal Crvena Hrvatska (‘Red Croatia’, 

‘red’ standing for ‘South’) in Dubrovnik.235 He later moved to Rijeka, where he set up a new 

journal called Novi List, which would become one of the most influential political journals not 

only in Dalmatia, but in Croatia as well. Supilo and Trumbić were both firm believers in the 

historical necessity of Dalmatia’s union with Croatia, and then a union of all ‘Croatian lands’ – 

Croatia, Dalmatia, Istria, Slovenia and Bosnia-Herzegovina. About the question of union with 

the Serbs, the new Party of Right was more ambiguous: since Serbia’s independence had been 

officially recognized in 1878, it had become almost impossible to keep up the Starčevist 

tradition of denying Serb nationhood. At the same time, Dalmatia’s Serbs were now closely 

allied with the Autonomists and trying to hinder the ongoing ‘Croatisation’ of Dalmatia where 

they could. As a result, the Party of Right initially rejected Yugoslavism or ‘Serbo-Croatism’ 

in favor of ‘Croatism’, but would change its position later.  

 

When Prodan left the new party four years later to found the more truly Starčevist 

‘Pure Party of Right’ (Čista Stranka Prava), he essentially freed up Biankini, Trumbić and 

Supilo to make the Dalmatian Party of Right into a functioning, modern and liberal party.236 

Over the next few years, the Party would grow in membership and importance, until the 

National Party saw no other recourse but to ally itself to the newcomers in 1901. In the event, 

the National Party effectively handed over the political initiative in Dalmatia to Trumbić and 
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Supilo. Together, the two men would shape not only Dalmatian, but also Croatian politics in 

the decades to come.  

 

 

3. The coastal towns 

 

Makarska 

 

 The move from the countryside of Imotski to the coastal town of Makarska left a big 

impression on the 8-year-old Ujević. In his 1937 memoir of the place, he remembers that it 

‘looked like an illustrated postcard from the sea’, and goes on to write: ‘Makarska . . . lives in 

my spirit since 1900 already. My awakening, my inner life begins in Makarska. Makarska 

taught me to feel life and nature poetically, to think of myself lyrically and introspectively 

psychologically.’237 That he found it more intellectually stimulating than the countryside is no 

surprise: There had always been a big cultural, economic and societal gap between the 

hinterland and the coastal cities of Dalmatia. 

 

 Makarska was one of a string of coastal cities stretching from north to south: Zadar (or 

Zara), which the Austrians had made the provincial capital as well as administrative and 

ecclesiastical centre in 1817; then Šibenik (or Sebenico); Split (or Spalato); Makarska; 

Dubrovnik (Ragusa); and, all the way in the South, Kotor (Cattaro). These cities could trace 

their history back to antiquity and had deep commercial and cultural ties with much of the 

Eastern Mediterranean, but mostly with neighboring Italy. The Dalmatian coast had been 

under Venetian rule until the Napoleonic wars, and the population of the cities was therefore 

much more diverse than that of the hinterland: Whereas the Dalmatian countryside was almost 

exclusively Slav, the cities had a sizable proportion of Italian-speaking citizens, as well as 

Germans and some Jews. When the Ujević family came to the coast in 1899, the societal 

makeup of these cities had already undergone a certain amount of change. There was still the 

traditional elite of patricians and nobles, who spoke Italian to each other and used the 

conversational Slav they knew only when dealing with peasants (their colons, for example), 

who believed in the city-state as ‘the supreme expression of culture’ (Gross)238, and who were 

uneasy at the thought of giving up what they saw as a Dalmatian autonomy and way of life 
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well worth preserving. However, as we have seen in the last chapter, throughout the second 

half of the 19th century, this old elite had slowly been forced to budge to a middle class of 

merchants, bureaucrats and shopkeepers that formed a new kind of bourgeoisie, and who were 

for the most part fervent nationalists and enthusiasts of the union with Croatia-Slavonia. By 

the turn of the century, the Autonomists had lost every municipality except Zadar, where the 

bureaucrats working in the administrative centre of the province had little reason to oppose the 

Austrian authorities.239  

 

Makarska itself was a rather modest pearl on this string. All the coastal cities of 

Dalmatia were small: only Split and Zadar just cleared the 10,000-inhabitants-mark. But 

Makarska came nowhere close: in 1900, it had a population of 1,800. Agriculture, trade, and 

fishing defined its economy, as the town had links with the hinterland, including Bosnia-

Herzegovina, and coastal towns, including Trieste and Rijeka. In his Führer durch Dalmatien, 

published in Vienna in 1899, Reinhard Petermann describes the townspeople as decidedly 

more rural: ‘The inhabitants of Makarska as of the primorje in general mostly busy themselves 

with the cultivation of olive and wine, they also plant many fig, almond, and morello cherry 

trees. Moreover, they are industrious fishermen and brisk participants in trade, and the steam 

shipping company Rismondo has its seat here.’240 As a noteworthy sight, Petermann mentions 

the monument to the poet Andrija Kačić Miošić by Ivan Rendić in front of the church. (Ujević 

would later remember this statue as the site of one of his (many) physical humiliations: ‘In 

front of the statue of Father Andrija Kačić Miošić, tussling around, me so weak, and he much 

stronger, my peer Kazimir Filipović pushed me to the ground.’241)  

 

 On October 1, 1899, he enrolled in the fourth grade and is listed at student number 35 

in Makarska grammar school records.242 Here, he would have been instructed in ‘foundations 

of catholic religion, writing, reading, calculus, introduction to measures, weight, money and 

basic rules for neat writing of thought expression.’243 For those wishing to continue there were 

higher, main community schools with another three to four grades. Besides the classes from 

the lower community school classes taught were also ‘expanded lectures with addition of the 
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Bible and the Gospels, calligraphy, Italian grammar, rules for essays, reading of Latin 

language, and dictation writing.’244 Out of the numerous foreign languages Ujević would 

come to know, he knew Italian best.245 His father taught him the basics of the language, and he 

would continue learning it through school and gymnasium, where he read foreign literature in 

Italian.246  

 

Makarska’s natural beauty and surroundings left a big impression on the boy Augustin. 

In terms of its political life, however, the town was somewhat of a quiet backwater. Had he 

remained there for most of his youth, Ujević might have turned out a far less political writer. 

But in 1902, his father sent him to the gymnasium in Split – Dalmatia’s largest city, and also 

the place where many of the defining developments of Dalmatia’s history would take place in 

the next two decades. 

 

 Split in 1902 

 

Coming from Makarska, Split must have been imposing to any young Dalmatian. 

Constructed in and around the palace the Roman emperor Diocletian had built for himself in 

the beginning of the fourth century, the town had grown into the largest in Dalmatia. Already 

around the turn of the century, Split and its region was Dalmatia’s economical centre of 

gravity, and Split was the region’s biggest port. Nevertheless, its significance was never more 

than regional, since the Austrians had established Triest as their hub for most exports and 

imports, and the Hungarians had turned Rijeka into theirs. As a consequence, the Dalmatian 

ports were cripplingly marginalized, with almost no super-regional imports or exports to speak 

of.247 The problem was exacerbated by the lack of any major train lines connecting Dalmatia 

to either Croatia or the other Austrian provinces. While railroad tracks were covering more of 

the rest of Europe by day, Dalmatia was largely unreachable by train until the beginning of the 

First World War. The railway problem is particularly symptomatic of the Austrian neglect of 

the province, but also the political complications that Austro-Hungarian dualism brought with 

it. Split, for example, was in dire need of a train line connecting it to Zagreb in order to boost 
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its importance as a regional hub. Initially, this seemed set to happen when in 1877 a first train 

connection was built between Split and the mining town Siverić. Later, a branch to Šibenik 

and and extension to inland Knin were added. After that, however, no more progress was made 

on the line to Zagreb, and most Dalmatians soon took to referring to the grandly named 

Dalmatinische Staatsbahn as the ‘stump line’ (krnj-pruga).248 One the one hand, this was due 

to the Austrian administration disinterest in the economic development of a province they saw 

as a primarily strategic outpost. On the other hand, and even more importantly, the train line 

also fell victim to the Hungarian government’s repeated active interference in the project, 

since the Hungarians did not want to see Dalmatian ports (which were under Austrian 

jurisdiction) grow and threaten the dominance of their own port Rijeka.249 And as a third 

factor, the centuries-old rivalry between Zadar and Split also hindered negotiations, as 

deputies from Zadar insisted that as the provincial capital, Zadar should take precedence in 

any railway projects.250 As a result, and despite the fact that even the Austrian Chief of Staff 

more than once urged its completion for military reasons, the Split-Knin line was never 

connected to the Rijeka-Zagreb, neither did the project of a coastal line connecting Split to the 

Bay of Kotor via Dubrovnik get off the ground. This dire state of affairs and the ‘economic 

folly’ it entailed was a constant topic in the lamentations of the Dalmatian deputies in the 

Reichsrat. ‘If one is seriously invested in the blossoming and a rational development of our 

sea trade, and wants to succeed in global trade’ Juraj Biankini argued in a speech to the 

Reichsrat in 1901. ‘One cannot forget Triest, but one can also not forget that Dalmatia is the 

only natural starting point of our and Middle European world trade… it is a great disadvantage 

that our mighty and great state has only one emporium [Triest, JK]… the fact not only harms 

and shames Dalmatia, but the whole Monarchy.’251  Yet these complaints were in vain, and 

when Dalmatia entered the 20th century, the fastest way to reach Dubrovnik from Split was 

still via Eilschiff (express ship) that took eight hours when the weather was right. From there, 

the cheerful travel guide Petermann reports in 1899, six hours of ‘highly enjoyable’ carriage 

ride took one to Castelnuovo (Hercegnovi), after another 2 hours one reached Cattaro 

(Kotor).252 Enjoyable as it might have been for tourists, this mode of transport was not 

conducive to the development of Dalmatia’s trade and industry. 
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The Split-Šibenik region was also where much of Dalmatia’s small industrial sector 

was concentrated. Here, a number of cement factories made use of the region’s limestone 

reserves, while the waterworks at Cetina and Krk provided Šibenik with one of the first 

electricity networks in Dalmatia. Around Split, a smattering of chemical factories produced 

calcium, carbide and cyanamide. These chemical products, as well as cement and coal were 

also among the only goods exported directly from the port of Split.253 Most of these ventures 

had been funded by Italian companies operating out of Triest, with some Austrian capital 

involved. Although Dalmatia’s first bank, the ‘First Dalmatian People’s Bank’ (Prva pučka 

dalmatinska banka) had been established in Split in 1870, and a number of Austrian, 

Slovenian and Czech banks had opened branches in the province, most of the funds were 

being invested not in industry, but in agriculture. Still in 1910, only a quarter of all available 

capital in Dalmatia went into ventures in industry and trade, whereas most Dalmatian 

businessmen still preferred investing their money in agricultural land or loans to peasant 

cooperatives.254 ‘The only industry that prospers in Dalmatia is usury’, an Austrian 

government employee cynically remarked in 1905.255 As we shall see in a later section, many 

of the people involved in these ventures also happened to be some of Dalmatia’s most 

prominent nationalist politicians. 

 

A city under pressure 

 

Split was not only the largest town along the Dalmatian coast – in 1900, is population 

was 21,925 – but it was also the centre of a larger administrative district (polje) of around 

90,000 inhabitants, who mostly worked in agriculture. But even within the city boundaries, 

there lived around 6,000 peasants who had moved to the outskirts when they couldn’t find 

work in the polje.256 As they came from the hinterland, these peasants spoke a form of 

Štokavian they themselves called ‘(h)arvaški’257 and were thus easily distinguishable from the 

city’s original population, who spoke a unique čakavian dialect. Among the educated 

bourgeoisie of the city, however, the Venetian Italian dialect was still the common language. 

Split had always been an important centre of Italo-Dalmatian culture, and this inclination had 

translated into the city’s political life as well. For a long time, the Nationals had had trouble 
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persuading the people of Split that their time had come. This had been due in no small part to 

the huge popularity of long-time Autonomist mayor Antonio Bajamonti (1822-1891). Citizens 

of Split often referred to Bajamonti as ‘Papa’ (ćaća) or even ‘Moses, who quenched our 

thirst’, as he had brought fresh water to Split by repairing Diocletian’s aqueduct.258 When the 

Nationals had finally wrested Split from the Autonomists in the 1882 municipal elections, this 

was seen as such a significant advance for the national cause that victory parades were held 

throughout Dalmatia. The Croatian flag was raised on the city hall, and the new administration 

officially renamed the city from ‘Spalato’ to ‘Split’.  

 

Twenty years later, when the 11-year old Ujević arrived to enter the Roman Catholic 

seminary, Split was a city still rife with political tension. The vast majority of Split’s 

population around the turn of the century was Catholic, with only 116 people reported as being 

of ‘Greek-Oriental’ confession in a 1900 census.259 However, Split’s biggest fault line at the 

time was not confessional, but linguistic, as there was still a strong and influential ‘Italian’ 

contingent in the city, although it was losing ground fast. Soon after the Nationals’ victory in 

1882, the number of citizens who declared themselves ‘Italian’ had begun to dwindle: by 

1890, the number had fallen from 5,280 ten years earlier to 1,969. By the time the 11-year old 

Ujević arrived there, only around 1,500 of the town’s 18,547 inhabitants identified as 

‘Italian’.260 But as the numbers of ‘Italians’ diminished, the increasingly pressured 

Autonomists became more aggressively pro-Italian. Many Autonomists now did not see 

themselves as ‘Slav’ any more, but declared themselves simply ‘Italians’, members of an 

embattled but morally and intellectually superior minority. They gathered in the offices of the 

Lega Nazionale that had sprung up in several Dalmatian towns since 1890, and their young 

men trained shooting in so-called bersaglieri societies, sports clubs that had taken on an 

increasingly paramilitary look.261  

  

How pervasive the mood of national fervor was is well illustrated in the story of 

Umberto Berotti that Bogdan Radica immortalized in his story collection Salona i Split.262 

Berotti was a renowned hotel and coffee house owner in Split who had somehow managed to 

stay totally indifferent to the questions of nationhood and culture that had become paramount 
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to his fellow citizens. Until very recently, Croats, Italians and Germans had all mixed freely in 

his coffee house. But when the Russo-Japanese war of 1904 stirred the Pan-Slavic emotions of 

Split’s Croatians, things began to turn sour. In the name of ‘Slavic solidarity’ students on home 

leave began tearing down Italian- and German-language notices and adverts in his coffee 

house. In retaliation, others destroyed the Croatian-language displays. ‘Šjor Umberto’, who 

had always been demonstratively neutral and uninterested in politics – he was noted for 

hanging a variety of carpets instead of flags out the windows of his hotel whenever there was 

a political demonstration –, and who had stuck to being polite to every guest in their own 

language, was unable to please anyone. Soon after and without explanation, most of his 

regulars stopped coming. The Italians now frequented the ‘Lose’ or ‘Nani’, the Croatians 

drank only their coffee at the ‘Zora’ or ‘Mulčić’, and the German-speaking government 

officials now congregated in the ‘Picoli-Trocoli’. In order to save his business, Šjor Umberto 

was forced to half-heartedly adopt a ‘National’ stance he had never cared for.263 But the time 

for national nonchalance was well and truly over, and the tensions did not just show 

themselves in the choice of coffee house, but open violence. 1904 was also the year in which 

clashes between ‘Slavs’ and ‘Italians’ became a constant feature of Dalmatian town life. The 

Austrian police records of the time speak of little else but the countless ambushes and 

skirmishes, which pitted the young men of the two ‘nationalities’ against each other.264 These 

clashes, combined with the rural population’s increasing desperation, had made the Dalmatian 

towns around the turn of the century surprisingly dangerous places to live in. We unfortunately 

don’t have the numbers for Split, but in the capital Zadar, for example, homicide rates rose to 

“extreme proportions” in the first decade of the century. They were amongst the highest in the 

Austrian monarchy, almost three times as high as in neighbouring Trieste, and six times as 

high as in Vienna.265 Zadar was not exceptional: crime rates all over Dalmatia were rising, a 

worrisome effect of the province’s growing agrarian crisis.266 
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The gymnasium 

 

Ujević, however, had other things to think about. He had excelled at the entrance exam 

and was therefore allowed straight into the second year of Classical Gymnasium. But the fact 

that he was attending gymnasium already made him part of a very small elite: while the 

majority (two-thirds) of Dalmatian children attended some sort of elementary school, all of 

Dalmatia’s gymnasiasts could have easily fitted in Split’s pjaca: in 1913, there were still only 

1,233 grammar school students in the whole province.267 Ujević was one of the poorer 

students – he remembers having to borrow the materials whenever the teachers called on 

him268 –, but he was not the only one. Among Ujević’s classmates, Žeželj writes, Split natives 

were in the minority, as most students came from outside the city: Hvar, Brač, Kaštela, 

Makarska, and Trpanj, among other places.269 Ujević remembers his classmates as country 

bumpkins just like him:  

 
Not everyone could buy schoolbooks, or barely afford basic needs. We could only go forward 
tightening our belts, denying ourselves everything. No sports or fun, rather childish rawness; 
children of highlanders, small people, narrow existences from the coast and hinterland, full of 
small worries, without perspective, without space for life.270 
 

After a year, Ujević received a stipend to join the Catholic Seminary, which would allow him 

to stay in the gymnasium until the end of the 6th form. Ujević later described the school as 

‘classic gymnasium in the real sense of the world, insofar as mathematics, physics and 

chemistry were neglected, whereas Latin always had first place.’ Next to Latin, the school also 

taught Serbo-Croatian, Italian, Greek, and German. In 1907, the classical languages instructor 

Josip Barac, who also wrote poetry under an alias, began teaching some of his students 

French, including Ujević, who later claimed that he and his classmates ‘were the first students 

in Dalmatia to learn French’.271  

 

 By all accounts, including his own, Ujević was a brilliant but somewhat troublesome 

student. More than anything else, he was a voracious reader at this time. ‘In gymnasium, I had 

no holidays, because while my friends thought I was cramming maths, I swallowed a trunk of 
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books’.272 One of his classmates and friends, the future writer Đuro Vilović, writing in 1931, 

remembered him much the same: 

 
We all expected him to become a critic or a teacher. He was constantly swallowing books. No-
one could have guessed that there was a poet inside of him, he was all Sammlung und 
Ordnung. Books, facts and names. He was a teacher to all of us. He introduced Matoš, 
[Dragutin] Domjanić, and [the literary magazine] Savremenik into our reading. As for foreign 
poets, he introduced us to [Giaccomo] Leopardi, and [Giavonni] Pascoli … Tin was terribly 
argumentative, ailing and anemic. In the fifth grade, we got into an argument, as children do, 
and we haven’t made peace to this day.273 
 

Unbeknownst to Vilović, Ujević had been secretly experimenting with poetry since he was 

thirteen. He later claimed that he routinely wrote a ‘handful of verses every day, during Maths 

or Greek’, or when he had finished his Latin homework – ‘which was always too easy and 

unserious for me’ – early.274 Although in one instance, he admits that he did not at this time 

‘consider myself a great poet, nor did I ever even want to be a poet’,275 in another, with his 

habitual modesty, he claims that he 'created a new genre’ of poetry at the age of thirteen.276 Yet 

while the eleven-year-old Ujević was just settling into his routine at the gymnasium and the 

Catholic Seminary (which he would soon come to abhor), the world around him was 

becoming increasingly disrupted.  

 

1903 as a turning point 

 

At the beginning of the year, the situation in Croatia-Slavonia looked anything but 

promising. For the past twenty years, the stifling regime of Ban Károly Khuen-Héderváry had 

stunted the province’s political development. But the mounting pressure of Magyarization had 

also begun to slowly bring the Banovina’s Serbs and Croats closer together since the end of 

the 1880s. In 1897, a change of guard in the Serb Independent Party’s leadership had brought 

to the fore a new generation of Croatian Serb politicians who were ready to cooperate with the 

Croatians.277 On the Croatian side, the Independent National Party and the “Domovinaši” 

fused into the ‘Croatian Party of Right’ (Stranka Prava) in January. In defiance of the older, 

staunchly secessionist and anti-Austrian stance embodied by Ante Starčević (who had died in 

                                                      
272 Ibid. 
273 Đ. Vilović, Pravica, 1931, cited in Žeželj, Veliki Tin, 36. 
274 Ujević, Pravica, cited in ibid., 39. 
275 Ibid. 
276 Ibid. 
277 Magaš, Croatia, 359-61. 



 65 

1896), the new party lobbied for the establishment of a third, South Slaw entity within the 

Habsburg Monarchy – the so-called ‘Trialist’ solution.278 This coincided with a “change of 

guard” in the Serbian Independent Party (Srpska Samostalna Stranka), which began to 

reorientate itself away from the unconditional support of the “magyaroni” leaders, and away 

from the fervent opposition to the Croatian nationalists’ prime demand: the union of Croatia 

and Dalmatia.279 The Hungarian authorities correctly saw this rapprochement as a threat to 

their control of the province and tried everything to stop it, including inciting radicals on both 

sides to stoke the flames of ethnic hatred. In 1902, these efforts culminated in the publication 

of an incendiary article called ‘Serbs and Croats’ in the Zagreb-based Serbian journal 

Srbobran (‘Defender of Serbs’), in which the author Nikola Stojanović flatly denied that 

Croats had any nationality at all. Indeed, the only thing that distinguished Croats from Serbs 

was their ‘servility’ and unwillingness to resist foreign oppressors. Because of this, it was only 

a matter of time until Croats were assimilated into the Serb people. The article ended on a 

chilling vision: ‘This struggle will end with the extermination of either you or us. One side 

must go down. We Serbs may rest assured that the Croats will fall…’280 The article caused an 

outcry among Croatians. ‘Our Serbs want to wipe us off the face of the earth as a people!’, the 

largest Croatian paper Obzor concluded in its review of Stojanović’s article. A week after the 

original article's publication, students organised a protest against Srbobran. This provided the 

Ban with an opportunity to sow further unrest: with the Pure Party of Right leader Josip 

Frank’s ready assistance, the protest quickly degenerated into an anti-Serb riot that lasted three 

days, with Croatian gangs roaming the streets chanting Srbe na vrbe! – ‘Hang the Serbs on 

vines!’. When Zagreb was finally placed under martial law on the fourth day, many prominent 

Serbs had already fled the city. However, the plan ultimately backfired, as shocked moderate 

Croats and Serbs were quick to condemn both the Srbobran article and the riots. In the 

ensuing soul-searching, influential thinkers on both sides concluded that the real enemy was in 

Budapest, and they had better work together. One of the people who came away convinced 

that Croats and Serbs needed to work together was Frano Supilo in Rijeka. In an article in 

Novi List he published that year, Supilo urged Croats and Serbs to see that they were ‘one and 

the same nation’, but with two names, and that they must do everything to prevent radicals on 

either side from dragging the two into a destructive war against each other.281  
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In Croatia, the newly united ‘Croatian Party of Right’ began cooperating with Serb 

representatives to form a stronger opposition against Khuen-Héderváry. On 29 January 1903, 

the Party presented its political programme, in which it demanded freedom of the press, 

freedom of association, universal suffrage and, most importantly financial independence from 

Budapest. On 11 March, the opposition held its first protest march in Zagreb, and in the weeks 

that followed, demonstrations sprang up all over Croatia.282 As more and more people, 

including an unprecedented number of peasants, joined these meetings and demonstrations, 

they began to take the shape of a mass movement – which soon spiraled out of control. When 

on 11 April, a group of peasant rioters took down the Hungarian flag from Zaprešić railway 

station, the Hungarian guards opened fire on them, killing some and wounding others. As a 

reaction, riots broke out in towns all over Croatia, resulting in more casualties and over 3,000 

arrests. In Dalmatia, the movement also had a strong echo. Supilo’s Novi List and the Split-

based Jedinstvo provided the reading public with regular updates. Telegrams came pouring in 

from all over the Monarchy to keep Dalmatians informed about events in Civil Croatia, to 

which the Austrian authorities reacted by rerouting all telegrams to Dalmatia through the main 

office in Zadar, where they could intercept the more problematic ones – especially those that 

wildly exaggerated the number of casualties.283 In Split, the youth held a demonstration to 

commemorate the victims of the violence in Zaprešić. They were soon joined by a large 

number of citizens who protested the Khuen regime and sang the Lijepa naša, the unofficial 

‘Croatian anthem’.284 Although Josip Smodlaka later complained that the police presence 

created an ‘extremely unpleasant atmosphere’, the authorities did not actively interfere with 

the protest.285 The demonstration inspired others in Zadar, Šibenik, Trogir, Makarska, 

Dubrovnik and the Bay of Kotor. Dalmatian politicians sent protest telegrams to the Emperor, 

collected money for the victims and even sent secret emissaries to appeal for help abroad.  

 

In May, Croatia was on the brink of civil war. At this point, however, outside events 

prevented the situation from escalating further: on the night of 10 to 11 June 1903, a group of 
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conspirators entered the royal palace in Belgrade and murdered the king Alexandar Obrenović 

and Queen Draga. Khuen-Héderváry, who had already been appointed Prime Minister of 

Hungary a few days earlier, now rushed back to Budapest to take control of the Hungarian 

government in the new geopolitical situation. Although his demission as Ban was not a direct 

consequence of the civil unrest, his departure was widely seen as a great victory in Croatia, 

and the violence ceased soon after. As has been pointed out by numerous scholars, although 

the anarchic events of 1903 later became known as the narodni pokret (national movement), 

they were hardly a full-fledged revolt and lacked any central organization.286 Yet while the 

movement failed to revolutionize either the political or the social situation in Croatia-

Slavonia, it did give the national movement led by bourgeois politicians a mass-movement 

dynamic, and paved the way for a unification of the Croatian opposition in cooperation with 

Serb politicians that would culminate in the New Course. It inspired Supilo to claim that ‘our 

nation is true, strong and up to its task, if only its leaders and intelligentsia would do their 

duty’.287  

 

The Youth mobilizes 

 

 The events of 1903 also galvanized the budding political youth movements in Civil 

Croatia and Dalmatia.288 The most prominent of these were the Independent Progressive 

Youth, the clerical youth organisations that now began to spring up, and the Mladohrvati or 

Young Croats. The Progressive Youth had been formed in 1897 by Croat students in Prague, 

who were impressed by Tomáš Garrigue Masaryk’s strategies of ‘realism’ and ‘small steps’ 

that he successfully employed in the struggle for recognition of Czech nationhood. The 

Progressive Youth had no patience for the Croatian opposition that had few other ideas than 

repetitively and fruitlessly insisting on Croatia’s state rights. Instead, they propagated a more 

active policy of ‘lifting’ the Croatian masses (by improving living conditions, education and 

cultural life), struggling for democratic freedoms and, most importantly, cooperation between 

Croats and Serbs. For their Yugoslav ideology, they harked back to Raćki’s and Strossmayer’s 

ideas, but the immediate impetus had come from the Czechs: it was based on the brotherhood 

of all Slavs, entirely unromantic, and driven by a deep conviction that South Slavs needed to 
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unite if they wanted to survive the German threat.289 The Progressives were also violently 

opposed to the Catholic clergy’s influence among the people. In 1904, some Progressive Youth 

formed the Progressive Party, which would become instrumental in forging the New Course 

together with the Dalmatians just a year later.290 

 

The clerical organizations were a relatively new addition to the scene: in 1904, the 

bishop of Krk, Josef Mahnić, had initiated the founding of the student organization Hrvatska 

(‘Croatia’) at the University of Vienna. A year later, the organization launched its mouthpiece, 

the periodical Luč (‘The Torch’). In its first article, the head editor and philosophy student 

Ivan Butković outlined that they sought ‘strong organization between all Croatian catholic 

[high school and university] students’291 which would be ‘a sharp opposition to our blood 

enemies liberalism and progressivism’.292 In 1906, the clerical student club Domagoj was 

launched in Zagreb.293 

 

Opposed to both of the above movements were the Young Croats and their mouthpiece 

Mlada Hrvatska (‘Young Croatia’). In the tradition of Starčević, they believed that all South 

Slavs, be they Catholic, Orthodox or Muslim, were in fact Croats, and were thus violently 

opposed to the Clericals’ identification of Croats with Catholicism. While they agreed on this 

with the Progressives, they believed that the latter’s Yugoslavism ‘degraded’ Croats to a mere 

strand of a Serbo-Croat-Slovenian nation. Their ‘Croatianist’ fervour soon made them into the 

de facto youth organization for the Frankists, although this was not always an easy fit: the 

Frankists were less openly anti-clerical, but deeply hostile towards Serbs, a sentiment not all 

Mladohrvati shared. Yet until 1910, the Young Croats saw Frank as their spiritual leader. It 

was this youth group that the pupil Ujević would eventually gravitate towards.  
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The New Course 

 

As it turned out, it was the Dalmatian leaders who first used the momentum generated 

in 1903 to push the Croatian national movement into a new direction. Already in the autumn 

of the same year, Ante Trumbić, Josip Smodlaka and Pero Čingrija all gave speeches in the 

Dalmatian sabor, which staked out the course ahead. On 7 November, Trumbić first outlined 

how the Austro-Hungarian dualism was breaking apart and then explained that the real enemy 

was not Budapest, but Vienna and the German Drang nach Osten (‘Push towards the East’). In 

order to combat the German advances, Croatians should now work together with the 

Hungarians. The next day, Josip Smodlaka gave a speech in which he emphasized the 

importance of cooperating with the Serbs and praised the new Serbian king Peter I. 

Karađorđević as a friend of the Croats. In his speech, Trumbić had also uttered the following 

threat against Vienna: ‘This people has existed before the Monarchy – it will live after it!’294 

In response to these speeches, the Austrian government sent three warships to Split.  

 

Yet only two years later, it looked very much like Trumbić’s predictions about the end 

of Dualism might come true. A surprise defeat in the January 1905 elections had broken the 

decades-old dominance of the Liberal Party in Hungary and sent the country spinning into a 

constitutional crisis that would last more than a year, and threatened the Dualist monarchy 

itself. In the dispute between Austrians and Hungarians, the Croatians had suddenly become 

valuable as potential allies to both. At this point, Frano Supilo in Rijeka saw his chance to 

advance Croatian interests. Supilo went into political overdrive and, using his paper Novi List 

as his propaganda organ, spent the next months and years forging an alliance between 

Croatian and Dalmatian politicians as well as between Croats and Serbs in both provinces. An 

important step was the official merger of the Dalmatian National Party and the Dalmatian 

Party of Right into the ‘Croatian Party’ in April 1905. In the new Party’s first program, it not 

only announced its intention to fight for a ‘unified Croatian land’, but also that ‘Croats and 

Serbs are one people through blood and language, indivisibly united by the territory they 

inhabit…’.295 But Supilo’s efforts culminated in the Rijeka resolution of 3 October 1905, 

where 55 representatives from all over Croatia signed a document endorsing the Hungarian 

opposition, the right of Croatians and Hungarians to political self-determination, free and 

universal suffrage, and ‘as a condition the speediest reincorporation of Dalmatia in the 
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Kingdoms of Croatia, Slavonia and Dalmatia, to whom it already falls both virtually and 

lawfully’.296 Fourteen days later, Serbian representatives from Croatia and Dalmatia meeting 

in Zadar endorsed the politics of the ‘New Course’ by signing the Zadar Resolution, on the 

condition that Serbs obtain equal rights.297 On this basis, the Serb-Croat coalition was 

formally established in Zagreb in December 1905, which united the Croatian Party of Right, 

the Croatian Progressive Party, the Social Democrats, the Serb Independent Party, and Stjepan 

Radić’s Radical Party. With the conflict between Budapest and Vienna resolved by the spring 

of 1906, Trumbić and other Croatian politicians managed to persuade the Hungarian 

government not to meddle in the upcoming May 1906 elections in Croatia. As a result, the 

Coalition managed to obtain a stunning forty-three out of eighty-eight seats in the Croatian 

sabor.298 In order to lead Coalition’s work, Supilo had himself elected to the sabor. The next 

few years would be marked by his ceaseless efforts to hold the coalition together in the face of 

constant and growing pressure from both Austria and Hungary.299  

 

In Dalmatia itself, no formal coalition had come into being, but Croats and Serbs now 

began cooperating on a level not attained since the Serbs had left the National Party in 1880. 

Nevertheless, the New Course in Dalmatia fell apart in the space of only two years, largely 

due to conflicting personal interests and constant intrigues (in a letter to Ante Trumbić, Pero 

Čingrija himself described the situation in 1907 as ‘chaos’).300 Yet even as it ultimately failed, 

the New Course had given rise to a new dynamic in ‘the struggle for maximal Croatian 

statehood in the monarchy’ (Gross).301 For the first time, it was possible to formulate a general 

Croatian policy that not only aligned policies in Croatia-Slavonia and Dalmatia, but also 

meshed with Serbian policy in these regions302. And it meant a breakthrough in forming a 

united front against Austro-Hungarian machinations: For the preceding decades, a string of 

Magyar bans had used censorship, corrupt electoral practices, and a policy of playing off the 

hostilities between Serbs and Croats to stall the Croatian drive for unification with Dalmatia. 
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But with the departure of Ban Khuen-Hedervary after a regime that lasted 20 years, Croatia 

experienced another wave of nationalism. 

 

A polje in crisis vs. the urban elite 

 

While their politicians were busy trying to play Hungarians and Austrians off against 

each other, the peasants in Split’s polje (hinterland) were quite literally starving. We have 

explored the agrarian crisis that gripped Dalmatia in the first section of this chapter, but it is 

worth taking a closer look at the situation of the Split district, since it was one of the hardest 

hit around the turn of the century. In the first decade of the new century, the situation of Split’s 

farmers grew increasingly worse, until an Austrian government report found that agriculture 

had become economically unsustainable in the polje.303 The wine crisis, for example, was felt 

especially painfully around Split, where the land had been converted almost universally to 

viniculture. From 40 Kr. in 1886, prices per hectolitre had kept falling, reaching 17 Kr. in 

1908.304 At the same time, victuals had gotten more expensive – prices for wheat had doubled 

in the same timeframe. A Split kolon farmer made around 100 Kr. per year.305 At the same 

time, kolon farmers were embroiled in a desperate struggle against reform measures aimed at 

redistributing communal land. Although the reforms made sense in theory, since the 

communal land consisted mostly of highly inefficient, shared pastureland, the poorest farmers 

desperately needed the access to it in order to survive. To thwart the dreaded reforms, people 

would purposely degrade the forests. Thus between 1905 and 1910, Günter Schödl finds, the 

authorities recorded 4,000 infractions aimed at damaging forests a year – in a district that 

counted only 70,000 people living in the countryside. What this shows, Schödl concludes, is 

that the agrarian population’s desperation had grown to such an alarming level, and that a 

distinctly anti-authoritarian streak had begun to spring up in the Dalmatian countryside. “It 

was an anonymous, spontaneous mass mobilization that was oppositional at its core, and 

which gathered momentum outside of the urban centres…”, he writes.306 

 

Instrumental in shaping the heightened political agitation and tapping the anger felt by 

the rural population was Josip Smodlaka. He galvanized the colons of Split into the Težačka 

Sloga (‘Peasant Unity’), which by 1908 almost all of the peasants in the district – 95 per cent 
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– had joined. On August 15 and 16 of 1908, colons rioted violently in Split. Going against the 

explicit orders of their padrones, they began the wine harvest on their lands and then 

demanded better pay for the share they delivered to the owners. When the landlords refused to 

pay, the colons simply kept it in their houses. The landowners turned to the authorities to 

intervene, but the governor, fearing the social explosiveness of the issue, was reluctant to use 

legal force against the tenants. Instead, he allowed Smodlaka to negotiate, who managed to 

convince most of the landowners – and crucially, the episcopal administration – to accept the 

price hike.307 However, at some point Smodlaka lost control of the dynamics he had 

unleashed. Whereas he shied away from the most radical of demands – the abolition of the 

kolonat – younger leaders of the Težačka Sloga now hardened their position against the 

landowners. At this point, the peasant movement had reached such a level of agitation that 

governor Nardelli considered calling in the military. In urgent warnings to Vienna, he 

explained that the colons demands could no longer be ignored: the movement had morphed 

from a purely economic dispute and obtained a ‘political character’.308 And it had spread from 

Split, first to the neighboring islands of Hvar and Brač, then to the peasants of Zadar in the 

north and Dubrovnik in the south. At harvest time the next year, the colon movement of Split 

culminated in Dalmatia’s first ‘general strike’, a movement that rallied not only peasants, but 

also other sectors of the province’s population. 4,000-6,000 people gathered at the strike’s 

general assembly on 24 September 1909. In September and October, the Bishop’s colons flatly 

refused to deliver the share they owed the Church. Again, much to the frustration of Split’s 

landowners, the Austrian authorities were reluctant to use the full extent of the legal system 

against them.  

 

Interestingly enough, some of these landowners were the same people giving 

impassioned speeches about democratic rights and national consciousness in the Dalmatian 

sabor. Indeed, the entanglement of even the most well-known politicians in various economic 

ventures is a distinct feature of Dalmatian politics of the time. For the most part, these urban 

lawyers, merchants, ship captains, bureaucrats and shopkeepers still had close economic ties 

to the agrarian production of the land, either as landowners, loan bankers, traders or lawyers. 

As a consequence, the process of nationalization that they advanced does not fit into the 
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‘normal’ European pattern of progressives working towards economic as well as political 

emancipation.309  

 

Instead, while Dalmatian politicians relentlessly pushed for national causes like the 

unity with Croatia or the language issue, they were much less interested in changing the socio-

economic status quo that supported them. In 1901 to 1908, the Dalmatian sabor was made up 

out of ten landowners, three clerics, four teachers, three other government employees and 22 

lawyers.310 For all their firebrand speeches of oppression and liberation, the leaders of 

Dalmatia’s national movement were part of a tightly knit, exclusive political oligarchy. Ante 

Trumbić, the leader of the Dalmatian Rightists who became mayor in Split in 1906, also 

owned and operated one of the town’s biggest law firms. Vitko Mihaljević, his successor as 

mayor, had brought all the bauxite deposits in middle Dalmatia under his control and had 

invested in the exploitation of several coal and asphalt deposits.311 Split was not a unique case 

in the province: Pero Čingrija, Dubrovnik’s famous mayor and one of the New Course’s most 

vocal figureheads, had founded the ‘Croatian Credit Bank’ (Hrvatska Vjeresijska Banka) in 

Dubrovnik in 1902, which by 1908 had managed to grow its capital stock to one million 

kronen.312 These men ran not only law firms, but had interests in banking, owned land, 

invested in the odd industrial endeavor and published newspapers. As a result, their high-

minded ideals not always translated into actual policies – especially when they collided with 

their personal business interests. Neither Čingrija nor Trumbić, for example, were particularly 

eager to support voting reform that would give each man equal right to vote, or, later, the 

abolishment of the kolonat.313 Even Frano Supilo, who did not own any land, was nevertheless 

dependent on their financial support of his newspaper Novi List. At the same time, the heated 

political debates in the sabor and the newspapers often had their real basis in clashing groups 

of these influential men with conflicting financial interests. This dire state of affairs had not 

gone unnoticed by the Austrian authorities: In 1907, a special envoy of the Austrian prime 

minister reported that ‘the Dalmatian intelligentsia knows too little of its own country. Massed 

on the coast… they almost recoil from visiting their own hinterland… As a consequence, the 

representatives, recruited mostly from the urban intelligentsia, do not know enough about the 
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object of their work.’314 This was true: while the members of Split’s bourgeois elite 

successfully divided their time between grandstanding in the sabor or Reichstag and reaping 

the financial benefits of their political influence, the economic situation of Split’s peasant 

population grew increasingly dismal. Yet even though it achieved few of its immediate goals, 

Split’s colon movement arguably played an important role in the lasting politicisation of the 

Dalmatian peasant population, especially around its epicenter Split. Because of the widespread 

illiteracy, the debates and polemics in the Dalmatian newspapers largely passed the majority 

of the population by. But the constant meetings of their movement gave the peasants a forum 

for political discussion and interaction with the agitators from the lower bourgeoisie.  

 

           The opportunism of Dalmatia’s elite politicians who often saw the nationalization 

process as a welcome vehicle for the advancement of their business interests (in the struggle 

against Hungarian and Austrian competition, for example) had made them unwilling to upset 

the status quo too much. Towards the end of the century’s first decade, the mantle of activism 

had been increasingly been taken over by a new generation of very young and very motivated 

student activists. 

 

 A political awakening 

 

While these events unfolded, Augustin Ujević continued his education as a pupil of 

Split’s gymnasium and a stipendiary of the Catholic Seminary. He did not enjoy the Seminary 

in the least, but for years he dared not leave it, since his family had placed high hopes in his 

future as a priest.315 This made the teenage Ujević intensely unhappy, even his classmate 

remembered that ‘the cassock looked terrible on him’.316 Instead of preparing him for 

priesthood, the Seminary made Ujević into a staunch anti-cleric. He was not the only one: as 

he later remembered, he and a number of friends once defiantly hid a forbidden anti-clerical 

treatise written by his friend Aralica in their pockets when the bishop of Split came to bless 

the seminarists. In his fourth year of gymnasium, he relates an ‘investigation’ the older pupils 

conducted, and in the course of which they discovered more anti-clerical writings the three 
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friends had penned, which earned them a ‘strict warning’.317 This did little to stop him from 

reading everything he could get his hands on, especially if it had the aura of transgression 

about it. A secret favourite among the seminarists was the poet and writer Silvije Strahimir 

Krajnčević (1865-1908). It is easy to see the appeal Krajnčević would have held for these 

young, unhappy seminarists: he had himself abandoned his formation as a priest in Rome to 

write poetry instead. ‘The priest had declared Krajnčević anathema’318, Ujević wrote in a later 

essay about the poet. ‘But we read him, committed him to memory, copied him. Only 

Krajnčević was great. Modern. Current. Ours.’ Krajnčević’s poetry was melancholy, 

humanistic and deeply patriotic towards Croatia – he had published a whole collection of 

poetry entitled ‘Za narod’ – ‘To the people’.319 Ujević writes that ‘the Catholic Seminary 

swallowed Krajnčević’s work in spite of the bans. He was like a forbidden fruit… One saw in 

him a social advocate, another a philosopher, another a champion of free thought, another saw 

in him a patriot, but of a different kind than the others.’320 Another writer Ujević would later 

remember as an influence in his schooldays was the playwright Ivo Vojnović (1857-1929), 

who had written a play advocating Croat-Serb unity in Dubrovnik in 1893 called Gundulić’s 

Dream, and who continued to endorse South Slav unification when he went on to work for the 

Croatian National Theater in Zagreb.321 (Vojnović would later call Ujević ‘the most brilliant 

mind of our younger generations’.322) Another name Ujević mentions is the poet and travel 

writer Ante Trešić Pavičić (1865-1908), who was also a politician for The Party of Right.  

 

What all of the above writers have in common is their Dalmatian origins and their 

patriotism (although sometimes more exclusively Croatian, sometimes more South Slav). In 

his memories, Ujević himself is very vague about his early political leanings. Žeželj claims 

that Ujević was a Party of Right follower until around 1906 or 1907, when he gravitated 

towards the Mladohrvati and the influence of the Zagreb-based writer and critic Anton Gustav 

Matoš. The one constant in his political views for the next few years to come would be his 

virulent anti-clericalism. Unfortunately for him, the Seminary seems to not have taken his 

rebelliousness all that seriously. ‘I did not want to become a priest for any price, and my 

deception could only last a year or two’ he remembered years later. ‘I openly declared to 
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Stanko Banić that I was an anti-clerical, but the administration did not consider this reason 

enough to expel me’.323 In 1907, after having been stuck in the seminary for five years, Ujević 

finally gathered the courage to tell his family that he would not become a priest, and leave the 

seminary the same year. As he remembers it, the move ‘returned his freedom’.324  It does 

indeed seem to have made his life easier: after leaving, his grades improved, and his 

professors had a high opinion of him.325  

 

At the start of the new school year in September 1908, the streets of Split again 

erupted in vicious fights between Italians and Croat youth. The director of Ujević’s 

gymnasium, Vido Petričević, reported how ‘in the month of September 1908, the streets saw 

demonstrations and fights between youth of various political factions, with gymnasium school 

students taking part’.326 But it was not just the youth that were in the streets, Ujević’s teachers 

too were involved in the action: Vladislav Perić was arrested for taking part in anti-Austrian 

demonstrations. His French teacher Josip Barac was fined for a satirical piece in Hrvatska 

Riječ. And Vlado Matošić was arrested on the spot after having shouted ‘Down with the 

Italians!’ and was sentenced to three days in prison. 

 

               On 5 October, the emperor Francis Joseph announced the annexation of Bosnia-

Herzegovina, a move that threw the whole region into a crisis that lasted six months. Although 

Austria had administered the province since 1878, the formal annexation of the former 

heartland of medieval Serbia dashed all hopes that Serbia had had of incorporating Bosnia-

Hercegovina into a future Greater Serbia. In Belgrade, thousands took to the streets to protest 

the move, and the government reinforced its standing army. In Zagreb, the Ban Pavao Rauch 

had unleashed a fierce anti-Serbian campaign in the months leading up to the crisis, and at the 

height of it, Josip Frank’s newly recruited ‘Legionaries’ patrolled the streets and attacked 

anyone that expressed sympathy with Serbia.327 In Dalmatia, however, the general response 

was less emotional. Protests were largely limited to the province’s Serbs, and the governor’s 

office concentrated its policing efforts on southern Dalmatia, where the Serbian government 

was reportedly planning to set up an office to recruit volunteers for guerrilla warfare in 
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Bosnia.328 In Split, the annexation crisis seems to have elicited nowhere near the same 

excitement as the Croat-Italian clashes the month before. 

 

We do not know which of these events inspired him or whether the idea had been 

brewing within Ujević for a while, but soon after, the young gymnasiast decided to publicize 

his own take on the politics of the day. The inspiration for this seems to have come from two 

poems by Anton Gustav Matoš that had been published in the first issue of a small, Zagreb-

based magazine called Sutli in 1908. Ujević was so impressed with them that he sent a couple 

of his own poems to the magazine.329 Since no second issue of Sutli was ever produced, these 

were never published, but Ujević soon found a platform in the newly established Mlada 

Hrvatska, the mouthpiece of the Young Croats. It was the March 1909 issue that published the 

eighteen-year-old's first poem, ‘Za novim vidicima’ (‘To new horizons’): 

 
Ah, cramped, cramped, for me this city corner 
because the spirit wants to see new pictures 
and wants to see living dreams 
And hear powerful new songs330 
 

Lipovčan points out that the ‘cramped city corner’ is a topos of Croatian poetry going 

back at least 150 years, implying both a place of spiritual yearning and a social reality of 

poverty and deprivation.331 In his very first poem, Ujević is already announcing his intention 

to poetically tackle the big questions of his time. But he also expresses his powerful urge to 

leave behind the provincial world of Split and find new lands, free from oppression: 

 
In the big wide world, itching to travel,  
Under the sky where dreams set sail,  
Give me to my mother, calling me 
the blue horizon in the sky. 
 
Oh there, at the end of the world,  
Where the air is fresh and the sun is free,  
Where the soul and heart are not afraid of force.332 
 

Apart from a vague yearning to be free of the fear of force, this first poem contains little in the 

way of concrete political ideas. But Ujević would publish four more poems in Mlada Hrvatska 
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before he leaving for Zagreb that autumn: ‘Sreća Sanje’ (April 1909), ‘Epigrami’ (May 1909), 

‘Vjera u sebe’ (June/July 1909), and ‘Sumnja’ (June/July 1909). Of these, the Epigrami from 

May 1909 get very concrete. As an already committed member of the Young Croats, Ujević 

uses his poetry to frontally attack and ridicule their two opponents, the clericals youth 

movements (the ‘Blacks’) and the Progressive Youth (the ‘Reds’). Thus in ‘Okrenuta medalja’ 

(‘The flipped medal’), he writes: 

 

‘A terrible nightmare tortures Reds and Blacks alike 
Because the sun will rise and extinguish the torch [Luč, the clerical mouthpiece].’333 
 

He takes another shot at the Clericals in a ‘Trun u očima bližnjeja’ (‘A speck in the neighbor’s 

eye’): 

 
Clericals everywhere see  
Sin and depravity. 
But they don't want to see their 
Hundreds of shameful scandals!  
But by God they are sinning  
In the name of morals! 
 

Yet he also attacks the Progressives, as in ‘Prokletstvo’ (‘The curse’): ‘On Croat land / a curse 

has fallen: there are too many progressives / but little progress!’334 The same goes for the 

epigram ‘Realisti’ (‘The Realists’), which is explicitly aimed at the Masaryk doctrine of 

‘realism’ and ‘small steps’ that the Progessive Youth (and since 1904, the Progressive Party) 

advocated: 
 
There are those that say work, don’t speak,  
even though they don’t know how to work or gather,  
I’ve been hearing the famous hooters for a while now: 
“We don’t want words, but practical work!” 
I’ve been hearing the famous hooters for a while now. 
I see the force of words, no work! 
 

He was expressing a growing impatience among the youth with Masaryk’s peaceful tactics, 

and foreshadowing the moment when many of them would abandon them in favor of outright 

revolution as a means to attain independence.335 In another three epigrams, he insinuates that 
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despite their apparent animosity, ‘Reds’ and ‘Blacks’ often work too closely together. Thus in 

‘Furtimaško-Pokretaška sloga’  (‘The Unity of Furtimaš336 and the Progressives’): 

 
If the progressives are such enemies 
Why do they so often side with the Blacks? 
Because it's good to kiss your persecutor 
The divine words of Jesus say. 
 

And in ‘Nije zlato sve što sja’ (‘Not everything that shimmers is gold’): 

 
Not everything that shimmers is gold, 
Not even faith which is just called that: 
Luč is Luč only by title; and everyone knows 
That Djak [student] has very few students.’ 
Not everything that shimmers is gold,  
Not even culture which is just called that. 
 

Here, he attacks both the main ideological point (faith) and the journal (Luč) of the clericals, 

and then moves on to subject the Progressives to the same treatment by attacking ‘Culture’ and 

their magazine Hrvatski Djak.337 The main goal of these epigrams is clearly to entertain the 

audience (the Young Croats) with attacks on their political opponents. We learn a lot about 

what Ujević deems ridiculous in the beliefs of others, but little about what constitutes his own 

beliefs. Only in ‘Osobita mučenica’ (‘Personal martyrdom’) does he give a glimpse of what he 

deems ‘worthy’: ‘To sacrifice oneself for principles / The Greats know; To lose everything - 

and life / In good work.’ Naturally, there is no way to know how much of these words are just 

the heroic flimsies of an eighteen-year-old and how much Ujević actually meant what he 

wrote. Soon, however, this radical strain would become more pronounced and more 

immanent.  

 

Departure  

 

On 3 July 1909, his last year in the Split gymnasium ended, and he passed his oral 

exams on 6-10 July with excellent marks.338 Already in 1904, the Austrian authorities had 

finally caved in to pressure to recognize the diplomas obtained at the University of Zagreb, 

which led to a huge influx of Dalmatian students who finally had the option to study at the 
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‘Croatian’ university. Soon after his exams, Ujević joined them to sign up for his first semester 

at the University of Zagreb. After his departure, the political mobilization that had expressed 

itself in the New Course on the bourgeois and the kolon movement on the peasant side 

continued to gather steam, and in 1913, the Austrian Interior Ministry compiled an alarming 

report about the state of the province’s politicization: 'irredentism had spread to wide swathes 

of the rural population' and:  

 
The South Slav idea, i.e. the idea of Serbo-Croat fraternization… rules supreme now and has 
become the motto for all segments of the population not just in political, but also in cultural 
and economic aspects. This is not only the case for Croatia and Slavonia, but also for Bosnia 
and the Hercegovina and especially for Dalmatia, where a positively revolutionary, anti-
monarchist spirit has established itself… in the latter land, the government’s indulgence has let 
this highly treasonous movement gain the upper hand.339   
 
At that time, Ujević had already become a tireless propagandist for that very idea in 

Zagreb and Belgrade. Even after he left, however, Dalmatia always remained close to Ujević’s 

heart, and he made no secret of how growing up in that province had shaped his political 

views. Writing from London in 1915, in the article ‘Značenje Dalmacije’ (‘The meaning of 

Dalmatia’), he revisits the long and painful history of Dalmatia’s ‘angry and persistent 

struggle’, at the end of which the country ‘finally accomplished its right to give its true 

importance to the province: Slavic, Yugoslav, Serbo-Croatian.’ He goes on to write: 

 

The word ‘Dalmatia’ was a flag, and those flags were feared in Vienna and Pest. At the start of 
the twentieth century it gave fruitful stimulus to many fights in the Banovina, and since several 
years it has, deeper and more consistently than any of our lands … built a thought of Serbo-
Croatian unity, a new Yugoslavism.340 
 

Dalmatia, he affirms, is ‘more Croatian than Croatia itself, Serbian in thought as Serbian in 

act; Dalmatia represented a decision to live in freedom or die for freedom. This was the ideal 

meaning of Dalmatia. … It should be a crossing and a link between Slavism and West, giving 

the ethical content of the deep Slavic soul made in a western shape.’ 

 

In the 1915 essay, Dalmatia for Ujević is the purest expression of both Croatism and 

Yugoslavism, which are the same (‘Croatism is in Yugoslavism, and Yugoslavism is in 

Croatism’). However, as we have seen in the second section of this chapter that deals with the 
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evolution of nationalism in Dalmatia, the ‘meaning’ of an imagined space such as Dalmatia 

can always shift, not only in the space of a century, and not only between one interpreter and 

the next, but also within one paragraph written by the same writer. A good example of this is 

an earlier essay that Ujević wrote in 1912, an expanded version of the aforementioned 

obituary for the famous National politician and editor of the Narodni List, Natko Nodilo. Here, 

he imagines how growing up in Dalmatia gave Nodilo his unique outlook on history – which 

we can safely assume to be Ujević’s own: 

 

There, where he was born, was born his understanding and conception of history. This man 
was marked by the indelible stamp of his native land, on his forehead and in his soul he carried 
a badge of his bosom land. Even if a wider patriotism and big idea of one people, undivided 
and created for freedom, killed kampanilizm in Dalmatia's children, it could not destroy this 
artistic or scholarly attachment for the birthplace, for the childhood surroundings, an 
attachment in its full sense and naturalness, which I would call intellectual kampanilizm.341 

 

This concept of ‘intellectual kampanilizm’ is not something normally to be found in the 

framework of the Yugoslav Nationalism that Ujević was otherwise energetically propagating 

in 1912. Yet we might interpret it as a sign of his ongoing ideological flexibility and the pull 

that some of the older, purely Dalmatian patriotism still had on Ujević’s mind, even at the 

height of his Yugoslavist phase. 
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II. Zagreb 

 
Because of its narrow streets and high buildings, Rome is a relatively small city in terms of its 
physical extent. It is no greater than the extent of the Zagreb municipality. World history was 
played out – and to a degree, still is played out – on this narrow stage! The people living in a 
space equivalent to that extending from Zagreb's Church of the Holy Ghost to the Maksimir 
customs house ruled the world. The people living in the space between the Sava and St. 
Xavier's still don't even rule Zagreb. All comparisons simply make us into caricatures, even 
worse than our miserable domestic realities.342 - Antun Gustav Matoš, Salve, sea Roma! 1913 
 

 This chapter will focus on the political and societal context of Ujević’s years in 

Zagreb, the capital of Croatia. When Ujević arrived in Zagreb from Dalmatia, he had already 

been exposed to a heated political situation, and published his first political poem as a member 

of the Party of Right. Although he enrolled at the University of Zagreb, like other students of 

the time, his education soon began to take place outside of the University and on the streets. 

As tumultuous events—such as student strikes, assassination attempts, and newspaper 

censorship—shook Zagreb’s social, cultural, and political life, Ujević quickly became a well-

known student leader, bohemian, and writer opposed to the monarchy. This led to his arrest 

and eventual exile from Croatia. By the time he escaped to Belgrade in 1912, he had distanced 

himself from his onetime mentor, Antun Gustav Matoš, and fellow Party of Right youth to 

become a proponent of Yugoslavism. Ujević’s evolving political views will be explored 

alongside developments in Zagreb. 

 

1. ‘Not a village and not a metropolis’ – Zagreb in 1909 

 

The city of Zagreb – spilling and spreading outward from the Sava River across the 

fertile Pannonian plain – grew out of hillocks linked to even more hills behind them.343 

Historically, Zagreb did not develop from a united urban core, but from two side-by-side 

settlements: Kaptol, the centre of a bishopric established in 1094, and Gradec, a fortified royal 

city on a hill to the west of the episcopal town. Over time, both settlements grew until they 

were finally merged into a single city in 1850.344 When the marketplace was moved from 

Gradec to the plain of flat land stretching towards the Sava, the Lower City began to take 

shape. 
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For most of modernity, Zagreb had been a small town on the periphery of the 

Habsburg Monarchy, where people lived off the land, crafts, and trade. As the administrative 

capital of the Kingdom of Croatia, the city was the seat of the sabor (the provincial assembly) 

and the Croatian government, which had a degree of autonomy in the Hungarian half of the 

Dual Monarchy. Although it was certainly not one of the great cultural centres of its time, it 

was an important hub for Croatian culture: it housed the University of Zagreb, the Yugoslav 

Academy of Arts and Sciences founded by Josip Strossmayer, all of the prominent Croatian 

publishing houses and foremost literary magazines, a number of museums and a Croatian-

language opera and theatre company. Industrialization was slow to arrive in Croatia, which 

meant the city had only outgrown its walled-in medieval core at the beginning of the 19th 

century.345 Throughout the century, however, the city never stopped growing, and around the 

turn of the century, it was experiencing somewhat of a boom: In 1900, according to a 

Hungarian census, Zagreb had 61,002 inhabitants. By 1911, this number had grown to 

80,000.346 Zagreb’s urban landscape was also changing: although, compared to the other 

provincial centres of the Habsburg Monarchy, it was still rather small, Zagreb was developing 

into something of a miniature metropolis.347 Its model for urban planning and architecture was 

distinctly Central European, the gold standard of course being the imperial capital Vienna.348 

Unlike Vienna, where the city’s defensive walls had to be razed to create a circle of prime real 

estate around the city’s historic core, Zagreb had ample territory for growth to the east, west, 

and south.349 When a terrible earthquake destroyed hundreds of houses and damaged the 

Zagreb Cathedral in 1880, the municipality took this opportunity to subject the fast-growing 

city to an intensive urban remodelling. This set off an unprecedented architectural boom in the 

Croatian capital. 

 

There was no architectural Faculty in Zagreb, but the urban planners and architects 

who had trained abroad now poured back into the city and brought with them the architectural 

norms and styles of the great European capitals. In 1887, the urban planner Milan Lenuci put 
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forth a long-term plan to preserve areas of the city for public use.350 The result, later dubbed 

‘The Green Horseshoe’, was a U-shaped series of parks framed by private houses, apartment 

buildings, and government offices. The plan also divided the city into three distinct zones, one 

for each social stratum: an elite residential area in the north of the historical centre, where 

luxurious villas soon sprang up in the areas of Šalata and the foothills of Sljeme; the 

commercial centre and residential area for the middle class was placed in a second between 

the historical centre and the railway station in the Lower Town; and a third zone housing the 

industry and the working population was established south of the railway station.351 By the 

end of the nineteenth century, staircases, which also connected Gradec to the rest of the city, 

provided pedestrian access to these areas.352 Still, the old Upper Town, a living remnant of the 

18th century with its picturesque atmosphere and scenery, became increasingly eclipsed by the 

rapid development and modernization of the Lower Town. To some citizens, this urban 

situation aptly summarized the political: to them, the Upper Town symbolized the old semi-

feudal Croatia, the proximity of the sabor, and St. Mark’s Church enunciative of the strong 

relationship between the Church and State as it was in the Baroque Habsburg regime, while 

the Lower Town represented modern Croatia.353 In his memoirs, journalist and historian Josip 

Horvat describes the contrast between Zagreb’s Upper and Lower towns during his childhood 

before the First World War, saying ‘the former was rooted in the past, while the other was 

restless in its aspirations for change’.354  

 

             And change was taking place. As an example: just in the two years from 1907 to 

1909, Zagreb adorned itself with a whole range of modern medical institutions, including a 

bacteriology institute, children’s dispensary, orthopaedic and military hospitals and a 

sanatorium.355 The finance sector was booming, too, as almost every bank in the Monarchy 

opened a branch in Zagreb during these years: in 1905, Zagreb already had 130 banks, over 

the next 8 years, another 70 would open their gates.356 Economic expansion brought 

construction to the city. In 1905, Lenuci expanded the city again, this time to the east, where 

he laid the foundations for a whole new residential area with an imposing Prachtstrasse, 
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modelled on Budapest’s famous Andrássy útja as its main promenade and artery.357 As the 

burgeoning bourgeoisie demanded ever more displays of its success and wealth, imposing new 

buildings sprang up all over town. Until 1900, the historicist or Renaissance style had 

dominated construction in Zagreb, but soon, some of the younger architects began 

experimenting in new styles like the Secessionist.358 The Kallina House and Zagreb's 

University Library, built in 1911-1912 on Marulić Square by the German-trained Rudolf 

Lubinski, are prime examples.359 With Janko Holjak, the city even elected an architect as its 

mayor in 1910. Some architects brought with them even more modern concepts: the early 20th 

century was also the time of Viktor Kovačić, Croatian architecture’s enfant terrible. Kovačić 

had apprenticed with several architects in Zagreb, such as Herman Bollé, before studying in 

Vienna with Otto Wagner. When he returned to Zagreb, he introduced Modernism: like his 

teacher Wagner, he used Historicist elements in his design, but greatly simplified the lines. 

Yet Kovačić was modern also in his conception of the role of architecture, which was deeply 

political and patriotic. One of his most famous buildings, the Church of St. Blaise (Sv. Blaž), 

is not only an innovative combination of Neo-Byzantine influences with simplified lines and 

emphasized geometric forms. To contemporaries, its distinctly Italian-style campanile was 

clearly readable as a salute to the architecture of Dalmatia, and a rallying call for unification of 

all Croatian lands.360  
 

By and by, Zagreb began to look like a real – if modestly sized – capital city. In 1909, 

the American tourist Frances Hutchinson remarked:  

 
We are surprised to find here in the capital of Croatia an attractive city with fine public 
buildings; a characteristic market square, a shaded promenade in the upper town, and a fine 
cathedral; not to omit an excellent hotel, where all the fruits of civilization are vastly 
appreciated…361  
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At the same time, much to Hutchinson’s delight, Zagreb still retained a distinctly rural flavour: 

 
There are usually enough country folk in the busy streets to give individuality to the town; the 
women in full plaited or short-banded skirts, with plenty of beads and gay headkerchiefs; and 
the men!—the combination of wide, white, fringed short trousers above high boots, with a long 
black apron, embroidered sleeveless jacket and tiny rimless black slouch hat, is too absurd for 
words.362  
 

The large number of 'country folk' in the streets is an indicator that Croatia's industrialization 

was still sorely lagging behind the rest of Europe. In the city’s entry in the 1908 edition of 

Meyer’s Konversationslexikon, the first thing we learn about its economy is that it is an 

important centre of ‘wine and grain trade’. Only then do we learn that it had a ‘developed 

industry (especially for tobacco, leather and cotton goods)’, although the encyclopaedia then 

goes on to state that the city’s 37 factories employed a mere 3,147 workers.363 In this Zagreb 

was representative of Croatia-Slavonia as a whole: in 1900, close to 85 per cent of its 

population of 2.6 million was still entirely dependent on agriculture, and only 7 per cent made 

a living as workers or craftsmen. By 1910, this number had risen somewhat to 9.6 per cent, 

but the number of people working in agriculture was still at 78.4 per cent.364 At the turn of the 

century, while more than half the population in Austria and Bohemia lived from jobs in 

industry, crafts and trade, as well as rail, river and maritime traffic, this number in Croatian 

lands hardly exceeded one-fifth.365 In 1910, northern Croatia still had 56 percent illiteracy and 

the whole country could claim about 2 per cent intellectuals (excluding the clergy).366 Zagreb, 

as the administrative centre of the Kingdom, was home to a legion of bureaucrats, who 

together with lawyers, merchants and the clergy, formed the main bulk of the middle class.  

 

 Although the newly formed Kingdom of Croatia-Slavonia had been assigned to 

Hungarian half of the empire, the city still had a distinctly German flair to it. German was so 

widely spoken that the city’s first newspaper, the Agramer Zeitung, was written in German, as 

were many of the older street signs. Still in 1908, Anton Gustav Matoš, Croatia’s most 

prominent literary figure of the time, complained that ‘in Zagreb, it is easier to live without 
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knowing Croatian than it is without knowing the German language.’367 He was not just talking 

about street signs: while few Croatian intellectuals looked to Budapest for guidance, the 

cultural influence Vienna exerted on Zagreb was still formidable. As in architecture, this was 

due in large part to the pull of Austria’s universities, namely Graz and Vienna. The young 

Croatian men that went through these institutions came back steeped in German language, 

culture and fashions. For a long time, however, this meant that Zagreb’s intellectual life often 

mimicked that of Vienna, albeit with a certain time lag, with few original ideas coming out of 

the Croatian creative community.368 It might have been this fact that caused Matoš to 

complain so bitterly – because he certainly found a lot to complain about in Zagreb. After he 

had deserted from the Habsburg army, the writer had lived in Belgrade, Geneva and Paris, and 

had only returned to his birthplace in 1908. Although a red-hot patriot in theory, he was not 

terribly impressed with what the Croatian capital had to offer, as he made known in a scathing 

article published in its foremost newspaper in 1912: 

 

When I was unable to stay in the city... I longed for Zagreb ... as a prisoner longs for freedom 
… Now Zagreb is rather boring to me. That's entirely natural. After Paris, and even after 
Geneva and Belgrade, Zagreb is the provinces and even worse! It is possible to live in a village 
and in a metropolis. Zagreb is not a village and it’s not a metropolis either, and because of that 
it is so boring, so overwhelmingly boring that here people even kill themselves because of 
boredom.369 
 

Yet Matoš himself was one of the principal figures working at making Zagreb’s 

cultural scene more interesting. In 1892, he had helped launch the Moderna movement when 

he published his essay The Power of Conscience.370 The movement was a decisive moment in 

Croatian culture of the turn of the century, and in it too, German-trained students were 

instrumental. In fact, it was a draconic disciplinary measure by the Austro-Hungarian 

authorities that really set the movement off. In October 1895, when the Emperor Francis 

Joseph visited Zagreb to dedicate the new Croatian National Theater, students of Zagreb 

University organized a demonstration. In retaliation for their participation in this rally, many 

of the demonstrators were thrown out of the university and were therefore forced to move to 

Vienna or Prague to continue their studies. When they returned to Zagreb, many of these 

former dissidents threw themselves into the Moderna movement. They began launching their 
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own literary journals (the foremost among these were called Savremenik, ‘The Contemporary’, 

and Mladost, ‘Youth’) and publishing poems, short stories, essays and literary criticisms that 

pushed the creative boundaries.371  

 

As James Krokar writes, Moderna was ‘more than a literary movement’. It was ‘a 

conscious revolt of Croatia's young against their fathers' generation, of the mladi against the 

stari, it embraced painting, sculpture, architecture, and even politics in addition to 

literature.’372 This general atmosphere of revolt had only grown more intense among the 

Zagreb youth when, on September 10, 1909, the eighteen-year-old Ujević arrived from 

Dalmatia to study law at the University of Zagreb. At this point, Ujević had already joined the 

Party of Right, published a smattering of poems, and definitely exhibited a taste for rebellion. 

 

The political landscape 

 

Upon Ujević’s arrival in Zagreb in September 1909, the city was in the midst of an 

unprecedented political crisis. Eleven months earlier, the Austro-Hungarian annexation of 

Bosnia-Herzegovina had caused a public outrage in Serbia, nearly bringing the small 

Kingdom to war with the Empire. Serbian nationalists created the Narodna Odbrana (National 

Defence), which began recruiting volunteer battalions intended to fight the Habsburg 

occupation troops in Bosnia. 

 

In Zagreb, this meant that the Serbo-Croat Coalition party, which had been formed just 

four years earlier, suddenly came under intense pressure. To be sure, life had never been easy 

for the Coalition. Ever since its surprise victory in the May 1906 elections, which finally 

ended the stranglehold on Croatian politics that the former Ban Khuen-Héderváry had put into 

place, the Hungarians and even the Austrians were extremely suspicious of the Coalition. For 

more than two decades, the infamous ‘Khuen system’ had relied on exploiting the antagonisms 

between Civil Croatia’s Croats and Serbs. His administration, later described as a ‘crudely 

Machiavellian system’373, exploited the antagonism that had developed between Serbs and 
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Croats, favouring Serbs, and encouraging them to enter civil service and the professions. In 

1903, a series of riots finally caused him to be relieved from duty.374 The ‘New Course’, 

initiated by Dalmatian politicians but brought to fruit in the formation of the Coalition, had 

finally put an end to the Khuen system. To this end, Frano Supilo had managed to persuade the 

Croatian deputies to forge an alliance with the Hungarian opposition under Ferenc Kossuth 

(1841-1914), who were at this time embroiled in a bitter dispute with Vienna that had caused a 

serious crisis to the Dualist system of the Monarchy. Soon after the Rijeka resolution, 

however, Vienna and Pest had managed to patch over their differences, and the Hungarians 

quickly reverted to suppressing the Coalition’s political ambitions. In the following years, 

politics in Croatia became ever more confrontational, with the Hungarians repeatedly 

dissolving the Parliament, the Coalition deputies reacting with obstructions and filibusters. 

The result was growing embitterment and a political culture that increasingly was played out 

in the streets of the city. Ever since 1903, riots and demonstrations had become a frequent 

occurrence in Zagreb. Often, these protests were organized by political parties that wanted to 

put pressure on the Hungarian authorities to respect parliamentary procedures. But with the 

ready cooperation of Josip Frank’s paramilitary thugs, the Hungarians retaliated by making the 

streets increasingly unsafe for their opponents. In November 1906, Frank threatened to fill up 

the square in front of the sabor with his men in order to prevent the deputies from entering and 

opening the parliamentary session. That the session was finally opened was only made 

possible by the Social Democrats, who organized an even larger demonstration in the square 

and escorted the deputies safely inside the parliament.375 In 1908, clashes between Frank’s 

men and the Social Democrats’ ‘Red Guard’ spread from Zagreb to other Croatian cities.376 

Another particular point of contention was when Ferenc Kossuth, who had become Minister of 

Commerce, proposed a railway initiative in May 1907, which would make knowledge of 

Hungarian language obligatory for all employees of the Royal Hungarian railroads in Croatia. 

This was seen as another violation of the Nagodba, and forty Croat-Serb Coalition party 
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deputies in the lower house of the Budapest Parliament conducted a month-long, but 

ultimately unsuccessful campaign against it.377 By now, anti-Hungarian feeling was 

widespread among the Croatian public. In her 1909 travel memoir, Hutchinson observed: 

‘Although politically Croatia is at present a province of Hungary, the two people hate each 

other as only members of alien races can.’378 The attitude of Matoš, the reigning master of 

Croat modernism, was fairly typical of how Croatian intellectuals viewed Magyar culture. 

When it was announced in 1904 that a chair of Magyar literature was to be established at 

Zagreb University, Matoš wrote: ‘What is Magyar culture? I have no idea since I am a ‘good 

European’ and one can be a good European without having the slightest notion of Magyar 

culture. . . We have absolutely no reason to study an Altaic language, which is inferior to 

ours—the language of ispans, brothels, and knavish conductors.’379 

 

On the eve of the annexation, the Austro-Hungarian authorities intensified their efforts 

to break apart the Croat-Serb Coalition. In this, they counted on the help of the newly 

appointed ban Baron Pavao Rauch (1865-1933, whose father Levin had been ban during the 

Nagodba), who had come to power just a month before the election, by the Emperor’s hand-

written order, on 8 January 1908. Both the Emperor and the Premier of the Hungarian 

government Dr. Sándor (Alexander) Wekerle expected him to execute all orders swiftly and 

effectively. His central objective was to increase moderate Croatian nationalism and weaken 

the Serbo-Croat Coalition party’s ties with Belgrade,380 before ultimately destroying the party 

entirely. The mastermind behind this strategy was the ambitious Austrian diplomat Count 

Alois Lexa von Aehrenthal, who had been appointed Foreign Minister in 1906. He had already 

come to loggerheads with Serbia during the Pig Wars of 1907, which had left Austria in a 

disadvantage and relations between the two states severely damaged.381 

 

The Coalition was very much aware of Rauch’s goals, and they were determined to put 

up a fight. They immediately protested his appointment as unconstitutional, since it did not 

have the support of the Croatian Sabor (even though no ban appointment ever did). They 

made clear their refusal to cooperate with him.382 The Coalition played a central role in the 

January 15 demonstration that saw tens of thousands of Zagreb’s citizens greeting Rauch with 
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eggs, stones, and jeers upon his arrival.383 They managed to convince the mayor of Zagreb, Dr. 

Milan Amruš, to resign rather than join the delegation greeting Rauch at the train station.  The 

new ban proved so unpopular amongst the political parties that his cabinet became known as 

the servus društvo, or ‘Greetings Society’, because its members were almost exclusively 

recruited from his circles of friends.384   

 

Rauch tried to blame the demonstration on the Serbian Independent Party and began to 

collect evidence of ‘Great Serbian Propaganda’ and publicize it in his recently founded 

newspaper Ustavnost (Constitutionality).385 He found an unlikely ally in the Serbian Radical 

party (tied to the governing Radical Party in Serbia led by Nikola Pašić) who had hoped that 

with his help, it could regain ground lost to the Independents.386 This led to the Radicals and 

Independents openly attacking one another in their home region of Srijem in the run up to the 

parliamentary elections of February. Rauch supported the Radicals, who allowed themselves 

to be included in Rauch’s newspaper Ustavnost on a list of parties he endorsed before the 

February 1908 elections.387 Rauch’s main hope for the election was that his own newly formed 

political party, ironically named the Constitutional party, would align with the extreme right 

Frankist ‘Pure’ Party of Right, which had split from Starčević’s Party of Right in 1895, to 

form a majority in Sabor.388 The Serbian Radicals were then supposed to complete his 

majority.389 His plan, however, failed.  

 

After the Coalition party won two thirds of the seats in the Sabor elections of February 

1908, high-placed officials in the Austro-Hungarian administration resolved to break it apart 

once and for all. To their disappointment, the new elections had not gone as planned: the 

extreme right Frankists, whose anti-Serbianism was in accord with Vienna’s Balkan foreign 

policy, lost ground and the pro-government candidates supported by Rauch were completely 

wiped out.390 This is when Rauch resolved to give up on reaching his goals through 

parliamentary manoeuvring. On 12 March 1908, he dissolved Parliament (Sabor) before it 
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even had time to meet and begin its work. In the two-year period of absolutism that followed, 

he ruled through decrees and civil servants, employing the ‘divide and rule’ tactics from 

Khuen-Hedervary’s time, except in reverse. Instead of favouring Serbs and arousing the 

Croatian population’s jealousy, Rauch did everything to make political life difficult for them. 

One of the most controversial measures was the decree of October 26, which demanded that 

all official documents be written in the Latin script only.  

 

Although Rauch had stated in his inauguration speech that he would ‘… not make any 

differences pertaining to religion or ethnicity, and here I especially want to stress that I shall 

always support the justified and feasible wishes of our Serb brothers…’,391 Rauch helped 

wage Austria-Hungary’s anti-Serb propaganda campaign. For example, in September 1908, he 

prohibited the distribution of Serbian newspapers such as Politika, Štampa, Pravda, and 

Trgovački glasnik in Croatia, which was a clear indication of the deterioration of relations 

between the Monarchy and Serbia.392 In response, some, like the Coalition politician Bogoslav 

Mazuranić in Novi Vinodolski, tried to prohibit local reading rooms from carrying Rauch’s 

newspaper Ustavnost.393 Serb citizens also personally confronted Rauch. During a July 1908 

tour to the region of Lika, two Serbs entered the Museum of Croatian Antiquities that Rauch 

was visiting and asked him to immediately leave Knin, without even allowing him to sign the 

guestbook.394 (The police reportedly calmly observed these exchanges, since Knin was part of 

Dalmatia and outside of Rauch’s immediate jurisdiction). Those who did greet him on his tour, 

such as Ilija Masić, the head Orthodox priest in Otok, were condemned by the Serbian 

Independent Party in their newspaper Srbobran (Masić defended himself by quoting the New 

Testament’s maxim to render unto Caesar what is Caesar’s and to God what is God’s).395 The 

Independents were understandably angry about the hostility with which Rauch treated the 

Serbs in Croatia. The wave of anti-Serb measures was described by the Coalition’s leader 

Frano Supilo:  

 
The Serb flag, the Cyrillic script, the emblem of Serb patriarchy, the Serb name, the Serb 
schools, the Serb agricultural cooperatives, the Serb savings banks – everything, in sum, that 
was Serb found itself denounced as high treason … as investigating judges were unleashed 
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against the Serb people in Croatia with instructions to arrest as many as need be . . . The very 
Serb flags which had been welcomed under Khuen’s regime were seized…396 
 

Unlike the official patronage Serbs in Croatia received under Khuen’s regime, Rauch’s 

government fostered anti-Serb feeling, which led to increased intolerance and tension.  The 

Austrian government encouraged the conservative politician Josip Frank, the leader of the 

Frankist Pure Party of Right, to form legions to defend Croatia from a possible attack from 

Serbia. Frank’s legionaries, wearing badges with the motto ‘For the king and Croatia’ attacked 

Ban Rauch’s opponents, namely the Serb-Croat Coalition.397 On Wekerle’s and Aehrenthal’s 

instructions, police controls intensified. Starting on 7 August 1908, fifty-three members of the 

Serbian Independent party were arrested in that month alone.398 The vague charges of high 

treason, namely maintaining clandestine and subversive ties to Serbia, were not announced 

until nearly half a year later, on 12 January 1909. In the meantime, the Bosnian Annexation in 

October 1908, conceived and executed by Aehrenthal himself, meant another blow to Serbia. 

It was widely understood as a brazen and chauvinistic statement against the growing Pan-Slav 

nationalism in the region. 

 

The Frankists’ readiness to serve as Hungary’s shock troops against the Coalition did 

not meet universal approval among the members of the Party’s youth movement, the Young 

Croats. Some Mladohrvati did indeed join the Legion and disseminated the Party’s anti-Serb 

propaganda, but others took a much more reserved stance and still affirmed the bonds of 

‘brotherhood and love’ that connected Serbs and Croats, even as they remained suspicious of 

the Serbian kingdom’s intentions.399  

 

The annexation also tested the Croat-Serb Coalition. Many Croats, including those in 

Bosnia, led by the Archbishop Joseph Stadler in Sarajevo, were pleased with the annexation, 

which they saw as a step towards the union of historic Croat lands. But the Serbs in Serbia and 

the Habsburg territories were infuriated by the way Vienna had put an end to their hopes that 

Bosnia-Herzegovina would one day be absorbed into Serbia. This was one of the main reasons 

the Serbian Radical party in Croatia disapproved of the Serbian Independent Party 

collaborating with the Croat Party of Rightists – the fact that Croat-Serb cooperation could 
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provide Austria with a reason to ignore the exclusively Serbian character of Bosnia.400 

Ultimately, however, the authorities’ hostility towards the Serbs brought the Coalition closer 

together. Their ties were further strengthened by the ensuing trials they faced, which began 

with the notorious Zagreb High Treason Trial of 1909.  

 

University politics 

 

On September 10, 1909, the eighteen-year-old Ujević arrived from Dalmatia to study 

law at the University of Zagreb. Founded in 1874, the university had faculties of law, 

philosophy, and theology.401 In 1904, its degrees were recognized in other lands of the 

Monarchy, which brought students from across the region to Zagreb. In 1907, 1366 students 

were enrolled at the University of Zagreb, only 91 of which were from the city.402 The 

academic year at Zagreb University lasted from October 1 to the end of July, and was divided 

by two semesters: the winter semester lasted until the Thursday before Palm Sunday, and the 

summer semester started the Friday after Easter according to the Gregorian calendar.403 By the 

time of Ujević’s arrival, there were laboratories and demonstration rooms in physics, botany, 

zoology, mathematics, and chemistry in addition to geography and world languages. That 

same year, a British tourist published her travel memoir that noted:  

 
The Croatians are especially proud of their educational opportunities that are here offered to 
the student. Installed in elaborate buildings are the Francis Josef University, its chemical 
laboratory, a Natural History Museum, an Agricultural Society, and the South Slavonian 
Academy of Science; besides good preparatory schools—the instruction being in all cases in 
Croatian.404  
 

The political tensions that gripped the Croatian capital during this time were, if 

anything, more pronounced among the students of Zagreb University. By the time Ujević 

arrived, the University of Zagreb had become a stronghold of Croat and Yugoslav nationalism. 

The roots of the movements, however, took shape before Ujević’s time: Student political 

groups were organized according to the traditional political groups of the region. The three 

most important groups in the ‘young’ political landscape in Zagreb University were the same 

that Ujević already knew from following the papers in Dalmatia: the Progressive Youth, the 

                                                      
400 Miller, Between nation and state, 124. 
401 Goldstein, Croatia, 86.  
402 R. Signjar, 'Statistika Sveučilišta', Spomenica, (1925), 250. 
403 Akademički propisi za porabu slušalaca u Kr. hrv. sveučilištu Franje Josipa I. u Zagrebu,  (Zagreb 1910), 15.   
404 Hutchinson, Motoring in the Balkans, 312. 



 95 

clerical youth and the Young Croats (Mladohrvati). The Progressive Youth had been the 

strongest faction since 1901, when it won the elections at the Croatian academic society. Ever 

since their ideal of Croat-Serb cooperation had been attained with the New Course, the 

Progressives and their mouthpiece Hrvatski djak (‘The Croatian Student’) had widened their 

focus to lobby for a greater political union of Serbs, Croats, Slovenes and Bulgars.405 Ever 

since the inception of the Progressive Party, different factions in the Progressive Youth had 

been debating exactly how independent from that Party they should be. While the Zagreb 

students had closer contacts to the Party leaders and were therefore mostly in favour of 

sticking to the Party line, those in Dalmatia were more intent on staying completely 

independent.406  

 

In 1905, the clericals had entered the political scene of Zagreb University by founding 

their association Domagoj. Until 1910, however, they would remain the weakest of the three 

main factions at the University. The second biggest faction in 1909 were the Young Croats or 

Mladohrvati. They had formed independently around the magazine Mlada Hrvatska and saw 

themselves as a youth organization that embodied the ideals of Starčevićism. Mlada Hrvatska 

first appeared in 1908, at the beginning of Rauch’s regime.407 According to Mirjana Gross, the 

group’s main goal was recruiting secondary school students as foot soldiers of the Party of 

Right.408 In the first issue, editor Budislav Grga Angjelinović presented their program under 

the telling title ‘Kulturna ideja starčevićanstva’ or the cultural Starčević idea, which 

emphasized that the Young Croats wished to affirm the cultural side of the national battle, with 

the goal of a ‘politically and culturally emancipated Croatia’.409 Angjelinović’s article further 

explains that their cultural mission is to create a Croatia ‘with an original national culture, an 

independent state . . .’, rejecting the idea of cultural unity with other South Slavs, because 

‘[that] would lead to a political entity.’410 Despite their Starčevićist convictions, the Young 

Croats soon gravitated towards Josip Frank’s Pure Party of Right and effectively became that 

Party’s youth organization, even though Frank had stood many of Starčević’s doctrines on 
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their head. Where Starčević had always been an ardent antagonist of Austria-Hungary, Frank 

was an opportunistic tactician who believed that the only way to achieve his goals was within 

the Monarchy. And although Starčević had believed that few things harmed the Croatian cause 

more than the clergy’s insistence that it was intrinsically linked to Catholicism, thus excluding 

everyone that Starčević had considered simply Orthodox and Muslims ‘Croats’, Frank’s party 

edged ever closer to the clericalist circles in Zagreb. To the Mladohrvati, however, these 

inconsistencies would not become fully apparent until 1910. 

 

The Professors 

 

In 1908, the newly appointed Ban Rauch planned to establish a nationally and 

politically balanced administrative structure through the transfer of professors, teachers and 

judges. He personally intervened to change the composition of University faculty members — 

namely replace liberal Slav supporting professors with more conservative ones.411 This made 

Rauch numerous enemies among students, some of whom left Zagreb for university in Prague, 

Vienna, and Graz out of protest.412 But not all progressive professors had been purged in 1908. 

In the following, I will give a quick overview of some the most influential of Ujević’s 

professors. 

 

Tomo Maretić 

Students in the Philosophy Faculty attended lectures in major and minor subjects, and 

had the additional choice to attend lectures on elective subjects.413 Language and literature 

were popular subjects. At a philosophy faculty meeting, Ujević’s professor Tomo Maretić, 

who taught the course ‘The Religion of the Old Slavs’, complained that ‘unenrolled listeners 

often come to his lectures’ and crowding the room.414 Perhaps this is unsurprising as Maretić 

(1854-1938) was one of Croatia’s most prolific lexigraphicors. Since 1886, he was professor 

extraordinarius of Slavic philology at the University of Zagreb with a particular emphasis on 

Croatian and Serbian history of language and literature. He was one of the first Štokavian 

dialect purists, advocating Croatian and Serbian linguistic unity by writing a Grammar of the 

Serbian and Croatian Literary Language in 1899, followed by another one for secondary 
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school students. His grammar brought unitarist language politics into the elementary 

classroom.415 In the interest of unity, he encouraged eliminating Kajkavian dialect words and 

incorporating those from the southern ‘Štokavian’ – what he termed the best and ‘most widely 

spoken’ literary language encompassing Southern Croatia, western Bosnia, eastern 

Herzegovina, and Montenegro. Maretić was a former politician who was twice elected to the 

Hungarian parliament (1892 and 1900) and favoured close cooperation between Serbs and 

Croats within the Monarchy, which his linguistic ideas helped facilitate.416 He was part of the 

Vukovians (hrvatski vukovci) a group of Croatian linguists who worked to standardize the 

Croatian language according to the Serbian language scholar Vuk Karadžić’s 19th century 

teachings.  

 

Karadžić (1787-1864) became famous for collecting, editing, and publishing South 

Slavic oral songs in the Štokavian dialect, which he dubbed ‘Serbian.’ Maretić, a loyal 

supporter of Karadžić, saw him as ‘… our first writer, when it comes to correct and good 

language . . . he is for our language that which Cicero was for the Latin language’417 and 

adhered to his opus in promoting the southern and eastern dialects used by the majority of 

Slavs in the region. Already in March 1850, some Croat representatives met with Vuk and his 

assistant Duro Daničić in Vienna and concluded the Vienna Literary Agreement, where 

Serbian and Croatian were viewed as one language with the same grammar but two different 

alphabets.418 The creation of a literary language garnered public commitment of Croat and 

Slovene notables to Karadžić’s orthographic principles in pursuit of the idea that ‘one people 

needs one literature’.419 The linguistic and cultural reasons for this were mentioned by other 

European examples: ‘Nor have other peoples, such as the [Hochdeutsch-speaking] Germans 

and [Tuscan-dialect-speaking] Italians constructed a new idiom out of their own dialects; 

rather, they chose from one of their popular dialects, with which they write books’.420 After 

Vuk’s death in 1864, his assistant Daničić was invited to Zagreb by Rački to become General 

Secretary of the JAZU (The Yugoslav Academy of Arts and Sciences), and work out the details 

of the language proposals, which he did until his own death in 1882. He influenced younger 
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Croatian linguists and published a ‘Dictionary of Serbian or Croatian’ in 1877, ensuring that 

the development of a literary language for South Slavs would reflect Vuk’s principles.421 

Maretić was not the only Vukovian who helped propel this school of thought.  

 

Other Vukovians included Ujević’s Croatian language professor Dragutin Boranić 

(1870-1955), best known for editing the first orthography of the Croatian or Serbian 

Language. First published with literary historian Ivan Broz (1852-1893), it drew on Vuk 

Karadžić’s phonological orthography, described with the maxim ‘write as you speak.’422 This 

clashed with the early Illyrians’ principle ‘write for the eye and not for the ear.’ Broz’s work, 

however, was actually a hybrid: Vukovian in philosophy but emphasized a specifically more 

Croatian usage than the Daničić and Maretić tradition.  

 

Since Karadžić’s orthography was not representative of the popular Croatian usage of 

the time, it did not become widely accepted.423  Ljudevit Gaj, for example, one of the founders 

of the Illyrian movement, viewed the Vienna agreement with scepticism. Its main Croat 

signatories, including the writer Ivan Mažuranić, also eventually disavowed it in practice. The 

former Illyrian and Party of Right founder Ante Starčević (1823-1896) opposed a linguistic 

union between Serbs and Croats based on Vuk’s ideal of simple peasant speech, which in his 

view, resulted in writing ‘like swineherd.’ In response, Starčević created an alternative 

orthography based on morphological spellings to rival Vuk’s phonological system.  He saw 

himself as a linguistic conservative protecting Croatian traditions: ‘As far as methods of 

writing, language, and speech, I stay as much as I know how to our 800-year-old literature, 

and I will never turn from that track.’424 Starčević, however, failed to fully develop his 

alternative orthography and grammar, and concentrated instead on political activities.  

 

However, the Vukovians were quite powerful. They held prominent positions in JAZU, 

as in the case of Daničić, and enjoyed Austro-Hungarian support. Ban Khuen-Hedervary saw 

the Vukovians’ program as an antidote to Croat nationalism.425 Through their positions at 

JAZU and the University of Zagreb, Vukovians exerted influence on the standardization of the 

Croatian language by trying to unify an extremely non-unified speech area.  
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But while the Vukovians succeeded in establishing ijekavian in Croatia, the Serb 

linguists eventually switched to ekavian, which was the native speech of their two cultural 

capitals (Belgrade and Novi Sad) and the majority of the Serb population.426 In 1913, Ujević’s 

professor in Belgrade and Serbian literary critic Jovan Skerlić would propose a language 

compromise based on the ekavian dialect written with Latin script that will be discussed in the 

following chapter. Ujević would be involved in language debates and compromises later in 

Belgrade. 

 

Duro Šurmin 

 

From 1907 to 1908, and again in 1910, the dean of Zagreb University was the literary 

historian and politician Duro Šurmin (1867-1937). Šurmin wrote A History of Croatian and 

Serbian Literature in 1898, and had served as a parliamentarian for the Progressive Party in 

1906. In 1908, he had temporarily retired to immerse himself in politics for about two years, 

but returned to the University in 1910. He remained actively engaged in politics, supporting 

the Croat-Serb Coalition party until 1917, and working as the City Councillor from 1914-

1922.  

 

Branko Vodnik 

 

Ujević’s Croatian literature professor Branko Vodnik (1879-1926) was the editor of no 

less than three magazines: Nova Hrvatska, Jugoslavenska njiva, and Savremenik – the last two 

of which Ujević contributed to in later years. Vodnik published his Croatian literary history in 

1913. At the centre of his history was not the countryside but the city-state, more specifically 

the Dalmatian city-state. According to him, proper Croatian literary history began with the 

spread of humanism and the renaissance in the free Dalmatian city-states. According to Nenad 

Ivić, Vodnik wanted to show ‘the organic development of our old literature’ which for instance 

did not include Glagolitic literature, because it was not specifically Croat.427 In his chapter 

‘Introduction to Glagolitic literature’, Vodnik commissioned philologist Vatroslav Jagić to 

write an essay, which he placed at the beginning of his chapter: ‘The world powers see in the 

innocent Slavic mass the reinforcements of national consciousness, which all the non-Slavic 
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elements of the polity where Croats live fear greatly and try to suppress. The future will tell 

whether the Croats will be able to overcome and remove all those obstacles.’428 In Vodnik’s 

historical narrative, the hero was an unchanging subject without internal fissures or 

contradictions, a Croatian nation reduced to its medieval form of a city-state.429  

 

Vodnik championed a vision of the Croatian national space being organically cohesive, 

and suppressed, according to Ivić, potential disruptions, differences between cities, Dalmatia, 

Croatia-Slavonia, Dubrovnik, and between languages, dialects, and literature.430  Vodnik’s 

idealistic and harmonious view of Croatia, with the free Dalmatian city-state at its core, was 

certainly shared by Ujević, who considered Dalmatia as a standard for literature and culture. 

Ujević’s desire for his compatriots to overcome political obstacles echoes Vodnik’s 

introduction, but is prevalent in his own actions.  

 

Albert Bazala 

 

Albert Bazala, who was from modern-day Brno in the Czech Republic, was schooled 

in Zagreb and studied in Munich, Leipzig, and Dresden before returning to Zagreb in 1909. He 

was Ujević’s philosophy professor, becoming a full-time professor in 1912. Deemed the most 

famous representative of liberal philosophy in the twentieth century in Croatia, his 1912 

History of Philosophy was written under his influence of Kant’s philosophy.431 ‘No one before 

Kant’ according to Bazala, ‘so determinedly, nor so clearly highlighted that knowledge 

consists in syntheses, in the binding and ordering of cognitive material.’432 He believed that 

for man’s dual aspiration—a search for knowledge and a search for happiness— there follows 

a dual purpose of philosophy: a view of the world and a view of life. With this, Bazala came to 

reject philosophy as a school subject, opposing the wisdom of [classroom] learning for the 

wisdom of life.433  He held that an educational change could not be achieved simply by 

reforming the subject matter of instruction, but that ‘educational reform should start with the 

teachers’.434 School must thus be related to life, and to be that, it must be related to 
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philosophy. Ujević, as he embarked on a political journey where the majority of his time spent 

outside of classrooms, exemplified these principles.  

 

Many students, including Ujević – who was enrolled at the Faculty of Philosophy 

because his ‘soul’s deeper aspirations could not make peace with advocacy’435 – embraced this 

philosophy. They concluded that their convictions demanded real-world action, and that theory 

demanded practice. Thus, Ujević and his classmates spent an increasing amount of time out of 

the classroom, as political battles and frustrations played out on the streets, preoccupied with 

politics in cafés and street demonstrations. This will be explored in greater detail in the 

sections to come.  

 

2. Matoš the mentor 

 

One of the most important political and literary influences for Ujević in Zagreb was 

Antun Gustav Matoš, who was considered to be ‘the founder of full-fledged artistic 

modernism and modern Croatian literary criticism.’436 At the turn of the century, the writer, 

journalist, and critic Matoš (1873-1914) was one of Zagreb’s most influential figures. A strong 

personality, Matoš’s intellect, erudition, passionate views and their categorical expression 

helped carve out his position of absolute authority in Zagreb’s literary scene.437 Known as an 

'uncontested compass for foreign literature’, he influenced not only what his young followers 

read, but the literary fashion of all of Zagreb. As soon as he mentioned a certain writer in one 

of his numerous feuilletons, an immediate search for his works in Zagreb’s libraries would 

follow.  

 

Ujević had already been in contact with Matoš while he was a high school student in 

Split, when he was published in Mlada Hrvatska. Although Matoš attracted a circle of Party of 

Right youth with whom he would collaborate, it was with Ujević that he became closest. 

Matoš became Ujević’s ‘Rabbi’, and Ujević, twenty years his junior, became his favorite 

‘Discipulus’.438 Matoš introduced Ujević to his love for French literature, namely Charles 

Baudelaire and Maurice Barrès, who influenced both writers stylistically. Srečko Lipovčan 
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asserts that out of all the influences on the young Ujević, Matoš was his strongest, impacting 

Ujević’s literary creation and shaping his Party of Right nationalist and political ideology.439  

 

Ujević typically spent his mornings in the library and his afternoons in cafés with 

Matoš and the moderna group. The Croatian moderna group, which emerged in the 1890s, had 

ties to Vienna and Prague, as it had been founded by students who, like Matoš, had studied 

abroad in the respective cities.440 Studying abroad became common after the 1903 incident 

when students, including Stjepan Radić, burnt the Hungarian flag in front of the visiting 

Emperor Franz Joseph and Ban Khuen-Hedervary on Zagreb’s main square.441 The students 

involved with the movement were expelled from the University of Zagreb, and the majority 

went to Prague and Vienna. Upon their return, they introduced new literary movements and 

ideas, forming two main camps. The Prague faction was more concerned with political and 

social issues, and thought art should reflect this. The Viennese counterpart, exposed to radical 

avant-garde ideas, demanded complete artistic freedom.442 In 1897, the literary, political, and 

social magazine Hrvatska misao originated in Prague (and was banned in Croatia) while the 

Vienna school founded the literary and art magazine Mladost a year later. Matoš was one of 

the main contributors to both these magazines, in addition to the Zagreb-based Vijenac, Nada, 

and Život. Through them, Croatian youth like Ujević came into contact with new currents in 

European literature and situated Croatian literature among it.  

 

As one of the most famous members of the moderna group, Matoš dominated the 

literary scene in Zagreb from his return in 1908 after an extended period abroad, to his death 

in 1914.443 Matoš’s family had originally moved to Zagreb from Tovarnik (Syrmia) when he 

was two years old. In 1883, after graduating from gymnasium in Zagreb, he attended the 

Military Veterinary Academy in Vienna.444 That same year, however, he fled the Monarchy to 

escape conscription to the Austro-Hungarian cavalry. Matoš spent the following three years 

(1894-1897) in Belgrade as a self-proclaimed ‘cellist, journalist, and man of letters.’445 He 

performed at the Serbian National Theatre, wrote freelance articles, and was sometimes 
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treated to meals in the Café Dardanelles in exchange for his ‘entertaining storytelling.’446 

After lengthy travels to Budapest, Vienna, Munich, and Geneva, he moved to Paris from 1899 

to 1904, where he immersed himself in French literature and art.447 In 1904, Matoš returned to 

Belgrade for another four years. Matoš later reflected that ‘as an emigrant, Serbia gave me a 

first refuge and saved me, which can never be forgotten. I kiss Serbia and Belgrade, where I 

found magnificent friends. As a journalist and student, I had the chance to take part in Serbian 

life during those three years.’448 In truth, Matoš's stay in Belgrade had come to somewhat of a 

sour end. Although he had made friends with some of the best-known Serbian writers of the 

day, he was never one to pull punches in his reviews. He soon developed a reputation as an 

arrogant pro-Croatian, which alienated him from Belgrade literary circles, and led to them 

boycotting him. He also locked horns with the Serbian professor and literary critic Jovan 

Skerlić, whom he nicknamed the ‘Swiss Socrates’ since he had received his doctorate in 

literature at Lausanne. When he left Belgrade a persona non-grata, he ‘bade farewell to its 

food, drink, bed bugs, nameless critics, and black memories’.449 While Matoš lived in 

Belgrade, however, he continued to keep up with the Croatian literary scene, corresponding 

with Croatian writers and reviewing their works in Croatian papers, such as Stekliš, Mlada 

Hrvatska, and Hrvatska.450 In 1908, after spending seven of his thirteen years abroad in 

Serbia, Matoš was pardoned by Ban Rauch and returned to Croatia.451 He would establish 

contact with writers in Zagreb, including Ujević, and influence their political and literary 

work. 

 

As a first generation of Party of Right youth who played an important role in Croatian 

cultural and political life,452 Matoš was the Young Croat group’s idol. Like him, they 

subscribed to the original pravaštvo idea of the Croatian nation, based on an independent 

Croatia. His political ideas about cultural but not political cooperation between South Slavs 

and his ‘balanced anticlericalism’ found an enthusiastic audience among the Young Croats.453 

In contrast to Josip Frank’s anti-Serb stance, Matoš and the Young Croats, like politicians 

Frano Supilo and Stjepan Radić, recognized the Croatian Serbs as a distinct political entity. 
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But Matoš believed that Serbian influence could be somewhat harmful as long the Croatian 

national spirit was not strong enough to confront it with ideas of its own. ‘Serbianism’, he 

wrote, ‘will always find political proselytes and separatists among us, especially among the 

Orthodox ... for as long as [Croat] culture is a-national, un-Croat, as Yugoslav as 

[Strossmayer's] Academy, for as long as our popular education... is in the claws of anti-Croat, 

Magyarophile powerholders, the archfoes of Croat name and history, or under the control of 

the Jesuits, the sworn enemies of all healthy national enlightenment.’454 Matoš saw 

Yugoslavism as a purely cultural idea and did not support South Slav political integration over 

Croatian independence.455 Matoš explained his political thought in his own magazine Stekliš 

thus:  

The thought that the old man [Starčević] managed to formulate in the direction of political and 
national rights, our youth will develop in an economic and cultural direction. … We are 
Starčevićists because the Party of Right thought, the thought of Croatian nationalism seems to 
us the most modern, the most widespread, the most realistic and the most useful for our lives 
and national direction. 
 

Matoš’s influence on the Croatian youth was articulated in Ujević’s introduction to 

Matoš’s book Naši ljudi i krajevi (Our People and Regions) in 1911, where he claims that ‘We, 

youth, should be grateful to him [Matoš] who like Marko Marulić [the Croatian writer] 

invigorated the hearts of the masses’,456 In January 1910, Ujević not only dedicated his sonnet 

Peter Zoranić to his mentor Matoš, but alluded to him in the poem.457 This feeling was mutual: 

Zvonko Milković recalled that Matoš ‘loved us youth like his friends. He would say ‘Boys, if I 

didn’t have you, I would sfundal myself. He made literature exciting.’458 Together, Matoš and 

Ujević published poems, articles, and papers, while embarking on an intense and volatile 

friendship.  

 

The café was where they would spend most of their time together. Like in Vienna, the 

kavana (coffeehouse) was an important meeting place and arena of political discourse and 

education for the students of Zagreb. In ‘In Coffeehouses about coffeehouses’, published in 

1921, Nikola Polić, one of the famous Stammgäste of Zagreb’s cafés, laments ‘how many 

were destroyed by Mr. War!’ and reflects on the importance of the city’s coffeehouse 
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culture.459 Although it is unknown exactly when the first coffeehouse, or kavana, was opened, 

the earliest mention of one was in 1749.460 By the late nineteenth century, Zagreb kavanas 

were often compared to Viennese cafés. In 1880, the famous writer August Šenoa remarked 

that ‘kavana life has developed in a modern way, very much like the Viennese model’ and that 

‘even in Vienna one cannot find a bigger’ café than the Velika Kavana (Grand Café), situated 

on Ban Jelačić Square.461 By 1900, Zagreb had twenty-five kavanas for its 61,000 

inhabitants.462 Matoš observed that ‘there are coffeehouses and hotels on Ilica street and on 

the squares of the lower city that have the comfort and service of the most modern ones in 

Vienna or Berlin.’463 As the coffeehouses illustrated, although Hungary administered it Vienna 

was still very much the cultural capital of the region. The first legal and complete definition 

was given by the 1887 Statute for Trade related to hotels, taverns, inns, pubs, spirit and coffee 

shops, and coffeehouses.464 In her study on Zagreb’s coffeehouses, Ines Sabotić points out that 

the legal definition of Zagreb kavanas was more precise and restrictive than the Viennese one, 

where there was no formal restriction between coffeehouses and coffee shops. In terms of 

interior design, the furnishings in Zagreb coffeehouses echoed their Austro-Hungarian 

counterparts: ornate light fixtures, billiard tables and game rooms, newspaper stands, marble 

topped tables, seating niches, and Thonet chairs.465 During good weather, patrons sat on the 

pavement outside of the café, surrounded by wooden fences and flowers. In 1903, seven out of 

twenty-five of the city’s coffeehouses had such terraces.466  

 

The café became the hub of Zagreb’s culture and the birthplace of its bohème, of 

which Matoš and Ujević were the most prominent representatives.467 Matoš, who ‘dressed like 

a dandy’, was a fixture of Zagreb’s café scene.468 Ujević referred to him as ‘the Holy Ghost of 

café life’.469 One of their common haunts was Kavana Bauer, located on the corner of Ilica 

and Frankopanska streets. Another important meeting place for Ujević and Matoš was the 

Kazališna kavana, or Theatre café, which opened in 1906, opposite the National Theatre on 
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the corner of today's Masaryk Street.470 Initially frequented by people connected to the theatre, 

writers who would gather at the Kavana Bauer on Ilica street and the Elite café on Jurišiceva 

began to take over the Theatre café. Actors remained regular café-goers at the Theatre café, 

but were joined by theatre and literary critics, artists, and writers. Associations between 

writers and coffeehouses are well-documented. Upon his arrival in Zagreb, Ujević, like a 

number of others, discovered the café as one of the cornerstones of his social life, revolved 

around drinking coffee when it could be afforded, reading newspapers, observing people, 

planning magazines, debating, and, in his own words, feeling a ‘tickle for rhymes’.471  
 

The café was a place for creativity. In 1910, for example, Ujević and his friend 

Krešimir Kovačević together with Matoš founded the magazine Grabancijaš [Sorceror], ‘the 

mouthpiece of liberal Starčevist pupils’.472 Like many literary magazines in those days, 

however, it lasted for only one issue.473 Nonetheless, Ujević and his friends, namely 

Kovačević, Vladimir Gaćinović, Nikola Polić, Grga Novak, and Ljubo Wiesner, would create 

whole issues of papers (which they were constantly founding and re-founding depending on 

government bans) such as the humorous Koprive [Nettles], discuss and edit literary journals, 

and write thousands of sonnets in collaboration.474 Sometimes, in a dada-like fashion, they 

wrote verses on papers (often obtained from the waiter’s receipt pad) with everyone 

contributing a word or a line.475 These two public spaces, the library and café, were social and 

physical, and served the individual needs of this young urban and literary generation in a 

public setting as political tensions becoming felt in the university and surrounding streets.476  

 

Ujević’s first steps 

 

Ujević’s entered the convoluted and heated political arena that was student politics in 

1909 like a gladiator. As a member of the Party of Right youth from his high school days in 

Split, Ujević immediately connected with the Mlada Hrvatska (Young Croatia) group at the 

University of Zagreb.477 Their eponymous journal had already published the young Dalmatian 
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firebrand’s first five poems while he was still a gymnasiast in Split, and here he would publish 

his next two poems by the end of 1909.478 The main themes of his poems revolve around three 

points: the situation of Croats; calls to action; and criticism of others.  

 

The first theme, the dire situation of the nation of Croats, is already very present in the 

poems Ujević wrote when he was still in Split, and it helps to refer back to them in order to 

understand the poems written in his first year in Zagreb. Thus, in the poem Sreča Sanje, which 

he wrote in Split in April 1909, Ujević describes Croatia as a land over which a ‘sad sun 

shines’.479 As we have seen in the last chapter, the main theme in the poems he wrote for 

Mlada Hrvatska while still a pupil in Split is his disdain for everyone who was not a Young 

Croat. Much of those poems were devoted to denouncing what he saw as misguided efforts by 

rival political groups. Ujević used satire to unabashedly attack both the clericals and the 

Progressives in his poetry. In the poem Epigrami, written in Split in May 1909, he criticizes 

both the clericals (‘the blacks’) and the progressives (‘the reds’). The Clericals shot back and 

criticized the Young Croats for their ‘monopoly on patriotism’ and ‘shameless morals’, ‘filled 

with hate for the Catholic faith’.480 They also abhorred the progressives for their ‘atheism’.481 

During his high school days, Ujević had come into contact with the Progressives and their 

publication Hrvatski djak, which came out in January 1907. It lasted as a monthly publication 

until 1911, and its goal was to provide a ‘connection between high school and university 

students’.482 Ujević took this opportunity to mock the Progressives' lower numbers: ‘Everyone 

knows’, he wrote in Epigrami, ‘that [the progressive student magazine] Djak [‘Student’] has 

very few students’.483 He continues with a jab at the progressives’ initiatives under the heading 

‘Curse’: ‘On Croat land, a curse has fallen: there are ... progressives, but little progress!’484  

 

Unlike those early Split poems, the first poem that he wrote and published in October 

1909 Zagreb, Hrvatskim mučenicima (‘To the Croatian martyrs’), now addresses the Croatian 

people as a whole. 
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Oh where is the crop of your famous seeds 
And does any stork give birth to your blood! 
Because we are still slaves, only dreaming of freedom, 
While death is close to our deaf tribe! 
Miserable is the Croat of the new time, 
letting the foreigner lead him to his imminent death. 
Not resisting the slaughter — the submissive lamb—treads 
and doesn’t know how to throw off the gruesome burden of captivity. 
But a spark will break out from your flint! 
I know, I believe! So that in vain 
All the victims and martyrdom are? 
Yes, a new crop will be born from the famed seeds 
And if it isn’t, I’ll invoke the fire of hell myself 
To burn everything and lightning to crush the servile people!485 
 

With this bombastic but powerful poem, Ujević made clear his take on the current situation: 

Croats are ‘slaves, only dreaming of freedom’ who are meekly letting themselves be led to 

‘imminent death’ by ‘foreigners’. This kind of radicalism was new even to the readers of 

Mlada Hrvatska, and could not have been pleasing to the leaders of the Pure Party of Right, 

who were working hand in hand with those very foreigners. More extreme still was Ujević’s 

threat at the end to ‘invoke the fire of hell’ and ‘burn everything.’ In later articles in Mlada 

Hrvatska, he reiterated this image of fire as revolutionary zeal: he describes ‘the holy fire 

burning in his heart’ and ‘warming the whole spirit and strengthening it . . . so that it can fight 

in every battle’.486 He continues that ‘unhappy is he who extinguishes the flame’.487 This was 

not merely the direct opposite of the Progressive Youth’s doctrine of ‘small steps’, but also a 

prefiguring of the increasing radicalisation of the Croatian student youth, which would soon 

grow even more accentuated.  

 

However, this zeal did not always translate to his academic performance. In his first 

semester, Ujević studied Croatian language and literature, philology, philosophy and 

aesthetics, but his university attendance suffered as a result of his political activities. 

Professors agreed that lectures were poorly attended. The Philosophy Faculty’s Zapisnicima 

sjednica profesorskog zbora mentions specific cases of careless attendance, including 

Ujević.488 In June 1912, the Lilienberg foundation, from which Ujević received a scholarship, 

asked the Dean for a report of his conduct. ‘It was discovered that he forged his oral 

transcripts. He was called to the dean’s office multiple times, because they did not want to 
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officially prosecute him, but he did not accept the invitation once’.489 Nevertheless, we know 

that Ujević did take advantage of the libraries: As an avid reader, Ujević was ecstatic about the 

number of books to which he had access as a university student. He spent his mornings in the 

new university library, reading everything he could.490 It was difficult to obtain most books, 

especially Russian literature, in Zagreb before 1914. One of the city’s best-equipped libraries 

at the time was the Javor Library, which was linked to the student society of the same name 

founded at the Trade Academy.491 The Javor Library gave Croatian students access to a range 

of European literature. Open to the public, it stocked more than 3000 French, German, 

Scandinavian, and Anglo-Saxon titles, including books by Ibsen, Wilde, Zola, and Verlaine, in 

addition to Russian literature by everyone from Turgenev to Dostoyevsky, Gorki, and 

Artsybashev.492 It also stocked Serbian writers, with Milutin Uskoković’s novel Kad Ruže 

Cvjetaju being one of the most sought after books alongside Bogdan Popović’s 1911 

Anthology of Serbian Verse.493 Josip Horvat thinks they helped strengthen Serbo-Croat 

relations by fostering a familiarity and calling for the unity of the two literatures. According to 

Josip Horvat, Serbian literature introduced a different side of Serbs and brought them closer to 

the youth than any political talks or newspaper articles had until that point.494 Through the 

works of Serbian writers such as Jovan Zmaj, Branko Radičević, Djura Jakšić, Vojislav Ilić, 

Aleksa Santić, and Milan Rakić, ‘Croatian youth fell in love with the Serbian soul’.495 They 

also read Srpski Književni Glas, Savremenik (where Serbian writers contributed) and Brankovo 

Kolo, which upheld the ideal of heroic freedom.496 Thus, it can be said that the library was a 

breeding ground for not only what Benedict Anderson demonstrated - namely that the creation 

of print media, the newspaper and, especially, the novel were crucial factors in the formation 

of nations as ‘imagined communities’ - but also the transfer of cultural and revolutionary 

ideas. Censorship was thus also directed towards school libraries. Zagreb’s Upper Town 

Gymnasium’s records from 1911-1915 expressly forbid certain library holdings, such as the 

paper Preporod, in order to try to limit students' exposure to controversial, or pro-South Slav, 

literature. 
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Ujević wrote a number of other essays and poems in these first months at Zagreb, but 

none as fiery as Hrvatskim mučenicima. Political fervour is not all that motivated Ujević’s 

literary output: He was still notoriously tight for money. Ujević remembers students fighting 

over coupons distributed by charity organizations that provided free meals.497 It seems that he 

had a discount in the University’s mensa,498 or student canteen, which apparently left 

something to be desired among student patrons. Mile Budak wrote that ‘one got up hungrier 

than when he sat down’ in the mensa, and an anonymous author in Hrvatski djak wrote that 

‘the food was consistently bad . . . Guests from the countryside were constantly hungry . . . 

Their pale faces attested to this’.499 Between the political upheaval and financial difficulties of 

the day, food was not a priority. When advising an incoming student, an older student pointed 

out that with morning lectures ‘one doesn’t have time for luxuries, such as Frühstück.’500 

Most students couldn’t afford going to the theatre, museums, or galleries. In his university 

memoirs, Božo Lovrić remembers that he only ‘conquered [the city’s] theatres, concerts, and 

exhibitions while he had the money’.501  Ujević also remembers the theater as an absolute 

luxury: ‘In luckier days the theatre was visited, rarely the bioskop.502 Otherwise, we sat on the 

benches of various parks and strolled through Zrinjevac [park] and Tuškanac’.503 So, Ujević 

desperately needed money. He hadn’t been able to land one of the coveted side jobs as an 

administrative or library assistant at the university, which, although not officially allowed, 

earned some lucky students 100-200 crowns per semester.504 Working for newspapers and 

magazines was a way some students, including Ujević, could scrape by. Ujević described his 

work at the press as ‘regular journalistic hauling and labouring without bigger pretensions.’505 

Payment was generally low and irregular. Student Julije Benešić, who worked at Obzor during 

his studies, wrote in a letter to a friend that ‘it is an old and well-known practice for Obzor to 

wait until the ‘absolute end of the payment period’ with payment.506 He also complained about 

the low pay, ‘5 cilia per line, which he described as ‘far too little for a government paper’.507 

The progressive student leader Jurislav Janušić was paid 20 crowns a month writing for 
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Hrvatsko Pravo, and supplemented this by writing for publications Hrvatski dom, Mlada 

Hrvatska, Vienac, Nada and Pokret.508 A few months after Ujević’s arrival in Zagreb, the 

already heated atmosphere would come to a head with the end of the Friedjung Trial. 

 

3. The Friedjung Trial  

 

When Ujević arrived in August 1909, the Agramer Hochverratsprozess (Zagreb High 

Treason Trial), which began on 3 March, was already five months underway. The ordeal that 

precipitated the trial began in August 1908, when fifty-three members of the Serbian 

Independent Party of Croatia (which formed half of the Coalition) were arrested.509 Their 

arrest was widely seen as a scheme by the Austro-Hungarian government, which needed some 

example of Serbian aggression to justify Austria-Hungary’s forthcoming annexation of 

Bosnia-Hercegovina.510 The authorities did little to dispel this suspicion when, in October 

1908, the Hungarian government published the charges against the arrested Serbs at exactly 

the moment that Austria-Hungary proclaimed the annexation. The defendants were accused of 

spreading the idea of a Greater Serbian state in Habsburg lands of Croatia, Dalmatia, and 

Bosnia-Hercegovina in order to annex these lands to Serbia. Although the charges lacked 

substance, thirty-one of the accused Serbs were sentenced to an aggregate of 184 years in 

prison when the trial came to an end on October 25, 1909.511 Despite initially seeking their 

death sentence, two leading figures from the Coalition, the brothers Adam and Valerijan 

Pribićević, received twelve years in prison each.512 However, the evidence that led to these 

convictions was so weak and in some cases clearly fabricated, that the wider public did not 

believe in the accusations for a moment. ‘Everything about this trial is politics,’ a Hungarian 

newspaper famously declared. The baselessness of the convictions was further confirmed 

when all the convicted were amnestied only a few years later. However, the trials would have 

another unforeseen consequence, one that would prove even more disastrous for Austria-

Hungary’s international standing. 

 

As the Zagreb high treason trial was taking place, a number of articles meant to 

incriminate the Serb and Croat politicians appeared in several Austrian papers. Foreign 
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minister Aehrenthal himself sponsored the publication of a number of these articles, for 

example in Vienna’s Neue Freie Presse. Yet Aehrenthal seems to have gone even further: He 

approached the prominent Austrian historian Heinrich Friedjung with alleged evidence of a 

Serbian conspiracy.513 Basing himself on these documents, Friedjung then published an article 

in Vienna’s Reichspost accusing Frano Supilo and other unnamed members of the Coalition of 

accepting money from the Serbian government, on March 25, 1909, twenty-two days after the 

trial began. Although Friedjung did not initially name the other traitors, the paper went on to 

publish a series of articles between October and December 1909. 514  The articles, written by 

Friedrich Funder, made the same charges as Friedjung, and named members of the Croat-Serb 

Coalition, principally Frano Supilo, Svetozar and Valerijan Pribićević, Edo Lukinić, and 

Franko Potočnjak. All were accused of being in the pay of Serbia.515  

 

Yet what had been intended as a concerted propaganda effort to undermine the Zagreb 

Coalition had unintended consequences: The Coalition politicians responded with a telegram, 

challenging Friedjung to produce evidence of the claims, which he refused to do. Friedjung 

also rejected the suggestion put forth by the Serbian Ministry of Foreign Affairs (under 

Spalajković) that a panel of international experts be commissioned to analyse the evidence. As 

a result, the fifty-two slandered Croat and Serb Coalition politicians proceeded to sue 

Friedjung and the Reichspost for libel. Three separate lawsuits were brought forward, together 

they became a combined lawsuit known as the Friedjung-Reichpost Trial.  

 

In contrast to the Zagreb trial, which was based upon similar claims, but described in 

the foreign press as taking place ‘in a European backwater’, the Friedjung trial was closer to 

the consciousness of the average European. It took place in Vienna, and involved an eminent 

historian and a well-known newspaper. Friedjung spent the early part of the trial attempting to 

convince the jury that the Coalition plaintiffs were traitors to Austria. With the help of Supilo’s 

friend, the Czech politician Tomas Masaryk, who was part of the legal defence team, and key 

Serbian witnesses, the plaintiffs proved that Friedjung’s documents, which supposedly 
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originated from the Serbian government, were forged.516 The Coalition members’ defence was 

so convincing that it revealed the involvement of the Austrian Ministry of Foreign Affairs in 

fabricating evidence used by Friedjung against Supilo and other Coalition politicians.  

 

During the trial, European public opinion towards Rauch’s government (1908-1910) 

took a turn for the worse.517 In 1908, the British journalist and publicist Robert Seton-Watson 

wrote a pamphlet entitled Absolutism in Croatia under the pseudonym Scotus Viator, 

criticizing Rauch’s authoritarian style of rule. In addition to participating on the Coalition’s 

defence team, the Czech nationalist leader Tomas G. Masaryk also wrote a number of articles 

about the events, supporting the indicted Serbs.518  

 

Few in Croatia believed that the trial addressed treasonous behaviour, but rather that it 

was purely political, and further evidence of the manipulation of facts and law by the Austrian 

government surfaced. Even conservatives who would have liked the Coalition removed from 

political power were critical of Rauch’s corrupt methods. The trial showed Rauch to be a 

corrupt pawn of Austria-Hungary more dangerous to Croatian politics than the Coalition.519 

The reputation of Austria-Hungary’s foreign policy suffered. The trial’s embarrassing 

developments for the Monarchy led to the personal intervention of Aehrenthal, who appeared 

to have known of the forgeries, and Crown Prince Franz Ferdinand, to reach a settlement out 

of court. On 21 December 1909, all charges by Friedjung were withdrawn and the hated Ban 

Rauch would finally be removed.520   

 

One of the main objectives of Austria-Hungary’s treason claims was to weaken 

relations between Serb and Croat political parties in Croatia.521 Instead, the events tarnished 

Vienna’s already strained relations with Serbs and Croats. More importantly, the process 

brought Serbs and Croats closer together in cooperation against Vienna and Budapest. Shortly 

after the trial, Masaryk wrote that he could already see increased cooperation taking place.522 

The fact that the Austrian historian was proven to have forged documents in order to accuse 
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Croatian politicians of collaborating against the Monarchy further increased South Slav 

resentment of the Monarchy throughout the population. 

 

The surrender of the Coalition 

 

Still in 1908, the Coalition under Supilo had vowed to continue its ‘lawful yet 

unflinching struggle’ for Croatia’s independence. Supilo was convinced that he could achieve 

his goal of Croatia’s liberation and its transformation into a centripetal force for the 

Monarchy’s South Slavs. In 1909, however, Russia and Serbia formally accepted Austria’s 

annexation of Bosnia, and under the unrelenting pressure from Hungary, the Coalition’s spirit 

of resistance was finally broken. To make peace with Pest, however, the Coalition had to get 

rid of their leader Supilo, whose anti-Dualist rhetoric was too much to take for the 

Hungarians.523 Supilo was encouraged to leave, and Svetozar Pribićević of the Serbian 

Independent Party became leader of the Coalition. In a letter written on 5 February 1909, 

Supilo wrote Tuskan that he left the Coalition in the national interest and to make it easier for 

the Coalition to follow the will of the majority and work with the newly instated Tomasić 

government. But he did not endorse Pribićević as the new leader: the two disagreed on the 

future shape of a South Slav state: Supilo, a Croat from Dalmatia, believed that Croatia should 

lead Yugoslav unification, while Pribićević, a Serb from Croatia, saw Serbia in this role.524 

Supilo was against Pribićević’s political post as the new leader of the Coalition. In a letter to 

his Italian friends, he wrote: ‘I know [Serbs] intimately and deny them the right to have a 

leading position in Croatia, because this will, as always, prove fatal. Cooperation and 

agreement with them yes, at all times, but not leadership and primacy in Croatia, given their 

behaviour.’525 In 1910, Nikola Tomašić (1864-1918) became the new ban in Croatia, and he 

struck a deal with the Coalition. Apart from Supilo’s removal, he also demanded that the 

Progressive Party disappear. Under pressure from the other members of the Coalition, the 

Progressives agreed to fuse with Mile Starčević’s Party of Right into the Croatian Independent 

Party. In the process, they had to abandon much of their progressivism.526 Supilo was 

devastated: ‘All deputies, the Croats as well as the Serbs of the Coalition (which means two-

thirds of the parliament), capitulated before him. All, all of them without exception. [Khuen-
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Hedervary and Tomašić] have defeated and tamed them and in doing so destroyed all Croatia's 

resistance that had been built up during the past two-three years’.527 In his disappointment, 

Supilo now decided to turn to the youth instead. 

 

For the Progressive Youth, the capitulation and dissolution of their mother Party was 

equally devastating. For many, everything that had been gained through the politics of ‘small 

steps’ now lay in ruins, and they were ready to abandon them in favour of more radical 

means.528 While the Progressives of Zagreb University still maintained a certain level of 

loyalty towards the Coalition, the progressive students in Vienna and Prague openly endorsed 

Supilo. In Vienna especially, the students condemned the Coalition’s capitulation and began 

turning towards new avenues of South Slav advancement. For them, it had become 

increasingly clear that the national question could not be solved within the Monarchy, and they 

thus began to propagate a more aggressive Yugoslavism. Together with the Croat student club 

Zvonimir, the magazine of the Serb student association Zora now began printing its articles in 

both Latin and Cyrillic, and became a mouthpiece for the new Yugoslavism of the more 

radical Progressive youths. Before, Progressives had often affirmed the doctrine of Croat-Serb 

‘national oneness’ (narodno jedinstvo). However, this doctrine had always been more of a 

rhetorical device aimed at aligning Croat and Serb interests inside Croatian politics. The 

paradox at the heart of the declaration that Croats and Serbs were one nation, and that both of 

them should have the same rights, was never resolved. The Zora circle now set out to dissolve 

this contradiction by declaring that Croats and Serbs now truly had to become one nation, the 

Yugoslav nation. This, they claimed, could only be achieved if the people also understood the 

necessity of uniting into a Yugoslav people. The editors of Zora were still unclear as to how 

this was to be achieved, but as Gross points out, they are the first inklings that the old 

progressive idea of forming the people through education was slowly being replaced by a 

newer, more radical notion: that the people needed to be ‘revolutionized’ through the example 

of youths that sacrificed themselves. As Gross puts it: ‘The time of assassins had dawned.’529   

 

In the meantime, Josip Frank’s fortunes were also not looking up. He and his Party had 

been hemorrhaging support ever since he lost a trial in 1906 against Supilo, in which he could 

not prove the accusations of high treason he had levelled against the Coalition leader. His 
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staunchly pro-Austrian course lost him more followers over the next years, and in 1908, Mile 

Starčević broke off from his Party to create the ‘Starčević Party of Right’ (Starčevićeva 

Stranka Prava). His virulent anti-Serb propaganda had lost him even more support. As his 

numbers dwindled, Frank now allied himself to the Clerical Club of Zagreb and renamed his 

Party the ‘Christian Social Party of Right’. To many of his followers among the youth, first of 

all the Young Croats, this was a direct betrayal of Starčević’s anti-clerical principles. As a 

consequence, the Young Croats abandoned the Frankists and struck out on their own. Towards 

the end of 1909, the editorial board of Mlada Hrvatska resigned in protest and declared their 

independence from Frank. All of the Matoš circle were there: Ujević, Krešimir Kovačić and 

Luka Jukić (who would attempt to assassinate the new Ban Cuvaj some three years later), and 

they now set out to reclaim ‘true’ Starčevićism. In the first and only issue of Grabancijaš 

(‘The Sorcerer’), they outlined their main enemy: clericalism, ‘the antipode of nationalism’. 

They wrote: ‘The multi-confessional Croatian people can only be united through religious 

tolerance.’530 In his own bimonthly publication Stekliš, Matoš declared: ‘We do not have 

anything in common with the Frankist youth’ continuing that ‘a one-confessional party, be it 

Catholic, cannot be the party for a whole interconfessional people’.531 At the same time, the 

Grabancijaš circle dismissed Yugoslavism as a utopia. They believed in ‘exclusive Croatian 

nationalism, as an antipode, above all other ideas!’532 Matoš’s group of Young Croats hailed 

the old pravaštvo heroes Eugen Kvaternik and Vjekoslav Bach, who had sacrificed themselves 

in the Raković revolt of 1871, as beacons of pure Rightism.   

 

The year 1910 therefore marks a turning point for many Progressive Youth and the 

Young Croats alike. The disillusionment with party politics and constitutionalism accelerated 

the radicalization of both groups, a process that would eventually bring the two camps closer 

together. In the meantime, however, it was an altogether different group that was leading the 

charge on revolutionary actions: Young Bosnia (Mlada Bosna). Young Bosnia had begun to 

take shape from 1907, when mostly Serb but also Croat and Bosniak high school students in 

Bosnia began exchanging and formulating their ideas of violent opposition to the Austrian 

monarchy’s occupation of the province, which they saw as a major obstacle to their Yugoslav 

(or, in many cases, simply Greater Serbian) ideal. Created on the pattern of Mazzini’s Young 

Italy, it was an ardently patriotic anti-Habsburg organisation, Serb-led but open to all religious 
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and ethnic groups in Bosnia and Herzegovina. The ‘Young Bosnians’, a mixture of patriots, 

anarchists and social revolutionaries, were influenced by the teachings of Kropotkin, Bakunin, 

Nietzsche and Masaryk. Compared to Slovenski Jug and the Black Hand, they were the most 

disorganized of all the groups. They embraced a pro-Serbian and pro-Yugoslav policy in order 

to overthrow the detested Austrian rule, which, after the 1908 annexation, was considered both 

illegal and immoral.533 The strong affinity for Russian anarchist and revolutionary literature 

that many members shared led the Young Bosnians to embrace terrorism and ‘tyrannicide’ 

with cultish fervour. The annexation of 1908 had only increased their determination. This was 

the very much the ‘new crop’ Ujević had called for in his ode to the ‘Croatian martyrs’ in 

October 1909.  

 

On 15 June 1910, Bogdan Žerajić (1886-1910), a Bosnian Serb student at Zagreb’s 

Faculty of Law, opened fire in Sarajevo on General Marijan Varešanin, the Governor of 

Bosnia and Herzegovina. After he missed the general with his first five shots, he reportedly 

shouted ‘I leave it to Serbdom to avenge me!’, and shot himself with the last bullet in his 

revolver. Despite his failure, Žerajić’s assassination attempt electrified the other members of 

Mlada Bosna. In a pamphlet called ‘The Death of a Hero’, the Bosnian Serb and Mlada Bosna 

chief ideologue Vladimir Gaćinović wrote: ‘After moments of great national failure, there 

comes upon the stage a man of action, of strength, of life and virtue, a type such as opens an 

epoch, proclaims ideas, and enlivens suffering and spellbound hearts.’ He quoted Žerajić’s last 

words and then asked his readers: ‘Young Serbs, will you produce such men?’534 Although 

startling to many observers in Zagreb at first, his action slowly began to gain more and more 

importance for the student activists, and Žerajić gained somewhat of a cult status in the 

months to come.535 With his assassination attempt, the Bosnian student truly had ushered in a 

new ‘epoch’ of political violence that soon spun out of control. Mirjana Gross speculates that 

it might also have been this event that acted as a turning point in Ujević’s political thinking. 

He was growing impatient with the inaction of Matoš and his group, and impatient with the 

Party of Right’s insistence on the national rights, while people like Žerajić were taking action 

into their own hands.536 
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4. Break with Matoš 

 

During the year 1911, both Ujević and Kovačić began to slowly switch political 

course. Their contributions to more progressive papers, namely Hrvatski dom and Koprive, 

signaled the beginning of his change in political orientation from a Party of Right to a 

Progressive youth. By autumn 1911, Ujević graduated from writing political poetry to 

becoming a skilled political agitator, writing passionate articles against the Monarchy.537 By 

the end of the year, he had become one of the leading voices of the Yugoslav Nationalist 

Youth. As he changed political course, he became embroiled in to a public fallout with Matoš, 

in what would be one of the most publicized Croatian literary quarrels in history. There are a 

number of factors that might have contributed to this remarkable swerve. 

 

Dimitrije Mitrinović (1877-1953) was an important friend Ujević made in Zagreb. 

Mitrinović, a Serbian student, writer, and literary critic from Stoca, Herzegovina, was 

described by his contemporary Bartulović as ‘one of the leading ideologists and best writers of 

our young generation’ working to promote both cultural and political [Yugoslav] unity.538 

Even as a high school student in Mostar, his leadership made the organization Mlada Bosna, 

or Young Bosnia, the most active and revolutionary branch of the Yugoslav progressive youth. 

In addition, he founded the literary society Matica, and the secret student society Sloboda.539 

After graduating in June 1907, Mitrinović moved to Belgrade, where he met Serbian political, 

intellectual, and cultural figures, including the Croat-Serb Coalition politicians Milan and 

Svetozar Pribićević. His biographer, literary historian Predrag Palavestra, speculates that due 

to Milan’s help, and Svetozar’s position as the leader of the Croat-Serb Coalition after Supilo’s 

resignation, Mitrinović was awarded a Serbian government stipend to study philosophy and 

literature at the University of Zagreb. In return, he was expected to ‘promote the national 

work’, which stressed anti-Monarchial feeling and South Slav unity.540  

 

Palavestra points out that it was easier for members of Young Bosnia to maintain 

cultural ties with Zagreb than Belgrade, as both Bosnia-Herzegovina and Croatia were part of 
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Austria-Hungary. 541 ‘Zagreb was seen as a link between west-European culture and the 

oriental backwaters, an outpost of civilization, through which passed, more or less belatedly, 

almost all cultural movements and creative ideas that left any mark in the regional literary 

production.’542 Thus, when Mitrinović arrived in Zagreb in the fall of 1907, two years before 

Ujević, he came into contact with a culture ‘drawn through the filter of defiant nationalism 

and adjusted to the views and strivings of the liberally and democratically-minded young 

intelligentsia’, which ‘could give an impetus to the growth, maturation, and intellectual 

emancipation of a conservative and primitive environment replete with as yet unfired but 

powerful creative forces’. Mitrinović quickly established contact with the literary and artistic 

movement of the Croatian modernist movement surrounding Matoš, which was marked by a 

revolutionary spirit based upon ideals of creative freedom, simplification of form and 

expression, enrichment of content, and the democratization of art.543  

 

Contrary to Palavestra’s description of Mitrinović being one of Matoš’s disciples, 

Mitrinović did not subscribe to Matoš’s ideas, but joined the group with the goal of spreading 

the Serbian national work, or the Yugoslav idea among young intellectuals in the Monarchy, as 

his government scholarship intended. Due to his connection to the Party of Right paper 

Hrvatski djak, Mitrinović began spending time with Matoš’s group, namely Krešimir Kovačić, 

Jozo Kljaković, Ljubo Wiesner, Jerolim Miše, Vladimir Čerina, and significantly, Ujević. 

Known for being ‘loaded with money,’544 an anonymous report stated that ‘in all Serbian 

contemporary circles, [Mitrinović] is very known. That man receives as far as we know 600 

crowns each month from Belgrade . . . and pays Croatian writers in advance for their 

works.’545  Apart from commissioning articles for papers such as the Sarajevo-based Bosanska 

Vila (which was banned by 1914 by the Austro-Hungarian authorities), he attracted friends 

with his Serbian government scholarship, often picking up tabs at restaurants that were a 

luxury for the students in the first place, and even buying Ujević’s friend Kovačić a suit. 

Mitrinović, however, not only made an impression with his financial means, but also his 

political ideas.  
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Mitrinović’s literary and social work - in the form of lectures and articles mainly - 

promoted Yugoslavism as a spiritual project that required the creation of a new modern 

Yugoslav culture. According to Ivo Banac, Mitrinović’s utopian vision of a Great Yugoslavia 

was a powerful indication of how the idea of Yugoslavism could be grafted into Serbian 

expansionism: ‘Yugoslavia will be the new and great Balkans, modern and socialist Balkans; 

and Serbia and Serbdom will be the creating form, the Father entelechy, the spirit of these 

Balkans. Bulgaria, Croatia, Slovenia, and perhaps Albania will be the body, the palisade, the 

Mother, the substance of these Balkans.’546 From 1910, Mitrinović called for narodno 

jedinstvo, or the national unity of Serbs and Croats, postulating that Croats and Serbs are one 

people with two names who should unite culturally.547 The idea of cultural unity, mainly that 

surrounding literature, was used as a political tool. There was little differentiation between the 

youth’s literary role and its political programme as even Matoš observed that ‘no matter how 

different Serbian and Croatian political ways and interests are, unity of literary language 

points to the unity of culture.’548 As a member of the Mlada Bosna group, Mitrinović sought 

to obliterate what he saw as literary borders and better acquaint the South Slav reading public 

with the work of both Croatian and Serbian authors. While in Zagreb, Mitrinović pointed out: 

It is embarrassing to say, but it is a sad fact that we Serbs know incredibly little about Croatian 
literature. That Croats know perhaps even less about ours is not an excuse. It is high time to 
realize that cultural rapprochement and unity is needed and necessary, to work, with that 
conviction, towards our people’s complete national and cultural togetherness. If the element of 
our people called Croat were more interested in our life, […] then Croats would be able to say 
that apart from their own cultural workers they have ours as well; likewise, if the element of 
our people called Serb were more interested in Croat life, then the number of Serbian cultural 
workers would double. And the number of cultural treasures would also double… There is 
today a differentiation in art and literary trends, and nothing would be more productive than 
crossbreeding between these two slightly differentiated spirits of a single people…549  
 

Mitrinović believed that both Serbs and Croats would benefit from complete national and 

cultural togetherness, each gaining writers, knowledge, and a newfound sense of nation. 

Mitrinović specifically said he wanted to ‘nationalize’ the Croats, who were in part ‘our 

denationalized contingent’ and to ‘correct’ their language.550 Matoš, however, was sceptical of 

the idea of national unity promoted by Mitrinović: ‘It is an undeniable fact that among Serbs 
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the idea of [South Slavic] national concord is an incentive to ‘Serbing-it-up,’ whereas among 

the Croats this notion . . . weakens the Croat idea’.551  

 

The Meštrović exhibition 

 

Mitrinović was one of the earliest and most zealous supporters of the Dalmatian 

sculptor and ‘Prophet of Yugoslavism’ Ivan Meštrović. His Kosovo Cycle sculptures were 

considered to be a symbol of Yugoslav unity of the time, so much so that at the 1910 Rome 

Exhibition, the Hungarian government forbade him from exhibiting his works in their 

pavilion.552 In response, Meštrović, along with other artists from the Medulić group, exhibited 

in the Serbian pavilion.553 Meštrović’s art drew strong reactions: Mitrinović saw his work as 

an expression of Serb racial history, and declared that he ‘never before felt more deeply, 

beautifully, and powerfully a Serb as in front of Meštrović’s divine work’.554 Matoš, on the 

other hand, in Hrvatski odjeci, wrote ‘As much as I respect Meštrović as an artist, as much as I 

love him as a friend and person, it hurts me so much, so deeply, his suppression of 

Croatianism . . . ’ Continuing that ‘When our most talented people are ashamed of their 

mother’s milk, how will Croatian pride arise in this unlearned and miserable people?’.555 In 

May 1910, the ‘Society of Croatian Writers’ organized an Ivan Meštrović and Mirko Rački 

exhibition in Zagreb’s Art Pavilion, where they put 119 works on display, including the 

sculpture Miloš Obilić from the Kosovo Cycle.556 Ujević’s former professor Izidor Kršnjavi 

commented that the exhibition was not national because ‘it was not Serbian or Croatian’ 

because ‘it wanted to be both’.557 Mitrinović held a lecture on Meštrović in Zagreb, which 

stressed the Kosovo myth and the Serbian nation-building project.558 This led to some of the 

first signs of friction with Matoš, who accused his lecture of being ‘anti-Croatian’ in a 

Hrvatska sloboda article.559 He even went so far as to criticize the exhibition in Rome as ‘not 

to showcase Croatian artists to the public, but to show the public Serbs’. . . ‘Our Mitrinović 
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was shrewd’.560 Unexpectedly, it was Ujević who suddenly came to Mitrinović’s defense. In 

an article in Zvono on 25 November 1911, Ujević wrote that Mitrinović was ‘more Croatian 

than his enemies’. 

 

Matoš now became increasingly suspicious of Mitrinović, accusing him of 

‘[infiltrating] our circle’. Under Mitrinović’s influence, Ujević became involved in South Slav 

interregional collaboration. In Zagreb, Mitrinović commissioned articles for papers such as the 

Belgrade-based Zora, a leading organ for National Unity, which was printed in Zagreb with 

the support of the Coalition.561 He also founded Bosanska Vila, a paper he continued to edit 

and commission articles for while in Zagreb. Ujević contributed his first article for Bosanska 

Vila in January 1911, and would go on to join the editorial team himself in 1913. By the time 

Mitrinović left Zagreb in 1911 to help Ivan Meštrović in Rome, there is evidence that he was 

successful in recruiting Party of Right students to the Yugoslav cause. His most prominent 

success was to be turning the young and exceptionally gifted Augustin Ujević into a fervent 

Yugoslavist.  

 

Yet in March 1911, this change in Ujević’s political outlook was still undetectable in 

his writings. Rather, Ujević praised Matoš’s influence and historical weight, writing ‘We youth 

should be thankful to him, [Matoš] who like Marko Marulić, invigorated our hearts with the 

cult of our energetic past, and who like Zoran [Peter Zoranić] is a shepherd of poetry that 

proclaims love for Croatia, slaves, and gods.562 Only two months earlier, in a letter dated 18 

May 1911, Ujević wrote to Matoš, who was in Florence undergoing medical treatment, and 

addressed him as the ‘Great A.G.’563 We do not know exactly what happened in June 1911, but 

something shifted in his political thought. In July 1911, Ujević published a bomb in the form 

of a provocative text that Matoš immediately understood as anti-Party of Right.  

 

Ujević’s text Nad Harambašićevim Grobom (Over Harambašić’s Grave) marked the 

turning point in their relationship. This came in July 1911, when upon the death of the 

Croatian poet, patriot, and Party of Right politician August Harambašić, Ujević wrote a text 

that not only sparked one of Croatia’s most well-known polemics of the twentieth century, but 
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marked a clear change in his political development. 564 The change in his political thought 

ultimately altered his relationship with Matoš.  

 

Ujević’s published ‘Nad Harambašićevim grobom’ in the Party of Right paper 

Stekliš.565 He wrote about the Croat writer from a detached, literary historical perspective, 

saying ‘Even though we cannot celebrate genius in the talented deceased, we venerate him as 

an average national bard, a poet in the style of Zrinski and Frankopan, and friend of the great 

Ante Starčević’ concluding with ‘. . . death forgives and forgets.’566 Using irony, Ujević 

affords him a literary importance, not a national or political one, when he writes:  

 
Harambašić was not great. An author of verse, without a doubt very patriotic, in fact more 
rhetorical than lyrical, more of an alarm clock than an artist. His light verses only have a 
historical importance, while it is already obvious today — after [Silvije Strahimir] Kranjčević 
and above all modern lyricism — it will be hard to find Harambašić’s poetry in the anthologies 
of the future. His work is more expansive than thorough. His old-fashioned poetry ceaselessly 
repeats the same motifs of love and patriotism . . . 
 

With this, Ujević establishes a distance between himself and the Party of Right’s political 

views by distancing himself from ‘the old Party of Right, rebellious, Stekliš patriot’ 

Harambašić, who was seen as a legend among the Party of Right. This was the first clear sign 

of Ujević’s disengagement from not only the Party of Right, but also his previous mentor 

Matoš. His cold and detached article provoked Matoš, who immediately understood the text as 

an anti-Party of Right statement.  

 

Ujević also says that if the commemoration of Harambašić has any meaning for the 

youth, then it is not about the value of his poetry but ‘his young, rebellious days, when the 

poet ‘liberal’ was arrested and imprisoned’.567 He uses Harambašić’s political passion as an 

example, and commends the revolutionary spirit Ujević himself is trying to spread among 

Croats. By making a sharp divide between Harambašić the person and Harambašić the poet, 

Ujević provoked Matoš.  

 

Although some speculate that their polemic arose from reasons of jealousy or Ujević’s 

problem with authority (a banal disagreement about Egyptian cigarettes was suggested as the 

trigger event), it becomes clear that their debate is centred upon politics, and Ujević’s 
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changing political stances.568 The text provoked Matoš, who immediately understood its anti-

Party of Right message, and saw it not only as an insult to the ‘notable patriot’ Harambašić but 

also a ‘national betrayal’. The context, too, was important since Matoš formulated his political 

programme in Stekliš, the mouthpiece of the Party-of-Right Starčević youth, and Ujević used 

the same magazine to not only contest it, but abandon it. 

 

Ujević’s radical change in political beliefs led to his break with his teacher and friend. 

The Party of Right leader who propagated exclusive Croatian nationalism turned into a 

Yugoslav nationalist later that same year.569 Ujević’s change of opinion towards the Party of 

Right was marked by his abandonment of exclusive Croatian nationalism for intranational and 

progressive political views. This is comparable to the change that former Party of Right 

Trumbić and Supilo underwent when they founded the Croat-Serb Coalition.  

 

 Ujević’s bombastic Harambašić text, combined with his recent publications in 

progressive papers such as Hrvatski đak and Koprive, which was unimaginable for Matoš, led 

to Matoš’s public response. Matoš’s text, entitled ‘Discipulus’, was published in Savremenik 

immediately upon his return from Florence in August 1911. In it, Matoš does not mention 

Ujević by name, but refers to him as ‘Discipulus’ and ‘the bard of the young and poor’. He 

accuses him of ‘becoming so similar to [Matoš himself], as a plagiarizer, that he could have 

even crawled into bed with his wife (metaphorically speaking) since she would have easily 

confused the two of them’. Matoš’s accusations of plagiarism refer not only to literary 

plagiarism, but copying his principles and convictions. It is important to note that Matoš, who 

had a reputation for being arrogant and quarrelsome, entered into polemics with a number of 

people as he commonly accused writers of plagiarism, even on the most trivial grounds. (He 

attacked the magazine Savremenik, whose editorial board he was on, because he did not like 

what they published. He charged Pokret, a progressive journal, with being pro-Serbian 

because it espoused the ideas of Czech scholar T.G. Masaryk.) For all the talk of plagiarism, 

however, politics was at the heart of the matter, as what once united Matoš and Ujević now 

differentiated them. In his text, Matoš states ‘I am a nationalist. He [Ujević] was a nationalist,’ 

referring to Ujević's former political beliefs.570 For Matoš, to be a nationalist means to be a 
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Party of Rightist, and Ujević’s text about Harambašić makes clear that he does not belong to 

the Party of Right anymore.571   

 

Ujević, upset and hurt by Matoš’s text ‘Discipulus,’ responded verbally by speaking 

poorly of Matoš in Zagreb’s cafés. His friend Kovačić joined him, accusing Matoš of 

plagiarism, more specifically publishing one of Ujević’s sonnets as his own, and threatening to 

take him to trial for it.572  In response, Matoš struck again with his text ‘Zar i Ti, Brute’ [Why 

you too, Brutus], where he describes Ujević as ‘one of the most unsympathetic of youths, poor 

and talented, diligently acquainted with the Croatian language,’ continuing that ‘Ujević speaks 

and writes from above, unashamedly imitating his teacher [Matoš] who now advises him to go 

on his own way’.  With this, Matoš very clearly and publicly breaks ties with Ujević. In the 

same text, Matoš describes Ujević’s political transformation when he writes: ‘The one-time 

Party of Right youth gave up Party of Rightism to join the rats and the moths’, referring to the 

progressive Yugoslav youth. Ujević’s turn towards progressivism was in direct contrast to 

Matoš’s belief that after the 1908 annexation of Bosnia-Herzegovina, ‘Croatian politics have 

nothing to seek in Yugoslavia’ because Yugoslavs are not one people with the same political 

interests but ‘similar peoples with different, often opposing political interests’.573   

 

In response to Zar i Ti, Brute, Ujević wrote ‘Caesar’s death’ in August 1911, which 

was published in the progressive Split paper Sloboda. Ujević called Matoš a range of names 

such as ‘parasite, plagiariser, megalomaniac, and autocrat of feuilletons,’ thereby escalating 

the polemic with an array of insults. In response, Matoš’s next piece, also entitled 

‘Discipulus’, identifies the first anonymous ‘Discipulus’ as Ujević, and ironically points out 

that ’the newest progressive [youth] only progressed [by spewing insults to his former 

teacher].574 Matoš is clearly furious at his mentee's betrayal: 

  

My dear God, how these young charmers abruptly change their principles, founding principles! 
Caught in plagiarism, the disciple Augustin turns his back on the Rabbi? He thinks that he 
needs to reject my nationalism, my Starčevism, thereby admitting to the naivety of a green 
literary rascal, whose Starčevist and nationalist principles were imitation, acting like a monkey, 
plagiarizer! Or is a literary polemic enough for the overnight transformation of a member of 
Young Croatia and Stekliš to a progressive?575 
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Although Matoš attacks his new political convictions directly, Ujević chose not to respond to 

this charge. Instead, he wrote two more texts, ‘Savršena Afera’ [Finished Affair] and ‘Barrès 

and Oinobarres’, attempting to establish his innocence in the former, and arguing that Matoš 

completely plagiarized the French writer Barrès in the latter. Matoš responded with the last 

word, defending himself and asserting that ‘the unpleasant brat’ [Ujević] copied him. After 

this, Ujević did not respond, and the two former friends would never speak again. Matoš died 

of cancer shortly after in March 1914, and Ujević held a grudge against him for the rest of his 

life.  
 

Although many literary insults were thrown, it is notable that the political aspect of the 

polemic has not received more attention in Croatian historiography. Krešimir Bagić, for 

example, analyses the polemic in terms of literary originality and plagiarism.576 Failing to take 

into account the polemic’s context and aftermath, he concludes that the real reason for their 

disagreement occurred at a café table or a smoky publishing room, making it unknown and 

impossible to fully understand with the evidence at hand. This reads untrue, as the political 

undertones of their polemic were clear in the July-September 1911 exchange. Šime Vučetić 

boiled it down to Ujević admiring Matoš with the idealism of a naive young man, so much so 

that when ‘an unstable and highly strung’ Matoš attacked him, he was left traumatized and 

angry.577 According to the literary historian Gligorić, by abandoning Matoš, Ujević became 

even more of a rebel than Vladimir Čerina,578 the most militant amongst the young 

revolutionary artists. Srečko Lipovčan believes that Vučetić overlooked the political 

dimension of the polemic in order to avoid a discussion about Croatianism and 

Yugoslavism.579 Zlatko Posavac, however, did address the polemic’s political dimension, 

pointing out that Ujević exchanged Matoš’s Croatianness with Yugoslavism and Matoš’s 

western European humanism with a ‘brotherhood of the cosmos’.580 An outline and 

comparison of Matoš's and Ujević’s politics follows below. 
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Matoš v. Ujević, a Political Comparison  

 

As a pillar of the Young Croat group mentioned above, Matoš espoused the Croatian 

national idea based on the Party of Right tradition of historic state right. Matoš was scared of 

Croatia being swallowed into a South Slav state through the Yugoslav movement.  Ujević, too, 

initially expressed this fear and doubt in his writings, describing the patriotic zeal that 

occurred among the Nationalist Youth of the monarchy as ‘so unexpected, so sudden that it 

fills us with fear; we are overcome by surprise and dread lest it should soon collapse like a 

house built too quickly and unsolidly on shallow foundations. Yesterday often reacts to today, 

so we cannot but fear a fatal repetition of our old mistakes. We well know the inconstancy of 

Slav enthusiasm and we are aware that we possess more sudden ardour than we do the ability 

to persevere.’ As his future articles illustrate, Ujević’s doubts about the nationalist youth were 

eventually cast aside to promote South Slav unity.  

 

Yet for Matoš, both Yugoslavism and Germanization remained the main dangers to 

Croatian independence. Although he believed Croatians should be open to foreign influences, 

Matoš considered German and Magyar elements harmful to Croatia’s existence and mentality. 

Ujević also saw German and Austrian influences as a serious obstacle to Croatia’s 

independence. ‘The Croats’ greatest misfortune is not that they are in Austria’, he wrote in his 

March 1912 brochure Hrvatska u borbi za slobodu, rather ‘their greatest misfortune is that 

Austria is in them . . . at least to the extent that they tremble before her, if only out of 

hatred.’581 Ujević not only resented Austria’s influence on Croats, but blamed it for shaping 

what he saw as two different Croatias – one based in Dalmatia, ‘the spiritually anticipated 

Yugoslavia’582 and the Croatia of [ban] Cuvaj, ‘that part of our Croatian people which is so 

incapable of the conscience defiance and action of pride.’583 He wondered ‘How can [Croats] 

carry on a struggle against the oppressor, Vienna, when this very Vienna is our cultural 

centre…584 Although both Ujević and Matoš recognized these detrimental foreign influences 

in Zagreb, Ujević is more critical. He wrote that Zagreb ‘which was always only slightly 

Croatian . . . was never less Croatian, less national, than it is today’ continuing ‘Remaining in 

a prison cell, we see nothing but darkness and our eyes are blinded; our eyes are Dualist, 
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Vienna-Budapest eyes.’585 Matoš, however, cites Croatia’s historic and political tradition, 

which was shaped by foreign influence, as a natural part of national identity. His views on 

foreign influences were therefore not entirely consistent, as he sought to specifically reduce 

German and Magyar influence while accepting other foreign influences, namely French. In 

this way, he welcomed foreign influences only to an extent, and selectively, differentiating 

between their values to Croatia.  

 

Since he saw Yugoslavism as compromising Croatia’s individuality, Matoš distanced 

Croatia and its art from a South Slav movement by situating it into a European context. ‘Our 

art will become national when it becomes European, i.e. when it will reflect authentic Croatian 

expression, a special national form of the spirit filled with European contents.’586 Matoš’s turn 

to Europeanism strove to remind Croatian readers of their country being situated in a greater 

European tradition, rather than a South Slav one. According to Matoš, ‘Our nation is among 

the first in Europe according to its artistic talent, mostly in poetry, music and the plastic arts, 

but we are hardly making ends meet in art because our own language and national life is in 

danger.’ Here, Matoš not only refers to Croatia and its art being in danger because of the 

Yugoslav movement, but also blames the movement for its struggle to survive. The artistic 

talent Matoš considers to be in danger due to linguistic and national issues includes the 

example of Ujević. In his text ‘Literature and Nationalism’ Ujević responds that an ‘author 

with true talent writes according to their inspiration . . . therefore a nationalist critic [Matoš] 

should not encourage writers to write a certain way, rather he should be open to both Croatian 

and Serbian nationalism, and not plagiarize Barres’ nationalism587 . . .’ Matoš, however, did 

hail Serbia’s courage when it provided an inspirational example for Croatia’s own quest for 

independence.588 Nonetheless, he attacked progressive magazines such as Savremenik, Pokret 

and the Riječki Novi list ‘for spreading Yugoslav-oriented ideas’ and publishing works by 

young and often unknown authors who contested Matoš’s views simply by promoting a South 

Slav state.  

 

Matoš and Ujević disagreed over questions of cultural and political South Slav unity. 

Ujević first initially promoted the idea of cultural unity with Serbia before wholeheartedly 

accepting the idea of political unity. Matoš, on the other hand, believed ‘The unity of Serbs 
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and Croats is a literary ideal, in no way historical or political, as we are one people 

linguistically, but at least until now we are not connected historically and politically. That 

linguistic unity, which in fact is not national unity because of the missing political factor, only 

muddles our conceptions’.589 Ujević disagreed with Matoš about the lack of political 

connection between Serbs and Croats, and worked to actively spread this message. Like 

Matoš, however, Ujević often emphasized that the aim of his work was ‘purely cultural’, but, 

at the same time, contended that ‘for a national culture one must have a national state’.590 He 

outlined that: ‘The unification of our people . . . spiritually, in one culture and, politically in 

one state, that is our programme591 . . .’ and went on to ask: ‘Cultural struggle is possible only 

in a civilised milieu, but what struggle is possible in a Zagreb full of spies and policemen?’592  

 

As former member of the Party of Right, by 1911, the increasingly progressive Ujević 

centred his attacks on the ‘internal chaos and disorientation of the Party of Right.593 Here, he 

is referring not only to the split among the party, but also to what can be referred to as the 

political flip-flopping of Party of Rightists. The youth were influenced in both anti and pro-

Serb directions, especially leading up to the Balkan Wars. Some Party of Rightists were also 

members of the Serbo-Croat Coalition. In his Omladina Vjeruje [‘The Youth Believes’], 

Ujević attacked them mercilessly, especially the party’s followers, branding them ‘a pathetic 

devaluation of all ideals’ who partook in ‘the daily shaming of everything sacred to the 

Croats’, describing them as a ‘handful of pitiful men who surrender our souls to Rome and 

bodies to Vienna, linking the religion of idiocy with the cult of tyranny594 . . .’ With this, it is 

clear that Ujević, a self-described ‘Catholic atheist,’ was sharply critical of the clericalism 

present in Croatia, which infiltrated the Party of Right.  

 

Infernal clerical creatures who make a mockery of all ideals and in particular, try to soil the 
Party of Rights with their unclean hands; in the words of Victor Hugo they are ‘so Catholic 
that they are no longer Christian’ […] these are so Catholic that they are no longer Croats, so 
much that they are no longer Slavs, nor Serbs ... so much priests that they are no longer men; 
these clericalists have done all they could to destroy Croatianism and to annihilate independent 
Croatian thought. […] Clericals may, to the accompaniment of drums and kettles, announce 
that they alone are Croats; we on the other hand, are well aware that only those who are not 
clericals may be Croats.595 
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Criticising the narrow, exclusively Croatian leaning of the Party of Right in which he saw a 

‘Vienna-Rome’ mentality and religious motives, Ujević set up a national interest against 

‘them’ – and Matoš was one of ‘them’. Although he further developed his views of the 

‘Yugoslav ideal’ in his future political articles, it is notable that as Ujević was first moving 

towards Yugoslavism, he defended and upheld his Croatianness by affirming that the 

nationalist movement sought to unite the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes in a ‘future Yugoslavia’ 

and not in a ‘Greater Serbia’.596 Ujević writes: ‘We, the Serbo-Croat nationalists, do not admit 

that any so-called radical, that is exclusive Croat, could be more Croat than we are; we do not 

admit even that any exclusive Croat could be as Croat as we are.’ For Ujević, to be Croatian 

was now simultaneous to being Serbian. He and Kovačić had, in their view, simply thought 

Starčević’s ideas through to the end: If all people between the Alps and the Timok were really 

one people, and if there was no denying the existence of Serbs since they had an actual 

country, maybe Starčević had simply gotten the name wrong. Karadžić and his Greater 

Serbianism and Starčević with his Croat Nationalism had in effect been talking about the same 

people – the Serbo-Croats, or Croato-Serbs, or Yugoslavs. The name as of now did not matter 

that much, because as Karadžić put it: ‘The greatest harm that has befallen the Croats and 

Serbs is that we are too much a name and too little a nation.’597 

 

Obviously, nothing could be further from Matoš's views, which saw ‘Serbness’ as 

diminishing the Croat national idea. ‘Do they hold it against us that we are Serbo-Croats?’ 

Ujević asks, continuing that ‘It is strange that people who recognise the unity of the Croats 

and the Slovenes should refuse to recognise the unity of the Croats and the Serbs.’ For Ujević 

now believed:  

 
Being Serbo-Croats, we are two-fold Croats, for we cannot see in Serbdom any diminution or 
destruction of Croatian national thought; on the contrary, we see a strengthened Croatianism. 
To be also a Serb means to be more of a Croat; to be a Croat, but not to simultaneously be a 
Serb means not to be a Croat. For us, every Serb, every Serbian nationalist, is a hundred times 
better Croat than the Croat of the Croatian Party of Rights.598  
 

This kind of talk could not but go down badly with either his former mentor or the authorities, 

and it did not, as we shall see. 
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5. Ujević becomes a dissident 

 

After his break with Matoš in 1911, Ujević continued to publish. From August 1911 to 

March 1912, he wrote five articles in which he further elaborated his unitarian Yugoslavist 

stance. He spent his summer holidays in August 1911 in Split, and passed through Dubrovnik 

in September (where he wrote the second response to the Matoš polemic). On 22 October 

1911, he signed up for his fifth and final semester at the University of Zagreb.599  

 

His first post-Matoš article, Hrvatska Današnjica (‘Today’s Croatia’), written and 

published in Zagreb, is a reflection on the role of literature in public life and politics in 

Croatia. He starts with ‘Never has the utopia of a Greater Croatia seemed farther and sadder 

than today.’600 Ujević blames Croatian politics and literature for the sad ‘Croatia of 

today’.‘Our homeland, slave and goddess ‘Hrvatska’, who has become reduced to ‘Kroacija’ 

thanks to your politics, which inhibited the strength of the people rather than awakening it, 

and thanks to our literature, which sings of our powerlessness.’ He mentions a general sense of 

‘uneasiness’ (skučenost) in both politics and the soul. He blames cowardliness as the worst 

inner evil: ‘We have to hold onto unitarian thoughts because only they can save us and give us 

Croats a moral ground and energy and devotion: virility, which are much more common 

among Serbs today than us.’601  

 

Ujević reiterates that Serbs and Croats have separate interests . . . But the Croatian 

ideal is identical to the Serbian ideal, thus [they] have to unite, continuing ‘The saddest 

misunderstanding in the tragic history of our people is that Serbs and Croats believed that the 

ideal of a Greater Croatia is against the ideal of a greater Serbia, while it is one ideal, the ideal 

of freedom and unity. This is the idea of national unity. Since politicians don’t spread 

discernment about the real meaning of the unitary ideal, it looks like most writers don’t 

understand it either.’ Ujević explains why he embraced the idea of narodno jedinstvo: ‘This 

thought found its practical people with popularity, who are desperate to take advantage of it… 

No one should use nationalism in vain. Serb-Croat unity should not be a cheap plaque . . . and 
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if someone adheres to that idea, that does not make him a good writer. Whether or not 

someone is an artist is decided by his works…’602  

 

In the meantime, the atmosphere in Zagreb was getting tenser by the day. Political 

agitation became such a widespread problem among the youth that the government felt it had 

to take educational measures against it. For example, the University issued a notice ‘strictly 

forbidding students to walk the streets in the evening, and after 7pm in the winter, unless truly 

necessary’.603 Reading nationalist literature was deemed dangerous, so schools made 

recommendations for approved magazines such as ‘the youth paper Pobratim, in its twenty-

first year in 1911, praised for the ‘healthy entertainment’ it offers readers and ‘warmly 

recommended for students’ at 6 crowns an issue.’604 But: ‘Each participation in 

demonstrations [is] strictly forbidden.’ The measures were largely ineffectual: more and more 

students readily risked expulsion to continue to protest and attend various society meetings. In 

his memoirs, Ujević’s friend Krešo Kovačić writes that Zagreb was known throughout the 

Monarchy as a land of frequent demonstrations, and during his university days ‘they became a 

form of recreation so routine that not a month passed without one’.605  

 

                In the fall of that year, the case of a prominent high school student leader’s death 

caused a stir among high school and university students alike. Ivan Scerbak was a known 

atheist, anti-cleric, and ‘free-thinker’ who carried copies of Pokret and Zvona in his pocket, 

spent time with older university students, and had developed a following among fellow 

students.606 After he brought a small group of students to a university-student organized 

progressive youth meeting, the school-administration imposed a sixteen-hour prison sentence 

on him and his classmates. In an act of defiance, Scerbak committed suicide in the classroom, 

‘in the style of the Russian novels he so admired’. According to Josip Horvat, the dramatic 

event that unfolded in the eleventh grade of the Trade School shook up the Zagreb public more 

than any other even in those turbulent years. The next day, the trade school students did not 

come to school, but joined a strike to protest against the school disciplinary system. It lasted 
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days after their classmate was buried, with strikers gathering twice a day at the Cyril and 

Methodius cinema.607 They criticized everything from the school administration to the 

country’s ruling regime. At the suggestion of some professors, the students met with the 

principal of the trade school, Bošnjak, to negotiate that no student would be punished by the 

school for choosing to strike against the government. After Bošnjak agreed to their request, the 

trade school students returned to school six days after Scerbak’s suicide. As a result of this 

strike, high school students in Zagreb realized their strength as an organized group.   

 

After Scerbak’s suicide, strikes became widespread in Zagreb. Small groups of 

students would visit other city schools to encourage them to join the strikes. Horvat 

remembers that it was always the students’ main goal to convince the Upper Town gymnasium 

students, often the sons of bureaucrats, to join the protests. They eventually succeeded when 

all of Zagreb’s school children swarmed the streets, including those from the two girls’ 

schools, of which the strikers were especially proud.608 In her diaries, schoolgirl Zora Ruklić 

recounts passing out flyers on the streets, and composing songs in school in the mornings 

while waiting to be picked up by ‘flag-bearing male students’ and singing and chanting their 

songs in the streets during the afternoon.609 By the spring of 1912, strikes had become an 

almost daily occurrence. Students marched in a four by four formation, singing songs such as 

Illyrian budnice, Harambašićeve davorije, and Sokolsku koracnici, ending their procession 

with Lijepa Naša (‘Our Beautiful’, the future Croatian national anthem). Inspired by Serbia’s 

success as an independent country, they also chanted what they thought was the Serbian 

national hymn Onam, Onamo610. The fact that the youth mistook the song as the national 

anthem demonstrates how little was known about Serbia amongst average Zagreb citizens at 

the time.611 Nonetheless, all of this contributed to the atmosphere, which was marked by 

passionate and motivated young students across the region looking to engage in civil and 

political battle.  
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Ban Cuvaj is appointed 

 

             After Nikola Tomačić resigned in January 1912, the Hungarian government appointed 

the bureaucrat Slavko Cuvaj as Ban of Croatia, a move that a number of Croatian historians 

have characterized as ‘a return to open absolutism’.612 Like Rauch, one of the first things the 

newly appointed Ban Cuvaj did when he came into power on 20 January 1912 was to dissolve 

the Sabor, the Croatian Parliament, the same day the Croat-Serb Coalition party had won a 

majority of seats on 27 January.613  With the Sabor’s dissolution, the majority Coalition party 

never convened. The Sabor would remain dissolved for another two years, but delegation 

members still joined proceedings in the Budapest Parliament. 

 

Cuvaj rescinded the law on freedom of assembly and appointed police commissioners 

in towns.614 A newspaper censorship law, deemed the most reactionary outside of czarist 

Russia, was enacted.615 It was these circumstances that led young workers and students in 

Croatia to emerge as Cuvaj’s main opposition, demonstrating against him and the Monarchy 

on an almost daily basis.616   

 

Ujević, meanwhile, had established contacts to a number of magazines in Belgrade, 

including Slovenski Jug, the mouthpiece of the Serbian youth organization of the same name. 

On 29 January 1912, Slovenski Jug published an article by him called ‘Situacija u Hrvatskoj’ 

(‘The Situation in Croatia’), in which Ujević paints the picture of ‘a hunted’ country. He calls 

Cuvaj an ‘old farce’ (stari farse) who is preparing a new massacre of innocents. But he also 

makes a thinly veiled threat in the new ban’s direction: ‘If Cuvaj intends to suppress freedom 

by armed force, we shall show that we, too, can use arms in defence of our personal freedom 

and the freedom of our country.’ He goes on to say that he ‘is prepared to use any means 

whatsoever for Croatia and against her oppressors’.617 A threat like this, published in a 

Belgrade magazine above all, would have caught the authorities’ attention.  
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On 18 February 1912, two days after Aehrenthal died, large protests against the 

Monarchy’s political programme took place in Sarajevo, drawing all political parties, 

regardless of religious affiliation.618 Habsburg authorities dispatched sixty extra police officers 

to city centre locations as a precautionary measure.619 Just before 6 p.m, several hundred 

demonstrators gathered at the Cathedral Square and began to sing Croat national songs. Most 

of the young protesters were Croat and Muslim, with reports concluding that ‘the Serbs stayed 

away from the demonstrations.’ Protesters were met with brutal force by the police, resulting 

in the severe gunshot wounding of the student Salih Šahinagić, who was identified in police 

reports only by his surname.620 The Serb student and future assassin Gavrilo Princip was also 

slightly injured after a police saber tore through his clothing.621 Protesters alleged that the 

assault had been unprovoked, but the government reported that stones thrown by student 

protesters hit seven police officers. This resulted in another demonstration the following day, 

where students walked through the city towards the hospitalized Šahinagić chanting ‘Down 

with Cuvaj’, ‘Down with the Hungarians’, and ‘Long Live Social Democracy’.622 They were 

dispersed by regular army units and police, who exercised more restraint than they had the 

previous day.  

 

When the news of the Sarajevo demonstrations (including some false reports that 

Šahinagić had died) reached Croatia, students in Zagreb responded by occupying the 

University of Zagreb, while middle and high school students took to demonstrating in the city 

streets. They sent a telegram to Šahinagić, proclaiming that the ‘blood that flowed from his 

body is an inspiration from which they will gain a new spirit, new ideas, and new action’.623 

Students throughout Croatia and Slavonia took part in a successful general strike, in which not 

only the Progressive Youth, but Young Croats and even some clericals took part – leading the 

liberal, and only independently owned, paper Obzor to comment that ‘the government will 

certainly be surprised by this show of solidarity.’624 Zagreb’s citizens greeted the protesting 

youth sympathetically on the streets, and gave them a round of applause as they passed. This 
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domino effect through the region signalled a growing feeling of South Slavdom amongst 

students in the Monarchy, and brought together students of different political orientations. 

 

In front of Zagreb’s National Theatre, the largest gatherings seen in town until then 

took place, drawing around 3000 students waving both Croatian and Serbian flags.625 

Speakers took turns addressing the public. One of them included the Trade Academy’s strike 

leader Vladimir Badalić, who would later be involved in the Cuvaj assassination attempt. The 

word freedom energized the crowds. Ujević, too, who by now was involved in daily political 

action other than texts, spoke to the crowd against not only Austria-Hungary, but of the need 

for Serbo-Croatian unity. His friend, the Dalmatian student and journalist Oskar Tartaglia 

(1887-1950), also spoke, saying ‘Serbia is our friend, and Austria our enemy626’. For Ujević, 

this had certainly become true at this point: Kovačić and him were arrested at the 

demonstration, locked up for a certain time, and then banned from Zagreb. Both then decided 

to do what they had often talked about doing: they travelled to Belgrade. 

 

We don’t know the exact date on which Ujević left Zagreb for Belgrade, so we can’t be 

sure where exactly he was on 26 February 1912, when his latest piece for the Belgrade paper 

Pijemont appeared. Its title was Narodno Jedinstvo and it made very clear to readers from 

Belgrade to Vienna what Ujević now believed in. 
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III. Belgrade 
 

After 1903, Belgrade experienced a resurgence of Yugoslav sentiment. In his novel 

Timor mortis, the Serbian writer Slobodan Selenić set the scene for turn-of-the century 

Belgrade:  

 
Those were the days of the sudden flowering of the Yugoslav idea, and Belgrade was, through 
a series of royal celebrations, transformed into a true South Slavic stage of fiery patriots, In the 
city one could find many literati, journalists, and politicians of Yugoslav orientation. At the 
same time the first Yugoslav student congress was held. Ideas of reciprocity permeated the 
loud declarations that issued from both the excitable youth and stable adults who flocked to 
Belgrade from all the Yugoslav regions, from Slovenia all the way to Bulgaria627. 
 

Ujević’s move to Belgrade is not just another station on his student journey – preoccupied 

with the state of affairs in Croatia, he had already stopped going to classes in Zagreb. Instead, 

he became a fully-fledged political actor and agitator. A few weeks after he arrived in 

Belgrade, Ujević spoke of Croat-Serb unity to around 5,000 Belgrade citizens gathered under 

the statue of Knez (Prince) Mihailo, who responded with cheers and chants. In the next six 

months of his stay, Belgrade would radicalize his views even more.628 His involvement with 

the Yugoslav nationalist youth, and his exile from Croatia due to his anti-Monarchial activities 

is what led him over the border. He decided to go to what he saw as the heartland of his 

Yugoslav hopes and ambitions, and Austria-Hungary’s main enemy in the region – as did 

many other young Croatians of his generation, including his good friend Krešo Kovačić, who 

arrived only days afterwards. Ujević and Kovačić found themselves in a long tradition of 

Croats who traveled to Belgrade in the spirit of exploring South Slav ideas, going back to 

Mihail Pavlinović and Luka Botić in the 19th century.629 Yet for many of these travelers, 

seeing the real Serbia had been a sobering experience that left them less convinced of their 

unionist ideals: like Botić before him, Matoš's time in Belgrade had made him deeply 

skeptical as to whether a shared destiny for Croats and Serbs was really all that desirable. 

Ujević, however, seems to have kept his faith intact: after his departure from Belgrade some 

seven months later, he was a more convinced Yugoslav unitarist than ever. 
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This chapter will examine not only the reasons for his choice to go to Belgrade and his 

activities there, but also to what extent he contributed to a surge in Belgrade’s popularity 

among fellow Croatian nationalist students. With his writing, and his role in organizing the 

Zagreb student excursion to Belgrade in April 1912, which led to the Yugoslav conversion of 

many students, he effectively functioned as one of Belgrade’s main propagandists in Croatia 

and Dalmatia. He established contacts in Belgrade that helped further his political career as a 

propagandist for the Yugoslav cause. Meanwhile, to the Belgrade public, he was an expert on 

the Monarchy, a role he readily accepted by supplying the Serbian reading public with a wave 

of articles about the situation in Croatia. In this chapter, we will also examine this tense and 

hyper-charged atmosphere that gripped Belgrade at the time of Ujević’s arrival: the 

ideological battles, conflicting ideas of nationalism, and youth movements. 

 

1. Serbia and Belgrade in 1912 

 

When Ujević arrived in Belgrade in mid-March 1912, Serbia was thoroughly in the 

process of establishing itself as a regional power, constantly working on expanding its 

influence in the Balkans. At the time of the coronation of Peter I of Serbia on 21 September 

1904, the Kingdom of Serbia included 18,725 square miles of territory, with a border of 825 

miles, 580 miles of which was shared with the Austro-Hungarian and Ottoman Empires.630 

The population of Serbia totaled 2,493,770 in 1900 – ten years later, it had already grown to 

2,750,000. Additionally, around the turn of the century there were roughly two million Serbs 

in the Dual Monarchy and one million in ‘Turkey in Europe’, the remaining European 

provinces of the Ottoman Empire.631 These ‘extra-territorials’ played an important part in the 

territorial and expansionist thinking of Serbian politicians.  

 

Serbia’s successes impressed nationalist thinkers in the entire region. Progressive, 

Yugoslav-minded youth like Ujević saw Serbia as a pillar of South Slavic national and social 

salvation. They were drawn to Serbia, and Belgrade in particular, which was viewed as a 

Yugoslav Piedmont.632 Miroslav Krleža, in his essay ‘Lamentacija o prosperitetu’ (‘A 

Lamentation on Prosperity’) stated that Belgrade shone as ‘the magical light of Piedmontese 
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beacon on the island of Utopia’.633 Already in 1904, Matoš reported from his extensive travels 

to Belgrade during his exile from Croatia as a deserter that ‘a large number of Croats today, in 

fact all those who are progressive and anticlerical, see Belgrade as a symbol of liberation’.634 

And the Serbian government did everything it could to foster Belgrade’s reputation as a South 

Slav beacon. This was done through the funding of Serbian organizations and networks, the 

use of Serbian students abroad in building contacts, and the circulation of media in 

neighboring states with a pro-Serbian agenda. Youths immigrating to Belgrade played a strong 

role in the production of Serbia’s cultural capital. Writers and artists prominent in the 

Serbosphere at this time included many youths born in the latter days of the 19th century, after 

the Austro-Hungarian occupation of Bosnia & Herzegovina. Without their cultural and artistic 

output and related activities, the development and promotion of national ideologies would 

have been impossible.  

 

                Upon Ujević’s arrival, the political atmosphere in Serbia was tense. Ever since the 

May Coup of 1903, which had seen the brutal assassinations of King Alexander Obrenović 

and his wife, the country’s political scene had been dominated by bitter fighting between 

different nationalist factions and groups.635 In post-1903 Serbian politics, the two main 

political parties were the Old Radicals, led by Nikola Pašić, and the Independent Radicals, led 

by Ljubomir Stojanović. Following the assassination, a rivalry broke out between politicians 

of the Serbian Old Radical Party, the Independent Radical Party (who had broken away from 

the Radicals in a schism in 1901),636 the conspirators, and members of the military. The 

Radical Party, led by Serbia’s ‘Bismarck’ Nikola Pašić,637 held power, while the regicides 

from the coup remained in the political picture. As Christopher Clark points out, ‘the 

conspiratorial network that had come together to murder the royal family did not simply 

disappear, but remained an important force in Serbian politics and public life’.638 The fact that 

some regicides were awarded governmental posts639 led some to believe that the newly 

instated King Petar Karadjordjević knew of the plot to overthrow the Obrenovićes. Serving as 
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a figurehead, one senior Austrian official described King Peter as a ‘nullity’ at the Austrian 

Foreign Office in November 1903. The official went on to claim that ‘the whole show is run 

by the people of June 11’.640  In 1906, due to strong foreign pressure, the conspirators were 

removed from the army, but in 1911 they founded the secret organization Unity or Death, 

better known as the ‘Black Hand’.641 Through their paper Pijemont, which Ujević would soon 

contribute to, this organization published its program, with the core idea that ‘statehood and 

national egoism comes before and above everything else’.642 

 

The Obrenović Dynasty was perceived in retrospect as weak and self-indulgent, and 

over-reliant on its cooperation with the Habsburgs. One result of the dynastic change in Serbia 

in 1903 was the acceleration of nationalistic policies. This rise in nationalist sentiment was 

only fueled by the Customs War in 1906 and the annexation of Bosnia and Herzegovina by 

Austria-Hungary in 1908. These two events arguably contributed to the militarization of the 

entire Serbian society.643 By 1912, nationalism had penetrated all aspects of social, cultural, 

and political life. It had become the single most potent political instrument and cultural force 

in Serbia. There were strong South Slav and Serbian currents prevalent in art, music, and 

literature. In 1912, Belgrade hosted the Fourth Yugoslav Exhibit, in which artists from the 

region assembled. In her review, Serbian artist Nadežda Petrović emphasized the sculptures of 

Ivan Meštrović ‘as symbols of national liberation and unification.’ The fact that they were 

dedicated to the Battle of Kosovo, the central theme in pan-Slavic vision and of the Serbian 

epic narrative meant they appealed to both Yugoslav and Serbian nationalists. Poetry in the 

new patriotic spirit was evident in examples such as the 1912 publication of the collection 

Rodoljubive pesme, or patriotic poems, by Serbian poet Veljko Petrović.644 Upon arrival, 

Ujević would soon enrol at the University of Belgrade (which had only been granted 

autonomy and the official title of ‘university’ by King Peter I. in February 1905). By 1913, 

within five colleges (law, medicine, philosophy, theology and technical sciences), there were 

eighty professors and 1,600 students at the Belgrade University.645 Although relatively modest 
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judging by the number of students, the university was prominent as the flag-bearer of the idea 

of Serbian and Yugoslav unity.646  

 

 The conviction that Serbia was preparing to achieve ‘the biggest territorial 

transformation in the Balkans’ was not shared only by the military, but also by the 

representatives of the small intellectual elite. The Serbian anthropologist Jovan Cvijić wrote: 

‘we must be a country ready for war’, and Serbia must have ‘a significant and prepared’ army.  

Addressing the national assembly on 31 March 1911, Nikola Pašić said that he was willing to 

push the country to its financial limits in order to prepare the army. Around six months after 

Ujević’s arrival, in October 1912, Leon Trotsky, who was in town as a Balkan war 

correspondent, observed that ‘…the city has a special air about it—on the alert, like a military 

camp. Everyone and everything is subordinated to the demands of mobilization.’647  

 

Regardless of the question whether the period from 1903 to 1914 should be considered 

as Serbia’s ‘Golden Age’, as Serbian historian Dušan Bataković asserts, or what Christopher 

Clark calls ‘a period of dangerous foreign jingoism that ultimately led to disaster’,648 it is 

indisputable that Serbia began aggressively pursuing an independent foreign policy,649 albeit 

one that relied on support from Russia and France. Parliamentary infighting aside, Bataković 

characterises this period in Serbian politics as one marked by ‘internal consensus on both 

foreign policy orientation and wider national goals.’ This is true to some extent: At the time, 

there were five political parties in Belgrade: the Old Radicals; the Independents; the Social 

Democrats; the Progressives and the Liberal Party (renamed ‘National Party’). Regardless of 

their ideological differences, most, with the exception of the Social Democrats, were 

nationalistic. In fact, even the Social Democrats were described by Trotsky as fighting 

‘against their own dynastic-chauvinist cliques and against the imperialist plans of tsarism and 

the Europe of the stock exchanges’ to support ‘a federal republic in the Balkans without 

distinction of race, nationality, or state frontiers’.650 Ideas of a Greater Serbian or South Slav 

state were shared across them. 
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Belgrade in 1912 

  

The capital city of the Kingdom of Serbia was the city of Belgrade, located at the 

confluence of the Sava and Danube rivers. The city had first been the capital of Serbia during 

the Serbian Despotate, as its southern lands were slowly conquered by the Ottoman Empire. 

Following Serbia’s capitulation to the Ottomans (including the city’s fall in 1521), Belgrade 

became a regional and provincial capital. However, its strategic position left it vulnerable to 

attacks, and it changed hands between the Ottoman and Austrian Empires on a number of 

occasions. Austria returned Belgrade to the Ottomans in 1739, but retained land to the north 

and west of the Danube and Sava rivers, so that Belgrade bordered Austria-Hungary. This 

would remain the status quo until the area (known as Vojvodina) was incorporated into the 

Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes (later the Kingdom of Yugoslavia) at the end of the 

First World War. Belgrade had been named as the capital of the fledgling Serbian state in 

1841 by Prince Mihailo Obrenović, and, upon independence in 1878, began to grow in 

importance, to become a major geo-political centre in the context of the Balkans. Leon 

Trotsky described Belgrade as changing from what reminded him of ‘a Russian provincial 

capital of medium size’ with a Ministry of War and two royal palaces in 1910, to growing 

cleaner and more handsome in 1912, ‘with new houses and shops’, and a main street which 

was now paved with wooden blocks.651 

 

By 1912, the city’s population was experiencing an explosion in growth. From 1900 to 

1910, the city saw its population grow from 70,000 to 90,000.652 While the overwhelming 

majority of the population within the Kingdom of Serbia were peasants eking out a semi-

subsistent living, the demographics of Belgrade were in stark contrast to this, with an 

occupational breakdown being approximately as follows: 24% civil servants, 23% artisans, 

21% professional trades, 13% merchants. Legislators were drawn both from Parliament and 

from the upper echelons of the academic staff of the University of Belgrade.653 

 

Belgrade was not only Serbia’s capital but also by far its largest city. Although there 

were other towns in Serbia like Niš and Zemun, Belgrade was the country’s only significant 
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urban and political centre.654 The urban dwellers comprised 14 per cent of the Serbia’s total 

population.655 Although there was a small yet growing intelligentsia, the vast majority of 

Serbia’s population, approximately 87 per cent, was composed of peasant farmers with small 

plots of land that produced barely enough food to feed the families working it. Most people 

didn’t pay taxes, and made their own shoes, clothes, and tools. Literacy rates in villages stood 

at 23 per cent, while in towns they were around 55 per cent. Serbia benefitted from 

immigration from more industrialized economies. Prečani Serbs (from "across" the Danube 

and Sava rivers in Habsburg territory) started to come back in the 1830's and accounted for 

about a third of Belgrade's population by 1900.656 They were joined by Austrian, Czech and 

Jewish immigrants who made up only five per cent of Belgrade’s population but were heavily 

represented among artisans and traders. It was recent, un-naturalized arrivals among these 

groups that accounted for almost half of the skilled labor in Serbian industry by 1910.657 Still, 

Belgrade was mainly Serbian. Out of 89,876 inhabitants in 1910, Belgrade had about 19,000 

inhabitants originating from other parts of South Slavic regions and another 3,000 from 

different European countries, comprising Germans, Greeks, Hungarians, Czechs, Slovaks and 

Jews: there were 5,443 Roman Catholics, 4,192 Jews, 586 Protestants and 362 Muslims.658 

 

As hundreds of thousands of hectares of land were opened up for exploitation by 

young families, which led to the loosening of social constraints on marriage and fertility,659 

the population grew at an awesome rate. From the 1870s, Austria-Hungary became the 

Kingdom of Serbia’s primary trading partner, largely due to a secret alliance signed in 

1881.660 However, by 1912, this alliance had become untenable, with Serbia having 

undermined trade agreements contained therein by importing military goods from France (a 

country where King Peter I had been educated and with which he held a great affinity) from 

1904, and forming a customs union with Bulgaria in 1905. What followed is known by 
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historians as the ‘Pig War’; a customs blockade was imposed by Austria-Hungary upon Serbia 

on pork products, Serbia’s main export, in April 1906. Serbia managed to weather this due to 

Russian aid and diversifying its export partners, and by March 1908 this blockade was 

rendered essentially ineffective, and was therefore lifted. This blockade had a long-term 

implication, however: French investment allowed newer methods of preservation and packing 

to be introduced to Serbia, thus securing a more competitive market position for its exports in 

the long term.  

 

In 1912, in addition to fresh and salted meat from lean hogs raised on acorns, Serbia’s 

principal exports were cereals.661 In terms of crops, maize acreage was greater than wheat, and 

its cattle, along with that of the Romanian lowlands, was earmarked for the production of low 

quality beef for consumption upon the Austro-Hungarian market.662 Prunes were also exported 

from the northern areas of Serbia.663 Proportional to income, the tax burden of Serbian 

peasants was halved in the period 1880-1910.664 However, as Clark summarizes the 

scholarship on the Serbian pre-war economy, a ‘cycle of underperformance and decline’ had 

started to creep in. ‘Per capita output in farming fell by 27.5 per cent between the early 1870s 

and 1910-12, partly because of the expansion of arable land that led to large scale 

deforestation’.665 Overall, Serbia’s development has been characterized as an ‘unsuccessful 

industrialization’.666 In October 1912, as the country was on the brink of entering the first 

Balkan War, Leon Trotsky observed that ‘Industry is at a standstill . . . There is no labour to 

be had’.667 However, one major positive during this period, helped by King Peter’s 

Westernized outlook and increased and diversified investment and trade links, in part a 

positive outcome of the Pig War, was the fact that Serbia became an increasingly important 

supplier of raw materials to the industrialized countries in the West. With foreign capital, the 

first mines and factories were established: While in 1893, Serbia had only 26 factories, 
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employing just 837 workers, by 1910 that number had risen to 428, employing 16,095 

workers.668 

 

The issue of Serbia’s education levels is a contested one. In his Sleepwalkers, 

Christopher Clark maintains that Serbian society as a whole had little interest in widespread 

education:  

 
In 1900, there were four teaching colleges in all of Serbia, half of all elementary school 
teachers had no pedagogical training, most school classes were not held in buildings designed 
for the purpose and only around one third of children actually attended school … All these 
shortcomings reflected the cultural preferences of a rural population that cared little for 
education and saw schools as alien institutions imposed by the government.669 
 

He attributes the fact that the Skupština, the parliament, in 1905 chose to tax school books, 

rather than home distillation, as a reason for the strikingly low level of literacy that ranged 

from 27 per cent in the northern districts to only 12 per cent in the southeast of Serbia.670 To 

Clark, this illustrates another facet of an overall Serbian problem that he calls ‘growth without 

development’. 

 

However, Clark mostly ignores the significant changes that were taking place in the 

country’s educational system around this time. Although Serbian literacy rates were still at 

twenty per cent, education levels in Serbia were, in part thanks to the policies of the People’s 

Radical Party, rapidly on the rise. According to social historian Jelena Milojkovic-Djurić, 

‘The end of the first decade of the twentieth century and the years following until the outbreak 

of World War I were marked by considerable progress in the standards of education in 

Serbia’.671 An interesting insight into the development of Serbian education is given by the 

Serbian academic Jovan Skerlić’s History of New Serbian Literature, in which he compared 

historical statistical data on education. He found that in 1885 there were 534 elementary 

schools in Serbia. By 1911, their number had tripled to 1,425.672 The educational growth was 

especially apparent in Belgrade, as there were more students in Belgrade alone than the total 

enrollment of students in the entirety of Serbia 13 years earlier, although this may in part be 
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attributed to Belgrade’s rapid population growth. To Skerlić, this increase in schools and 

students was proof of Serbian cultural and educational growth.    

 

Serb Yugoslavism 

Since this is such a key factor to understanding much of what has happened in the 

region up to the present day, the differences in the Serb and Croatian perceptions of what 

Yugoslavism should be have been pored over extensively, and I will only give a short 

overview here.673 A useful formula for understanding this divide is Tim Judah’s observation 

that Yugoslavism was never more than one of three future political options in Serbia.674 The 

most prevalent was a Greater Serbia, which would encompass Bosnia-Herzegovina and parts 

of Croatia, Dalmatia, and Slavonia with their large numbers of Serbs. The second option was a 

united Slav Balkan state that would include Bulgarians, which was not a viable option after 

the second Balkan War of 1913, which had pitted Serbs against Bulgarians. The third was the 

type of Yugoslavia that gained prominence among politicians and academic circles:675 a 

centralized state with headquarters in Belgrade. A centralized version of Yugoslavia as 

opposed to a federal state would remain an issue throughout the First World War, as a focal 

point of debate and disagreement between Croatian and Serbian politicians.  

 

During the war, it became clear that ‘liberation’ and ‘unification’ of the Serbs, Croats, 

and Slovenes essentially meant Serb unification to many Serbs. A secondary aim included a 

wider program of ‘incorporating Croats and Slovenes within a Great Serbia’.676 Pasić would 

show that he was prepared to bargain away large numbers of non-Serb South Slavs in 

exchange for incorporating as many Serbs as possible into one state.677 In this way, Pasić and 

his followers were heirs to Ilija Garašanin (1812-1874), the Serbian interior minister under 

Prince Alexander Karadjordjević, who formulated a Serbian foreign policy platform in 1844.  
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Garašanin’s secret policy ‘outline’ of 1844, called Načertanije, laid the foundations of 

the Great-Serbian policy of unification.678 Christopher Clark calls it the ‘Magna Carta of Serb 

nationalism’.679 With the proclamation that ‘where a Serb dwells, that is Serbia’, he advocated 

that the goal of every Serbian statesman should be the unification of all Serbs into one national 

entity. Taken together with his other maxim, that ‘Serbia is small, but cannot be allowed to 

remain so’,680 this clearly prescribed territorial expansion: ‘A plan must be constructed which 

does not limit Serbia to her present borders, but endeavors to absorb all the Serbian people 

around her’681. There has been some debate over whether Garašanin’s ideas should be 

interpreted as not just Serbian nationalism, but some form of proto-Yugoslavism. Yet as 

Behschnitt has demonstrated by comparing the text of the Načertanije to its original 

inspiration, a treatise by the Czech agent František Zach acting for the Pole Adam Czartoryski, 

Garašanin was in no way interested in any South Slav nationalism: whereas much of the 

Načertanije is actually a remarkably faithful copy of Zach’s text, except for the fact that 

Garašanin replaced every instance of the words ‘South Slav’ with the word ‘Serb’.682 As far as 

Croats were concerned, Garašanin hardly mentioned them at all in his text, although he did 

believe that in order to achieve Serbian aims in Bosnia & Herzegovina, it was necessary to 

work with Bosnian Croats, and the Franciscan leaders there. As for Croatia proper, he had 

little interest.683 Still, the Načertanije would serve as a blueprint for the formation of the first 

Yugoslav state under the Karadjordjević dynasty.684  

 

Someone who did have a lot to say about Croatians was the Serbian linguist Vuk 

Karadžić (1787-1864). However, what he had to say was mainly that any speaker of the 

Štokavian dialect who called himself ‘Croat’ was wrong in the head. ‘Clever Serbs’, he wrote 

in his famous treatise ‘Serbs All and Everywhere’ (Srbi svi i svuda), ‘both Greek and Roman 

admit that they are one people [‘jedan narod’] … Only those of the Roman Catholic Church 

find it difficult to call themselves Serbs, but they will probably get used to it, little by little, 

because if they do not want to be Serbs, they have no other name.’685 In a gross miscalculation 
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of the power of the growing Croatian national consciousness, Karadžić believed that the forces 

of progress and modernism would see to it that all Štokavian speakers would one day accept 

their Serbdom.  

 

Although there were other voices in the Serb nationalist discourse in the 19th century, 

an amalgam of these two ideas – Garašanin’s of territorial expansion to encompass all Serbs 

and Karadžić’s that all Štokavian speakers were indeed Serbs – had become a powerful source 

of inspiration for many Serbs by the end of that century. Serbian textbooks at the turn of the 

century, for example, defined Serbs as all speakers of the Štokavian dialect, and territories 

ranging from Bosnia-Herzegovina through parts of Dalmatia as well as the Sanjak of Novi 

Pazar as Serbian lands.686  

 

Nevertheless, as Andrej Mitrović has noted, the term ‘Greater Serbia’ was not widely 

used in Serbia in the early 20th century, and never in official documents.687 ‘Yugoslavism’, on 

the other hand, was much more current – but in the minds of many Serb nationalists, these two 

concepts were, if not interchangeable, at least not too far removed from each other. Thus, 

Serbia readily embraced its role as the ‘Yugoslav Piedmont’. At the turn of the century, 

Yugoslavism did not only exist in the minds of certain intellectuals and political leaders but 

trickled down into the streets and squares and spread from there. John Lampe observed a 

change that was felt in the Serbian atmosphere from the time when the word ‘Yugoslav’ 

entered the language and came into everyday use.’688 The array of documented events, namely 

field trips, concerts, and theater performances promoting what Belgrade’s Večernje Novosti 

tabloid dubbed ‘the spreading of Yugoslav air’ attests to this. Even though the Serbian Prime 

Minister Nikola Pašić avoided speaking openly of Yugoslav unification, which would have 

led to a conflict with Austria-Hungary, the Serbian state still financed all Yugoslav activities 

that took place from 1904 onward.689 Pro-Yugoslav congresses and exhibitions were held in 

Belgrade, such as the first Yugoslav art exhibition opened by King Peter in September 1904, 

displaying 458 pieces by Serbian, Croatian, Slovenian, and Bulgarian artists; and in 1906 

around 800 teachers gathered for a conference from the lands that would compose 
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Yugoslavia.690 During the Balkan wars in 1912 and 1913, more events, such as student 

congresses, were held in order to promote Slav feeling.  

 

On the eve of the First World War, various versions of the Yugoslav idea had become 

common across the political spectrum from Social Democrats who advocated a Balkan 

federation to Independents to at least some of the Radicals and the Black Hand. Left-wing 

representatives of the Independent Radical Party, writing in the party’s daily paper in 1910, 

argued that ‘the entire rational population of Serbia, with the exception of the patriots around 

Pravda, the ‘intellectuals’ around Večernje novosti, and the politicians around the departed 

Nedeljni pregled, clearly sees the grand, historical value of the Yugoslav idea’ continuing: 

‘This wondrous and lifesaving idea had in the last seven or eight years made tremendous 

progress. Today, without any exaggeration, we can say: the Yugoslav idea has captivated all 

the better elements and wise people in our country, and each day it reaches new heights’.691 

Pijemont, the paper of the Black Hand which mainly promoted a Greater Serbia, sided with 

the concept of a broader unification: ‘Serbs and Croats should not only officially be 

considered one nation, but we should also regard Bulgarians and Slovenians their closest 

brothers, while striving for unification or an alliance between these fraternal tribes should be 

the only Serbian national policy’.692 Stojan Novaković, leader of the Progressive Party, argued 

in Pravda: ‘let us unite, unite the hearts of the man by the River Timok and the one in Gruž on 

the Adriatic Sea, the one from Skadar on the Bojana and the one on the Morava, the one on 

Una and the one on the cold Vardar’.693 Yugoslav-oriented Politika maintained as early as 

1906 that ‘the idea once represented only by Štrosmajer became today the dominant idea of 

every judicious Serbian and Croatian politician’.694 Stojan Protić, a major figure in the ruling 

People’s Radical Party, who did not then nor after the first Yugoslavia’s creation share its 

opposition to local autonomy, authored a pamphlet about the promising idea of balancing Serb 

and Croat rights in a single state. With the exception of conservative Nedeljni pregled, he 

concluded, “there are no known cases of people in our nation who think differently.’695 

 

The influence of Austria was a motivating and deciding future political factor. Like 

their Party of Right, Serbo-Croat Coalition, and progressive counterparts in Zagreb, the 
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sentimental life of the Serbian public was deeply anti-Austrian.696 (This, too, can be traced 

back to Garašanin’s Načertanije, in which he wrote that ‘Austria must always be the enemy of 

the Serbian state; therefore, agreement and concord with Austria are to the Serbian state a 

political impossibility’.697) The anti-Austrian feeling sometimes spilled over into Serbian 

perceptions of Croatians, too. In the 1890s, when Pašić wrote at length about the need for 

Serbs and Croats to unite in a world where small nations were bound to go under, the rhetoric 

was underlined with the assumption that, first, Serbs and Croats were in essence the same 

people and, second, that the Serbs would have to lead this process because they were a more 

authentically Slavic people than the Catholic Croats, who has been exposed to ‘the influence 

of foreign [Austrian] culture’ for so long.698 Croatian exposure to Germanic influences would 

ultimately affect Pasić's convoluted view on Yugoslavism, which will be addressed in greater 

detail next. 

 

Racial theory played a role in developing ideas about which groups could and should 

participate in thea Yugoslav nation building project. Geographer Jovan Cvijić, one of the best-

known Serbian scholars of the day, argued that most Serbs and Croats belonged to a Dinaric 

type that would help compose the Yugoslav nation, along with other closely related South 

Slav racial types (“Central” Macedonians and “Pannonian” Slovenes and inhabitants from 

Slavonia, Srem, Banat). He categorized the various groups of people according to a hierarchy. 

In 1907, Cvijić admonished that ‘The world should know and be sure that Serbia can operate a 

much larger territorial unit than it does at the moment.’699 He would reiterate his assertion 

about Serbia being restricted by its current borders a few years later.700 His influential ‘On 

National Work’ would later be called ‘a national gospel of a kind’ by Vladimir Čorović, 

emphasizing the tension between Serbia’s ‘glorious’ past, puny present, and promising 

future.701 As for the religion, there was a also a belief that Orthodoxy (practiced by a majority 

of Serbs) was more disposed towards forging states that championed liberation and 

Christianity.702 
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Nevertheless, Serb Yugoslavism cannot be seen as a mere cover for a hidden ‘Greater 

Serbian’ agenda. It was, for example, very much possible to be a Serb nationalist who 

believed in the unification of all Serbs in one state as a step towards a future Yugoslav state, 

just as the emergence of Prussia had culminated in German unification703, as we will see 

through the example of Jovan Skerlić. The same, however, was not true for Croatian 

nationalists: narodno jedinstvo, the unity of Croats and Serbs, of necessity required the 

negation of Croatian historic state rights. In the following months and years, Ujević would 

pour much energy into convincing his fellow Croats that this was a step well worth taking. 

One of the most important achievements was the field trip of Croat students to Belgrade in 

early 1912. 

 

2. The Serbian propaganda machine 

 

This next section will look at the efforts of state and private actors to foster Serbia’s 

reputation as a South Slav Piedmont. Ever since Garašanin’s time, Serbian nationalistic 

organizations with the government’s support had made a sustained effort to spreading pro-

Serb feeling in neighboring countries with Serbian populations, such as Croatia and Bosnia-

Herzegovina. In order to do so, they established a network of agents and volunteers to 

‘promote the national work’. As we saw in the Zagreb section, Mitrinović was sent to Zagreb 

by Slovenski jug in order to help spread the idea of narodno jedinstvo, or national unity, 

among students at the University of Zagreb. Ujević’s political transformation is proof of his 

success. Like Mitrinović, Ujević himself became an influencer through his political writings 

and actions. This shows the existence of a pan-Balkan network at the time that began with the 

Austro-Hungarian Annexation of Bosnia-Herzegovina in 1908 and would culminate in the 

assassination of Franz Ferdinand. 

 

Narodna Odbrana 

 

The growing Serbian national sentiment in wake of international events led to the 

formation of Pan-Serb societies. In October 1908, a day after the annexation of Bosnia-

Herzegovina by Austria-Hungary, the semi-secret Serbian Nationalist organization Narodna 

Odbrana, or National Defense, was founded after the Serbian foreign minister Milovan 
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Milovanović called twenty civilian and military leaders to meet in the town hall. They decided 

to form a semi-military society dedicated to defending the Serbian 'idea', with the aim of a 

Greater Serbia.704 They established a network of volunteers and agents throughout the South 

Slav lands,705 with the primary goal of protecting Bosnia-Herzegovina. According to David 

Mackenzie, Narodna Odbrana spurred all motivated Serbs to join the fight against the 

Habsburgs, which was a sheer consequence of the Annexation Crisis.706 Through Narodna 

Odbrana, Serbia fostered cross-border educational and propaganda activities, and recruited 

volunteers prepared to fight in oncoming wars.707 For this reason, it encouraged young Serbian 

men from Bosnia-Herzegovina to come to Belgrade. Often poor and sometimes ill, Narodna 

Odbrana assisted them in finding jobs or providing the money necessary to enable them to 

continue with their educations. For example, when Nedeljko Čabrinović, the nineteen-year old 

son of an Austrian police informant, moved to Belgrade from Bosnia in 1912, Narodna 

Odbrana supported him until they found him a job as a typesetter. Čabrinović would later join 

his friend, Gavrilo Princip, who was also supported by the Narodna Odbrana, in continuing 

his education in Belgrade, and eventually in participating in the plot to assassinate Archduke 

Franz Ferdinand.  

 

In 1909, deprived of Russian diplomatic support, Serbia was forced to recognize the 

Austro-Hungarian annexation of Bosnia-Herzegovina.708 In addition to experiencing 

humiliation, the Serbian government had to officially restrict the activities of Narodna 

Odbrana and ‘renounce its revolutionary role’.709 It was reduced to maintaining its network of 

agents who remained in contact with civil and military intelligence in Belgrade, and 

concerning itself with cultural matters.710 This annexation crisis led to more extreme Serbian 

nationalism. The domino effect in the formation of irredentist secret organizations culminated 

with Ujedinjene ili Smrt! (Unification or Death), also known as the Black Hand. According to 
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Black Hand member Colonel Čedomir Popović, ‘From all sides, beyond the borders of Serbia, 

desperate complaints of our friends and activists were coming in as to the fatal effect of this 

inactivity and the need to do something, since otherwise the masses would become hopeless, 

and the consequences of that would be immense. [...] It was necessary to broach the matter. It 

was then that the Unification or Death organisation came into being.’711  

 

 

The Black Hand  

 

On 3 March 1911, seven officers including Ljuba Jovanović, Velimir Vejić, and Ilija 

Radivojević, all of whom were directly involved in the Obrenović murders, gathered together 

in a Belgrade apartment.712 Bogdan Radenković, a Serb native of Kosovo and the main 

organiser of Serbian guerrilla activities in both Kosovo and Macedonia for the renewal of in 

Old Serbia, was also there. Jovanović and Radenković were well connected to Major 

Dragutin Dimitrijević. The undisputed leader of the 1903 conspirators, known under the 

pseudonym Apis (like the Egyptian god bull), would go on to head the Black Hand.713 

Founded with the help of Ljubomir S. Jovanović Čupa, a journalist and one of the editors of 

Slovenski Jug, their goal was to ‘coordinate all secret activities in the Serb-inhabited provinces 

under foreign rule’.714  

 

Like Narodna Odbrana, the Black Hand promoted a Pan-Serb program. In order to do 

so, they ‘choose revolutionary action rather than cultural’ and would ‘fight with whatever 

means necessary . . . ‘in the cross-border campaign’.715 The primary aim, as stated in the first 

line of their constitution, was ‘the idea of unification of Serbdom’ outlining that ‘all Serbs, 

regardless of sex, religion or place of birth, can become members, and anyone else who is 

prepared to serve this ideal, the unification of Serbdom, faithfully.’ Thus, it welcomed non-

Serbian recruits ready to work for the Serbian cause. The first and only Croatian member we 

know of, for example, was Ujević’s friend Oskar Tartaglia, who became a member after the 

Croatian student field trip to Belgrade in 1912. Ujević’s friend Gaćinović was the only Young 
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Bosnian who officially became a member of Black Hand too, but he never shared this 

information with the members and supporters of Young Bosnia.716  

 

The Black Hand movement was surrounded by a cult of secrecy. Members were not 

known by name, but number, and only to the central committee. Its elaborate initiation 

ceremony, orchestrated by Jovanović, was complete with candles, daggers, revolvers, and 

hooded figures. The initiates had to swear an oath, which if taken seriously, implied absolute 

commitment: 

 
I ... becoming a member of the organization Ujedinjenje ili Smrt, swear by the sun which is 
shining on me, by the earth which is feeding me, by God, by the blood of my ancestors, by my 
honor and my life, that from this moment until my death, I will serve faithfully the cause of 
this organization and will always be ready to undergo any sacrifices for it. I swear by God, by 
honor and my life, that I will carry out all orders and commands unconditionally. I swear by 
God, honor and life, that I shall take to the grave all secrets of this organization. May God and 
my comrades in this organization judge me, if intentionally or unintentionally, I break or fail to 
observe this oath of allegiance.717 

 

Even though the organization was shrouded in secrecy, recruitment processes were often 

informal and semi-public. In Belgrade, Apis was known to preside over dinners and banquets 

with nationalist students. With no records, an accurate number of members is unknown, but it 

is estimated to have grown to 2,500 by the end of 1911 and even more during the Balkan 

Wars.718 Although the Black Hand was essentially a military organisation largely consisting of 

senior officers, the most prominent of who was Apis, it tried to attract young members and 

intellectuals.719 Clark argues that with contacts among the Yugoslav youth, [Apis] did more 

than any other conspirator to recruit a core of ultra-nationalist followers prepared to support 

the struggle for the union of all Serbs by all available means.720 Tartaglia described Apis as 

‘the spirit, leader, and organizer of the national revolutionary movement who always kept in 

mind not just Serbia but all other regions where our people lived and were under foreign 

tyranny… he was a soldier and a politician, simultaneously the Garibaldi and Mazzini of the 

Yugoslav War for liberation.’721    
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There was overlap between Narodna Odbrana and the Black Hand. The two societies 

had many members in common, and the Black Hand could make use of the Narodna 

Odbrana's agents in Bosnia-Hercegovina. The Black Hand, however, preferred 

‘revolutionary’ or terrorist activity while Narodna Odbrana focused on propaganda. The 

organisation underscored that ‘it spreads revolutionary organisation in all territories where 

they [Serbs] live’ and ‘extends its help to all those nations and organisations fighting for their 

national liberation and unification.’ As for internal policy, it was said that it would endeavour 

‘to influence all official factors in Serbia as a Pijemont and all social classes and the entire 

social life’. Thus, the programme of the Black Hand focused on influencing foreign policy: it 

envisaged intelligence operations in the territory of the two neighbouring empires, Austria-

Hungary and Ottoman Turkey. ‘By 1911’, writes Ivo Lederer, ‘spurred by pro-Yugoslav 

currents in Croatia, Slovenia, Montenegro, and particularly in Dalmatia and Belgrade, with the 

blessing of St. Petersburg, Serbia set out to realize earlier Serbian dreams of a Balkan concert. 

The new alliance produced dramatic results, and the triumph of Serbian arms in 1912-13 lent 

credence to Serbia’s mission as the Piedmont of the South Slavs.’722 

 

The Black Hand was involved in the official structure of the Serbian state. In 1913, 

Apis was appointed head of Serbian army intelligence, which he combined with his Black 

Hand duties. He personally distrusted the civilian leaders. The articles in the Black Hand's 

mouthpiece Pijemont reflect a wide range of opinion on political questions. A closer look at 

the editorials reveals an overt hostility to the institutions of parliamentary democracy. In 

particular, Pijemont singled out Nikola Pašić, the leader of the Old Radicals as the main 

culprit for the slow progress of Serbia, especially in respect of national unification, accusing 

him of giving priority to personal and party interests over sacred national ones, and ruling the 

state through corruption and political intrigues.723 The next few years were full of intrigues 

and party maneuvers as the conflict between Pašić and the Black Hand not only escalated but 

became public early in 1914.724 

 

Although it is unknown exactly to what extent, the Serbian government was generally 

supportive of the clandestine organizations. Major Ilija Radaković, one of the conspirators, 
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informed King Petar I about the formation of the organisation, presenting it as a society with 

exclusively patriotic aims, and Apis reported to Crown Prince Aleksandar, who donated 

money to Jovanovic, the Black Hand member and editor of Pijemont.725 This was sometimes 

criticised by other politicians. In a session of Serbian Parliament on 10 January 1912, Mišić 

submitted a new interpellation regarding the situation in the army, and informing the assembly 

that the existence of a ‘secret officer organization’ was a proven fact, accused the Minister of 

Defence Stepanović of backing the organization.726 Prime Minister Milanović, who was 

closely connected with the Black Hand, managed to avoid replying to his interpellation, with 

the assembly being dissolved soon afterwards.727 The Serbian government propelled 

revolutionary action beyond the borders of Serbia. For this, youth networks pursued by the 

Black Hand proved helpful. There is no evidence that Ujević was a member of the Black 

Hand, but he regularly published in their mouthpieces. Before he arrived in Belgrade, Ujević 

was already published in both Pijemont and Ujedinjenje ili smrt.728 His political work and 

writings show that the young Croatian poet shared the Black Hand’s revolutionary spirit and 

determination to make sacrifices for the sake of supreme national goals.  

 

3. The Croat student trip 

 

In March 1912, a group of students from the University of Zagreb began making 

preparations for a field trip to Serbia. The student trip to Belgrade was first mentioned in 

Croatia by Hrvatski pokret, a mouthpiece of the Serbo-Croat Coalition, specifically that 'a 

multi-party academic committee on the field trip to Serbia’ was established with the goal of 

organizing an educational field trip. The Zagreb-based committee was in contact with 

colleagues from the University of Belgrade.729 The Serbian student of philosophy at Zagreb, 

Bora Prodanović, was in charge of the organisation, and Ujević and Kovačević helped from 

Belgrade.730 There is no doubt that Ujević, as one of the budding leaders of the movement, 

played an important role as a Croatian student representative and organiser in Belgrade. 
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While preparations were underway back in Zagreb, Ujević cemented his role as a 

student leader in Belgrade. In mid-March 1912, shortly after his arrival in Belgrade, some 

students of Belgrade University held a meeting to express their solidarity with Croatian 

students. Ujević was invited as a representative of the Croatian youth.731 Shortly after, on 

March 17, 1912, he organized a rally of Belgrade students to protest Cuvaj’s oppressive 

regime in Croatia. Ujević spoke there as a student from the University of Zagreb, and was 

greeted with an enormous welcome.732 To the Austro-Hungarian authorities’ and our 

disappointment, the Belgrade papers contained little information about the details of his 

speech. Thanks to Pijemont’s issue the following day, we do know, however, that below the 

statue of Knez Mihailo, Ujević greeted his ‘dear brothers from free Serbia’ and said: ‘I am 

delighted that our sufferings find an echo in your hearts . . . For us in Croatia, we do not need 

a greater or more precious solace than the fact that you and your army are with us’.733 

According to the Zagreb police reports, Ujević ‘most furiously attacked the royal 

commissariat in Croatia and the actions of the regime. The full text of Ujević’s speech was not 

printed by even one Belgrade paper, but its main messages are reconstructable from the short 

excerpts in some papers’.734 From an anonymous source, we know that in response to his 

speech, a mass of listeners, 5,000 according to Pijemont, chanted, ‘Long live brother Ujević! 

Long live the Serbian army! Long live the Croatian-Serbian youth! Long live the revolution in 

Croatia!’ followed by an applause that lasted almost ten minutes.735 In addition to the long 

applause, Ujević’s speech was met by an impromptu rendition of the Croatian national anthem 

– all of which took place under the benevolent eyes of the Serbian army.736 The meeting and 

Ujević’s speech, in which he made Serbia out to be Croatia’s protector, complied with the 

promotion of Mitrinović’s program of Narodno ujedinjene, or national unity, of which the 

student field trip was a prime example.  

 

Shortly after, on 3 April, Ban Cuvaj in Zagreb announced the suspension of the 

Croatian constitution and his own appointment as Royal Commissioner. The Croatian youth 

was outraged, first and foremost Ujević in Belgrade, who reacted with a string of furious 

diatribes against Austria-Hungary in Pijemont and Slovenski Jug. Their titles – Proganjana 
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Hrvatska (‘Croatia persecuted’), Jedna gnjila država (‘A rotten state’) or Mrtva domovina 

(‘The dead homeland’) – are a testament to his anger. ‘Austria is rotten to its core’, he wrote in 

Jedna gnjila država. ‘The Serb and Croat youth must rebel the most. We need to be the yeast 

in the unavoidable battle with the Austro-Hungarian monarchy’.737 Proganjana Hrvatska 

begins with ‘Every day news of persecutions arrive from Croatia’ and ends with the following 

cynical exhortation: ‘Yet we are far from complaining about the everyday horrors that Croatia 

withstands; they only delight us and we would be happy to endure worse. Let the 

commissariat be, blessed above all tyrannies!’738  

 

Meanwhile in Zagreb, the field trip committee’s first meeting took place on April 5, 

1912, with students from Belgrade in attendance. Its president was the Party of Right student 

member Janko Baričević. Branko Kiurina, the President of the Serbian academic support 

committee at the University of Zagreb, was vice-president. Their accountant was Paja 

Kurtović from Šabac, Serbia, and the committee’s secretary was Josip Kobasica, the younger 

brother of the Serbian radical and Srpski Glas founder Stijepo Kobasica from Dubrovnik.739 

Thus, Serbian students studying in Zagreb comprised the majority of the committee's 

leadership, which contradicts Croatian student Oskar Tartaglia's statement that all of the credit 

in the committee went to 'ideological enemies of Serbia', namely ‘Starčevites, clericals, and 

Party-of-Rightists'.740 Nonetheless, the meeting was remarkable in that not only the 

Progressive Youth was interested in going to Belgrade: Mile Budak, the leader of the 

Mladohrvati was an ordinary member of the committee, as was Ivo Jelavić, the leader of the 

Catholic student group Domagoj at the University of Zagreb. In a Hrvatski katolički đački 

savez article, Jelavić personally invited the Croatian catholic youth to a field trip ‘to Belgrade 

and independent Serbia’.741 This invitation alarmed other Catholic student members, who, in 

response, published a statement in the paper Dan saying that Jelavić made ‘a completely 

private statement.' Tartaglia points out that the Croatian members of the committee only 

agreed that the field trip should be a manifestation of Serb and Croat unity since they recently 

received the news that Croatia was getting the commissariat. Thus, the committee agreed to 

allow students to wear both the Croatian and Serbian trobojnice on their chests.742 ‘On the 
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urging of the Belgrade students,’ they decided to organize the field trip for April 18, because 

Serbian elections were due to finish on April 21.   

 

In Belgrade, meanwhile, Kovačić and Ujević were hard at work on a six-page brochure 

for the arriving students called Hrvatska u Borbi za slobodu, or ‘Croatia in the battle for 

freedom’. The brochure was published anonymously in Pijemont at the end of March or 

beginning of April 1912 and supposed to serve as a guide for the students visiting Belgrade, 

although it was mainly a critique of the Monarchy’s politics in Croatia.743 The brochure’s goal 

was very clear: to recruit the students of different ideological backgrounds to the cause of 

irredentism. Through ten historical events, Ujević and Kovačić illustrate Croatia’s historical 

and present ‘battle for freedom’.744 From there, they diagnose Vienna’s constantly anti-

Croatian politics, beginning with the creation of the Dual Monarchy in 1868 through the 

various bans until the present commissariat.745 After their tour de force through the many evils 

of the Austrian administration, there comes the famous diagnosis (that we have already quoted 

once before): ‘The Croats’ greater misfortune is not that they are in Austria’, the authors 

wrote, ‘their greater misfortune is that Austria is in them’. But at last, the times were 

changing: ‘All Croats today know … that we must not go on the path of Vienna and Pest. But 

many do not know which path we must start on.’ Yet the path was obvious: ‘Freedom and 

unity: two words which the Croatian youth needs to emphasize on its banner.’746 There was 

only one way in which to achieve these:  

 
In a state based on invasion and conquest, the first right and the final reason – is force, and we 
shall have to use it… Croatia will only be free when it dismantles the Monarchy … real 
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freedom requires a revolution.747 By peaceful means we cannot achieve anything in Austria-
Hungary. 
 

Apart from the total necessity of violent revolution, the brochure was also convinced of the 

historical imperative of a Yugoslav union: 

 
When we speak of revolution, it cannot be interpreted as concerning only the unification of 
Croats, or just the unification of Serbs or Croats, or just the unification of Croats and Slovenes: 
the unification is real unification only when it is considered as the complete unification of all 
Slovenes, all Croats, and all Serbs.748 
 

The brochure would become a great success, not just among the participants of the 

student trip, but among youth all over Serbia and Croatia.749 This was also a result of the great 

success of the student trip itself. A month after preparations had begun, on April 18, 1912, a 

group of one hundred and fifty-six Zagreb university students finally embarked on a six-day 

field trip to Serbia. It was to be an overwhelming experience for many of the participants. 

Already before Belgrade, when the train stopped in the town of Lapov, the peasants greeted 

them rapturously.750 Upon their arrival, the Croatian students were warmly welcomed by 

Belgrade’s citizens. When they did arrive in Kragujevac, the Pijemont paper reported that ‘our 

Croatian brothers arrived this morning at seven o’clock, with the spring sun smiling, 200 

youth in the train; twenty-one bullets announced the arrival of the train, and our Croatian 

brothers were so overjoyed that some began to cry – crying with joy that they were in a free 

land and with sadness that Croatia was still in slavery.’ They were greeted with ‘5,000 voices 

that warmly and forcefully sang ‘Živela Hrvatska Omladina’ (Love live the Croatian youth) 

and ‘Živela Slobodna Hrvatska’ (Long live Free Croatia). A member of the Mladohrvati, 

Janko Baričević, kissed the Serbian flag during his speech at Belgrade station.751 Inside the 

city, King Petar himself greeted the Croatians from the palace balcony.  

 

The students were hosted at the Officer Club, and taken to meetings, exhibitions, and 

dinners, as well as excursions to the Serbian towns of Kragujevac and Smederevo. In the 

Kragujevac brewery, the two-hundred students were treated to a rich lunch spread alongside 
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fifty of the most prominent citizens of Kragujevac.752 Afterwards, they were taken to the 

shooting range, where they were welcomed by the Šumadinski Sokoli who played music and 

danced. The army performed their military exercises and fired salutes to the cheers of the 

observers. The ‘most overwhelming impression’ was apparently made by the reenactment of 

the Battle of Varvarin, featuring two men: one masked as Jovo Kuršula, a Serbian commander 

that participated in the Serbian Revolution, and ‘the ‘Black Arab,’ Ottoman commander, 

dressed in ‘Arabian clothes’. After they fought on horses, ‘a bloody Arab head fell to the 

ground, that Kursula pierced with his spear’. After this ‘there was a [reenacted] battle between 

Serbs and Russians on one side and Turks on the other. With the help of the Russians, the 

Serbs were victorious over the Turks, who fled in the open field.’ Borba also reported that the 

Croat students were enchanted by these scenes, and some ‘even had tears in their eyes.’ Later 

in Kragujevac, the president of the clerical Domagoj club Ivan Jelačić gave a speech endorsing 

Yugoslavism.753  

 

The Zagreb students were constantly surrounded by the Serbian army and met Serbian 

Black Hand members and ministers, including Alexander Karadjordjević, Apis, Vojislav 

Tankosić and the Pijemont editor Ljuba Jovanović Čupa.754 At Belgrade’s Hotel Moskva, 

Pijemont and Slovenski Jug held a dinner in their honor.755 At the university, the Serbian 

professor and literary critic Jovan Skerlić gave a talk to them.756 According to the Croatian 

journalist Josip Horvat, ‘the officers chatted with them amicably, as if they were among 

peers’.757 He goes on to say: ‘The majority of them [the students] did not know that these 

people were the ringleaders of the group of so-called conspirators of 1903 who got rid of the 

Obrenović dynasty. Still fewer could have known that those conspirators were in latent contact 

with the Serbian government and dynasty, who loved them and feared them'.758  

 

The trip was actually financed by the secret Serbian society Crna Ruka, or the Black 

Hand, ‘in a sign of appreciation to Belgrade students for the support they offered them at the 

solidarity meeting’. Moreover, the field trip was supported by the Serbian government, which 
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was preparing itself for conflict with the Ottoman Empire at the time, and for the possibility of 

further conflict with the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy. To the Serbian Radical Party’s benefit, 

the field trip intentionally overlapped with Serbian elections. According to the Austro-

Hungarian ambassador to Serbia, Stephan Ugron, the Serbian radical party created a spectacle 

of the field trip in order to increase their popularity amongst the public.759 In addition to 

overlapping with elections, the field trip coincided with the Parisian mayor’s visit to 

Belgrade.760 This visit was believed to be connected to the Serbian-Bulgarian union, as the 

Parisian mayor travelled to Sofia after his stay in Belgrade.761 The Belgrade government also 

organized a theatre play ‘in honour of Croatian and Parisian guests’, where they introduced 

the Croatian students ‘who yearn for unification with Serbia,’ to the public, thereby 

demonstrating to the French guests Serbia’s status as a burgeoning Piedmont in the Yugoslav 

unification project.762  

 

In the towns they stopped in, prominent members of Narodna Odbrana addressed 

them. In Kragujevac, Sava Jovanović, a lawyer and president of the local Narodna Odbrana 

branch, greeted them ‘not only in the name of all of the citizens of Kragujevac, but the free 

Šumadija [district], where in 1804 the first rifle was fired for people’s liberty’.763 In Lapov, 

Mihailo Ilić, professor and vice-president of the Kragujevac branch of Narodna Odbrana 

welcomed them heartily before the crowd broke out in song, singing ‘Lijepa nasa domovino’ 

[Our beautiful homeland]. 

 

According to Mislav Gabelica, ‘The Croat student trip was not organized so that the 

Croatian youth would become acquainted with the program of Narodno Ujedinjenje, but so 

that the youth could meet the individuals and institutions who stood behind the club and its 

program’ as ‘those high-ranking people served to demonstrate that the Narodno Ujedinjenje 

program was not the fruit of the vision of a few weak poets, but that it was created with 

respectable strength, for whose goals it was worth fighting, killing, and dying.’764 To reiterate 

this, during the trip, the Black Hand paper Piedmont published eulogies to Bogdan Žerajić, the 

Serbian student and Young Bosnia and Black Hand member who had attempted to assassinate 
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the governor of Bosnia and Herzegovina Marijan Varešanin in Sarajevo in 1910, almost two 

years earlier. During the 1912 Belgrade excursion, at a student gathering in front of Knez 

Mihailo’s statue, one speaker urged the others to follow in Žerajić’s footsteps, and was 

received by applause. Oskar Tartaglia would later claim that it was during this Belgrade field 

trip that the Zagreb student Luka Jukić obtained first the courage and then the weapon with 

which he tried to assassinate Ban Cuvaj upon his return to Zagreb.765 Ujević’s friend Oskar 

Tartaglia was mentioned in the Serbian press: ‘Croat brother Tartaglia with warm words 

greeted the crowd and the Serbian peasant’.766  

 

The student trip was a triumph for the idea of Yugoslav national unity, as many of the 

Croatian students who participated returned home with a glowing image of Serbia and 

Yugoslav nationalists. In a letter to the new Ban Baron Skerlecz, the head of the Zagreb police 

writes that that the ideology of the nationalist youth stems from Serbia and ‘many of our 

nationalistic youth accepted the programme while on excursion in Belgrade’. According to the 

Zagreb police, the effects of these meetings ‘had a damaging effect on our students, who came 

back full of the most transcendent groundwork or foundation (osnova) about a big South Slav 

country, Yugoslavia’.767 It was only after the field trip that chapters of the Serbian-

government funded Narodno Ujedinjenje (National Unification) were established in Croatian 

lands of the Monarchy. Ujević’s friend and fellow Dalmatian writer Tartaglia helped lead the 

‘National Unification’ group in Dalmatia, which accepted the program of the Belgrade group 

bearing the same name. A week after the excursion, Tartaglia joined the Black Hand, making 

him its first Catholic Croat member, which led to his exile from Croatia.768 Tartaglia was 

forced to move to his native Dalmatia, where he became editor of the paper Sloboda. It 

quickly became the main youth publication in Dalmatia, and the group around it, which 

included Ujević contributing from Belgrade, called itself the ‘Croatian-Serbian Radical 

Youth’.  

 

After the field trip, Ujević was more active than ever: he published some forty articles 

of political orientation over the course of six months in Belgrade. They were widely popular, 

                                                      
765 Tartaglia, Veleizdajnik, 55-56. 
766 Borba, 18 April 1912. 
767 HAD, Ostavština Đure Šurmina, kut. 24, 'Iz naše borbe za Jugoslaviju’, 155. 
768 Gabelica, 'Izlet zagrebačkih studenata', 246-248. 



 164 

and were often printed on the front page.769 Alongside informing the Serbian public about 

Croatia, his main objective was still attracting other Croatian youth to Belgrade. In June, he 

published the piece Na Beogradski univerzitet (‘At Belgrade University’) in Frano Supilo’s 

Novi List, in which he explained to fellow Croats that ‘insofar as he wishes to learn the 

inestimable price of freedom’, the young Croat must study in ‘the great school of free Europe’ 

and become a Croat and Croatian nationalist outside Croatia; on his return to Croatia he must 

give freedom back to his fatherland.770 Before, those Croats fascinated with the thought of 

Slavic solidarity often chose to study in Prague. ‘This is no longer enough’, Ujević wrote. ‘In 

Prague, students learned to value small-scale work, but small-scale work is not necessary for a 

great national programme, but it is merely a preparation for our cause, which cannot be 

small.’771 As a consequence, the best place for a Croat youth yearning to break free from the 

‘prison cell’ that is the Monarchy is Belgrade. 

 
He who desires relief should come to Belgrade. He, who desires to see how the moral strength 
of rectitude and self-sacrifice can elevate the people so that they do not fear enemy guns, nor 
the aggressor’s bayonets, should come here. Our people in the Monarchy have no idea how 
much our Serbia is ours, how our Serbia is a hundred times not only more Serbian but more 
Croatian than Croatia herself and [Croats] must learn, see and hear this. Therefore, it is 
necessary that they come here . . . it is especially necessary that Croatian youth come to 
Belgrade University, which is not only a good training-ground, but, what is more, a training-
ground for freedom. How can we speak of national unity, if we do not know this part of our 
people, which is the most important part because it is free?772 
 

Apart from writing and publishing, we do not have much evidence of what Ujević did 

in Belgrade. We do know that upon arrival, Ujević rented out a room on Hilendarska street 

number 4 from a Hungarian landlady from Vojvodina.773 He spent time on Skadar Street, 

commonly known as Skadarlija, famous for its kafanas, nightlife, and bohemian atmosphere, 

which attracted a number of people from the arts, actors, writers, and painters.774 By 1890, this 

area of Belgrade had the highest concentration of restaurants and drinking houses, some of 

which remain today: Golden Jug (Zlatni bokal), the Two Stags (Dva jelena), and the Three 

Hats (Tri šešira). Ujević often went to Three Hats, which first opened in 1864, and became the 
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most popular kafana in Skadarlija and main seat of Belgrade’s bohemians.775 Ujević enrolled 

in the Faculty of Philosophy at the University of Belgrade. There, he would meet his professor 

Jovan Skerlić, who would replace Matoš’s role as an influence and mentor.  

 

4. A new mentor: Jovan Skerlić 

 

The Serbian literary critic Jovan Skerlić (1877-1914) was one of the most important 

proponents of Yugoslav cultural and political integration of the time. In fact, Jovan Skerlić's 

role in Serbia’s literary, cultural, and political development has been so prominent that some 

Serbian scholars have suggested that the period in Serbian history from 1900 until May 1914 

should be named after him.776 After studying in Paris and Lausanne, he was appointed 

professor of literature at the University of Belgrade in 1905, specializing in French language 

and literature. The same year, he became editor of one of the best-known Serbian literary 

journals, the Srpski književni Glasnik (Serbian Literary Gazette), which was a strong supporter 

of unitarist culture and published works by Croatian writers such as Vladimir Nazor and Tin 

Ujević, to whom he became a professor and mentor. Skerlić’s influence on the youth was 

significant, and lasted until after his death a month before the outbreak of World War I.777 In 

Ujević’s words, ‘his easy and convincing way’ made him a popular professor, ‘making his 

students love his subject. In lectures and seminars, the latest publications were discussed’.778 

He aroused great interest among University of Belgrade students, and the number of those 

who signed up for his Serbian literature [course] grew bigger and bigger.779 Ujević cites the 

fact that the most read books in the Serbian National Library were Skerlić’s as testament to his 

popularity.780  Skerlić’s political ideology, namely national unity for Serbs and Croats, shaped 

his literary criticism. In addition to literary criticism, Skerlić was outspoken about Serbian 

social and political realities. Branko Lazarević, one of Skerlić’s most devoted students, 

praised his professor as a supporter of the Yugoslav ideology and socialist democracy.781  
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Skerlić was not only a member of the extreme left Independent Radical Party,782 but in 1912, 

became an Independent representative in Parliament.783 With these political and literary roles, 

Ujević observed that Skerlić ‘occupied a very visible place in Serbia and the whole Serbo-

Croat people.’784 To better understand the evolution of Ujević’s views, a brief comparison 

between Matoš and Skerlić, both role models at different stages of his life, is helpful. 

 

 

Matoš vs. Skerlić 

 

As two of the most famous Croatian and Serbian modernists, Ujević’s former mentor 

Antun Gustav Matoš and current mentor Jovan Skerlić were at the forefront of the debate on 

art and nationalism in relation to Yugoslavism and Croatianism. The Mlado Hrvati (Young 

Croats) gathered around Matoš shared his political views while the Yugoslav-oriented 

Napredna Omladina (Progressive Youth) was linked to Skerlić. As shown in the Zagreb 

chapter, the group of young Croat writers and intellectuals subscribed to the original Stranka 

Prava (Party of Right) idea of the Croatian nation, based upon an independent Croatia.  In 

contrast to the Party of Right leader Josip Frank’s anti-Serb stance, Matoš and the Young 

Croats, like politicians Frano Supilo and Stjepan Radić, recognized the Croatian Serbs as a 

distinct political entity. He saw Yugoslavism, however, solely as a cultural idea and did not 

support South Slav political integration.785 Skerlić, however, promoted the Yugoslav idea first 

as a social and political one. Matoš’s article “Art and Nationalism” contests the writings of the 

Yugoslav-oriented Skerlić.786 Examining Matoš’s article alongside Skerlić’s “The New Youth 

Magazines and Our New Generation” allows us to compare views on topics such as the 

function of art, individualism, and national identity, among others.787 Though often in 

opposition, it is interesting to observe that both Matoš and Skerlić contradict themselves at 

times in order to promote their respective Croatian and Yugoslav causes.  
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Appeal to Youth and Individuals 

 

As mentor figures, Matoš and Skerlić both appeal to the youth in their writings. In his 

text, Skerlić flatters the youth and calls upon them to help create Yugoslavia, saying ‘young 

men are firmer and more masculine; they are men of determination and action. They do not 

stand around weeping beside the river of life but throw themselves into its strongest current. 

They are the sowers and the reapers of a great harvest.'788 With these words, he addresses 

some of the same Party of Right youth who were once gathered around Matoš (Ujević). 

Matoš, too, believed in the strength of the Croatian Party of Right youth who abandoned him 

to join the Progressive Youth. For Matoš, they betrayed their nation by not establishing a free 

Croatian artistic tradition before working towards a Yugoslav national identity.789  Ujević’s 

political action illustrates Skerlić’s observation that ‘The younger generations are showing a 

merrier visage, a healthier soul and a stronger will.’ Through his works and writings that will 

be discussed in greater detail in the chapter to come, Ujević embodies this style of active pro-

Yugoslav nationalism with verses such as: ‘Who would not celebrate you, future Yugoslavia! . 

. . ‘Who would not get lost for you, and turn to ashes and smoke, and nothing, for you, 

inevitable Utopia!’  

 

Skerlić saw language and literature as tools to propel his ideas about Yugoslav national 

unity forward. As one of the ideologists of Jugoslavenska nacionalna omladina (Yugoslav 

national youth), he advocated a common Serbo-Croatian language and national unity. Skerlić 

proposed a language compromise for Serbs and Croats, where the ijekavian dialect (favored 

by Vuk Karadžić but not spoken by the majority of Serbs) would be replaced by the ekavian 

dialect, which was spoken by the majority of Serbs, and in return, the Latin alphabet, 

traditionally used by Croats, would be exclusively used for written language.790 Among the 

Nationalist Youth, the plan proved popular and became a badge of cultural unitarism.791 The 

revolutionary Young Bosnia group, led by Mitrinović, argued for the adoption of ekavian for 

both Serbian and Croatian literatures, seeing literary unification as the first step towards 

cultural integration, and believing it was their duty to help bring about the change. Jovan 

Skerlić praised that the language policy of the Young Bosnia group, which he believed paved 
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the way for bringing Serbs and Croats together.792 Ujević himself, known to play with words 

from different dialects, also embraced Skerlić’s language compromise, as his time later in 

Paris would show.  Language and literature thus became tools used by Ujević and his 

generation to help achieve South Slav national unity.  

 

The Progressive Youth, with whom Skerlić was associated, promoted folk culture as 

an expression of Yugoslav national identity due to its perceived distance from German and 

Magyarism. Similarly to how Matoš rejected Yugoslavism, which he saw as infringing upon 

Croatian identity, Skerlić shunned foreign influences, instead promoting a strong, self-

sufficient, and rejuvenated South Slav national identity, a view the pro-Yugoslav youth 

enthusiastically embraced. Skerlić saw the ‘autonomous folk spirit’ and culture as the only 

authentic expression of South Slav mentality, which he thought made it the only source of true 

artistic inspiration. Croatian artists, including Ujević, were attracted to themes in Serbian 

history and incorporated them into their work: Ivan Meštrović’s Kosovo cycle and Ivo 

Vojnović’s 1913 play Lazarevo vaskrsenje (The resurrection of Lazar), both of which had 

strong national connotations, influenced Ujević’s verse with nostalgic and nationalistic lines 

such as ‘These are the tears of Mother Jugović, the despair of Marko Kraljević, this is the 

wrath of Ban Strahinjić, this is the sadness of the girl from Kosovo; the grave of Miloš Obilić, 

funeral of Ivo Senjanin, and the cross of the beautiful Doroteja – that is us!’793 

 

Skerlić commented that ‘the younger generation is, in its best and most active works, 

deeply national, with a cult of national energy and action. And there is nothing more natural 

and nothing more necessary today than that faith in oneself and the determination to sustain 

that right with one’s own strength.’794 With these lines in mind, speaking for the Nationalist 

youth, Ujević proclaims, ‘We are not ghosts, we are good angels: thunder to enemies, we are 

your bells, stand up, overthrow, ravage! … and destroy!’795  Under Skerlić’s influence, Ujević, 

Mitrinović, and other members of the Nationalist Youth corroborated, and influenced, the 

South Slav literary direction. They helped encourage a unitary culture by calling for greater 

literary understanding. For example, already in 1908, Mitrinović and members from the 

Young Bosnia group called upon Skerlić, Bogdan Popović, and other prominent Serbian 

critics to pay greater attention to Croatian literature, particularly to younger writers, and not 
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only in order that they might be introduced to the Serbian reading public, but also in order 

that, in a roundabout but efficient way, the unity of two literatures might be achieved.796 

Ujević, also, places importance on building a relationship between Croats and Serbs, asking 

‘How can we speak of national unity, if we do not know this part of our people, which is the 

most important part because it is free?797’ With this, he gives gravity to Serbia as a Piedmont 

in the South Slav nation-building project to which he devotes himself.  

 

Both Matoš and Skerlić stressed the importance of the individual in a national and 

artistic context. Inspired by Maurice Barrès, Matoš saw the national character as the collective 

achievement of talented individuals. Skerlić rejected aestheticism for this very reason, 

deeming it an expression of decadent individualism.798 Nonetheless, he encouraged artists to 

lead the pro-Yugoslav national awakening, calling for ‘faith in oneself, reliance on one’s own 

forces, dismissal of all servitude both in oneself and around oneself and a reliance on the old 

and eternal truth that ‘in matters of freedom one only has what one has taken,’ which suggest a 

certain degree of individualism through controlling one’s own destiny.799 Matoš, too, although 

discouraging artists to make art solely for political purposes, calls upon artists to come to 

Croatia’s rescue, which is contradictory and similar to Skerlić’s idea that artists should 

promote national culture. With his assertion that ‘It is the very need to establish free Croatian 

art that compels the artist to become first and foremost patriotic, and if our criticism warns our 

artists to fulfill this duty above all other duties, it does not breach the principles of free art, but 

does just the opposite: it defends them’, Matoš encourages artists to be Croatian patriots, 

defending the principles of free Croatian art and the nation.800 Earlier, however, Matoš says 

that it is limiting to give art a national function.801 If the artist is patriotic, he suggests, the art 

will be patriotic. Matoš is therefore separating the role of the artist and the function of art only 

to connect the two later. Additionally, he seems to distinguish between Croatian and Yugoslav 

nationalism. While critical of art serving an exclusive national purpose, in reference to 

Yugoslav oriented art, he believes that Croatian artists should defend Croatian art.  Both 

writers, therefore, have expectations concerning the role of the individual as an artist that 

contradict themselves. 
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Matoš and Skerlić’s polemic highlights key tenets of Croatian and Yugoslav 

nationalism.  The national visions held by Matoš and Skerlić differ and overlap at points, but 

both distinguish between Yugoslav and Croatian nationalism in order to promote their own 

aims. Although Skerlić is against romanticism, in favor of rationalism, he accepts romantic 

folk poetry in garnering pro-Yugoslav sentiment. Matoš is somewhat contradictory in 

believing Croatian artists should make Croatian art by being Croatian patriots, even though he 

claims that national, or Yugoslav oriented art is biased. Skerlić, too, although fashioning 

himself as an anti-romanticist, makes exceptions for romantic examples that promote the 

Yugoslav cause. Skerlić’s support for Yugoslavism was strong, while Matoš’s relationship to 

it was not as clear. For Matoš, Yugoslavism challenged the Croatian national idea of the 

Pravaš tradition to which he belonged, even though he was disappointed with Josip Frank’s 

leadership. In his well-known essay ‘Em smo Hrvati,’ former Party of Right youth turned 

Progressive Ujević wrote that ‘Matoš was a ‘good Croat and an average Yugoslav, in as much 

as a good Croatianism does not intensify Yugoslavism, and modest Yugoslavism does not 

weaken Croatianism’.802 This illustrates Matoš’s loyalty to the Croatian national cause, and 

his rejection of movements, such as Yugoslavism, that he saw as dangers to it. He 

demonstrates the difficulty involved in reconciling Croatianism with Yugoslavism. Issues 

concerning a unified yet not yet united culture, religious differences, varying viewpoints and 

national visions would continue in the decades to come.  

 

Skerlić’s impact on Ujević lasted even after his premature death in 1914 at the age of 

37. Ivo Andrić observed that ‘It could be seen how powerful the phenomenon of Jovan Skerlić 

was as a national worker and ideologue of liberation and unity. Besides King Peter, whose 

name was a synonym for Serbia, there were few whose names were mentioned as often as 

Skerlić’s was’.803 [After his death] ‘…It was always instinctively asked: what would Jovan 

Skerlić, were he alive, have said and done now. And the friends who were at liberty and 

served in the army, when they would meet in trains or in distant stations, they would mention 

Skerlić’s name immediately after greeting [one another] . . . an entire generation carried ‘the 

late Skerlić’ as a motto, a program, and a criterion . . . He lives thus in us as a voice that leads, 

cautions, consoles.’804 Ujević writes that ‘we need to remember that we will pay our 

condolences best by continuing his noble work, national work for our place in the sun, for 
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freedom. All of us youth needs to do it, particularly those in Dalmatia, which, in his words, 

always progressed’.805  

 

Politics 

 

In the Serbian Parliament, Skerlić spoke most frequently against the issue of 

corruption. Although a number of deputies agreed that corruption was the most serious threat 

to the principle of free elections in Serbia, Skerlić’s main criticism of corruption in politics 

was the workings in Parliament itself, namely that Serbian deputies were allowed to maintain 

private business links with the state. He stated that in the previous assembly there had been 

more than thirty deputies involved in this compromising position.806 In a 5 May 1912 speech 

in Parliament, he argued: ‘One cannot do business with the state and act as a national deputy 

at the same time’, thereby broaching the issue of incompatibility. He pointed out that ‘To pass 

a law on incompatibility [between business and politics] was essential’, and stressed that this 

should not be limited to state officials only, but must include also those with private business 

links with the state.807 Although Skerlić refrained from citing individual examples of 

corruption, he had in mind above all the Radical Party. Skerlić ‘should join [Social Democrat] 

Mr. Lapčević’, Prime Minister Milan Milovanović commented on Skerlić’s viewpoint 

regarding the influence of money in politics. ‘Mr Lapčević is more logical, when he says that 

private property should be abolished because it is the source of all evil. Mr Skerlić is quite 

illogical, when he wants to recognise private property and yet deprive it of all influence in 

social life’, concluded Milovanović.808 

 

Still, Skerlić relentlessly criticized Serbia’s political situation and ruling Radical party. 

While addressing the assembly in February 1914, he observed that ‘An oligarchy of a few 

men’ held ‘the whole country by its hand’. ‘Today’s Serbia’, said Skerlić, did not have ‘a 

parliamentary regime or a party regime, but a partisan regime. The state council, the courts of 

appeal and cassation, the local courts, the state administration, and the schools too, have all 

come under the control of this [Radical party] partisan regime’ so that ‘People who do not 

belong to the government party are denied state employment.’ From 1911-1914, the 

opposition voiced the same objections against the homogenous Radical government in 1908: 
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unfree election and illegitimacy of the Radical parliamentary majority and its government.809 

Meanwhile, the Radical Party’s position on the relationship between assembly and 

government remained unchanged: the government could violate laws and parliamentary 

procedures as long as it had the support from the assembly majority, which according to 

Momčilo Ninčić, ‘had to either follow the government or bring it down’.810  

 

After the opening of the parliamentary session in November 1911, all the opposition 

parties and most strongly the Independents, declared no confidence in the government, but in 

light of escalating international problems, would treat it ‘with consideration’.811 Issues of 

concern included: ‘scandalous murders of political opponents’ that multiplied in 1910 and 

1911; and the power of the army officers’ secret organization the Black Hand. 

 

Pašić’s return to government on 30 August 1912 coincided with the start of the Balkan 

Wars. Just like the annexation crisis of 1908, the war created a bit more harmony in 

parliament. Up until the opening of Parliament in 1913, Serbia found itself, as Skerlić put it, in 

a state of ‘political moratorium’ because ‘for all the political parties in the country’, Pašić’s 

cabinet was no longer ‘a Radical government, but a Serbian one’. 812 Despite its single party 

character, when the assembly was called into emergency session on 20 October 1912, it 

declared its unanimous (with exception of Dragiša Lapčević) confidence in it, with an address 

that enthusiastically approved the king’s speech and mobilizing the army, and approved 

emergency military loans already raised without its prior knowledge. Even though parliament 

remained in government until the wars ended (from 1 October 1912 to 20 September 1913), 

the government did not actually consult it. The government made on its own decisions for 

which it needed the assembly’s approval according to the constitution. This was ‘a violation of 

the assembly’s rights’ Milorad Drašković pointed out, but added that ‘the army needs to be 

supplied’ so his party would leave the debate with the government for a later time.813 It was 

under these delicate circumstances that the Serbian government would soon enter the Balkan 

Wars.  
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5. Luka Jukić’s assassination attempt  

 

On 8 June 1912, in one of the most important events leading up to the Balkan wars in 

Croatia, the twenty-five-year old Bosnian Croat law student Luka Jukić attempted to 

assassinate ban Cuvaj in Zagreb.814 He had fired three bullets into the ban’s car, killing one of 

his advisers, but failed to injure Cuvaj. Shouting ‘Croatia lived! Down Cuvaj!’, Jukić then 

tried to escape, and in the event shot one of the guards that pursued him dead before he was 

finally caught at the university.  

Jukić’s deed was the talk of the season in both Croatia and Dalmatia.815 Whilst 

awaiting imprisonment, the eighteen-year old writer, intellectual, and future politician August 

Cesarec, who also took part in the attempt, wrote in a letter to fellow revolutionary Vladimir 

Čerina that ‘on 8 June 1912 Croatia entered Europe’.816 Many of the youth considered Jukić’s 

assassination attempt ‘the first real revolutionary action of Croatian national youth in its 

struggle against oppressive Austro-Hungarian imperialism’.817 Ujević, too, was ecstatic about 

the attempt. In his article 'Nakon Jukićeva djela' dated 30 May 1912, published in Pijemont, 

he wrote that ‘in Zagreb … a modest law student made a demonstration for the freedom of 

Croatia’. He then went on: 

 

He fired against the Commissariat. … They will say that this act was not opportune, that it was 
tactless, that to was crazy, that it is ruining the politicians’ work … All of that is true. The act 
was crazy, but still it was great. … Jukić does not have a conspiracy club behind him, but 
instead of that, the whole of our people is for him. He won’t organize assassinations, but he 
will prepare a revolution. When, we don’t know. That he’ll prepare one, we know. … In this 
untactful and reckless act we see the signal of that which is to come when Jukić the assassin 
won’t be, because the whole people will be Jukić, the revolutionary.818 
 

At his trial, Jukić was sentenced to death by hanging, which led people to wave 

clothes-hangers at further demonstrations, while a dozen of Jukić’s collaborators, aged 

between fifteen and twenty-five and including Cesarec, Kamilo Horvatin, Dragan Bublić, and 

Đuro Cvijić were imprisoned.819 After appealing the death sentence, Jukić received an 

alternative sentence of life imprisonment in October 1912.820 Mirjana Gross attributes this to 
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the pressure of public opinion that was overwhelmingly negative among all generations.821 

The widespread demonstrations in response to the trial, which came to a close just as the 

Balkan wars began, illustrate the reactive atmosphere, especially amongst the youth, in Zagreb 

and Dalmatia at the time.  

 

According to Mirjana Gross, Jukić’s attempt was seen in a favorable light across the 

whole political spectrum in Croatia, for varying reasons. The most conservative of them hoped 

that Vienna would realize the danger the absolutist regime in Croatia posed for the Monarchy. 

On the other end, the Yugoslav youth, including Ujević, hoped that his action would finally 

revolutionize the Croatian people.822 On 30 May, less than a week after the failed attempt, 

Ujević wrote Nakon Jukićeva djela, [After Jukić’s act] published in Pijemont: soon ‘we will 

not be attempting assassinations, but will be preparing revolutions’ and all of the people will 

be like Jukić, revolutionaries’.823 The theme of becoming revolutionaries was also present in 

his articles Jedna gnjila drzava, Omladina u Hrvatskoj, Komesarske lakridije (in which he 

called Cuvaj an old farce) and Austrija protiv sebe same. Young Bosnia member Ivo Andric 

shared a similar view, as he entered in his diary: ‘Today Jukić tried to assassinate Cuvaj. . . 

.How joyfully I foresee days of great deeds. . . Long live those who die on pavements, 

knocked unconscious from rage and gunpowder, pained by our common shame’824. Jukić’s 

sentence, however, to death by hanging, was not well-received. 

 

As the August 13, 1912 Split paper Sloboda’s front page, printed in red ink, 

proclaimed: ‘In Croatia the clothes-hangers are rising, … 8,000 demonstrators took to the 

streets in Split’. Another Dalmatian, Šibenik-based paper, Napradnjak published the poem 

Slava Tebi Ele Jota. In Prague, 270 young people signed a petition calling for Cuvaj’s 

resignation.  

 

In Sramotno Čutanje written in Belgrade in 1912, and published 12 August in Riječki 

Novi List, Ujević published another appraisal of Jukić’s deed. Angry that Jukić was declared a 

madman by his own defense counsel and that his accomplices were referred to as ‘children’, 

Ujević fumes:  
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Oh hundred times shameful land, in which only madmen and children can sense slavery in a 
time of general moral anesthesia and shameful apathy! Born in Dalmatia, I am a fantatical 
Croat, a fanatical Serbo-Croat and a fanatical Yugoslav: I am a nationalist, I love my entire 
people, and in particular, I love those lands that are in poverty and unliberated. Ceaselessly, 
pathologically, I love that unworthy, apathetic Croatia, that cowardly Zagreb with its 
frightened citizens. I love them and when I mention that Jukić is not from there, I say it with 
sadness. . . For me, a Bosnian, or a Croat or a Serb from Vojvodina or Serbia is not, and never 
can be a foreigner if he is of our blood, our thought and our name; but for the very reason that 
this Croatia is of our blood and ours by right, I regret that it is not ours by its actions, that it is 
not manly, active at a time when we must all be full of moral strength and pride.825  
 

Ujević’s view was of course entirely predictable: he had been calling for something 

like this to happen for months now, and the deed was just the sort of heroic act of self-

sacrifice (even though Jukić had actually tried to run away) that would have pleased him. 

Nevertheless, in those essays published immediately after the assassination attempt, Ujević 

was not being entirely honest with his public. He omitted a few key pieces of information: that 

he knew Jukić personally, that he had seen him before the attempt, that Jukić had told him he 

was planning something violent, and that Ujević had thought him crazy and deranged. This is, 

at least, the takeaway from a piece Ujević wrote about Jukić much later, in 1931, in which he 

remembered his encounter with the would-be assassin in Belgrade.826 It is important to note 

that Ujević is not always the most reliable autobiographer: he gets many of the dates wrong, 

and when writing about himself in later years, he often tried to downplay the political 

engagement of his youth. We cannot be entirely sure that his retelling of the meeting with 

Jukić is not motivated by the desire to fit some political agenda of 1931. But Ujević’s 

memories are very detailed, and the description he gives of their meeting is so decidedly 

unromantic and different from the ‘official’ appraisals Ujević wrote in 1912 that it is tempting 

to believe that we are here hearing Ujević’s real thoughts on ‘Jukić the assassin’.   

 

Writing in 1931, Ujević remembers being surprised by Jukić in Belgrade ‘at the end of 

winter’, at some point before the student trip. Since Ujević arrived in Belgrade towards the 

end of February, and the student trip took place in April, this can only have been at some point 

in March 1912. The first things Ujević has to say about Jukić are at surprising odds with the 

description of the selfless hero of the Croatian liberation: Ujević explains that he knew Jukić 

from university, ‘where he had a reputation as a very bizarre man’. (Mirjana Gross believes 
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that Ujević knew Jukić rather better, since he had also been a member of Matoš's circle).827 

‘For some time’, Ujević writes, ‘he was a srbožder, someone who hates not only Serbia but 

everything Serbian. Many Serbs think he was still a Frankist at the time of the assassination. 

But Jukić was a man who changed his spiritual orientations very easily and quickly.’ Indeed, 

Ujević was not terribly impressed with Jukić when he met him in Belgrade. He describes him 

as ‘bareheaded, uncombed, greenish eyes with bags under them, shaking with rage, a little 

pale and sleep deprived’. And, as he recalls, Ujević’s surprise at seeing the fellow Croat 

‘turned to horror when Luka greeted me with the words: “Give me a bomb, Ujević! I’ve had 

enough! I will kill God the Creator, anyone, because I’ve already decided to settle my scores 

with everything!”’ Ujević’s emotion at this declaration was not one of patriotic exhilaration, 

but rather of banal embarrassment. He begged him to not shout in the street and urged Jukić to 

step into a café with him, where they might talk less publicly. Once inside, Jukić told Ujević 

that he had come straight from the train station to find him, because he did not know many 

people in Belgrade. By now, Jukić had calmed down somewhat, but he was still driven by his 

single purpose. ‘He repeated his intention to do the gesture, and he asked me to get him a 

weapon. He even insisted on a bomb, claiming it would be more effective.’ Jukić was 

convinced that Ujević would be able to help him, if not with providing him with weapons 

directly, then by introducing him to someone who could. Ujević claims that Jukić never 

explicitly stated whom he wanted to assassinate. Ujević had to disappoint the young 

revolutionary: he did not know anyone in Belgrade that could get him a weapon, and in any 

case, he advised Jukić, to try and obtain one in the Serbian capital would be an altogether 

foolish thing to do: the Serbs were not all to be trusted, and Austrian spies paid particularly 

close attention to political agitators from the Monarchy running around the city. Evidently, 

Jukić was disappointed with Ujević and even asked him what the point of the poet’s stay in 

Belgrade was if not to plan the revolution he so ardently advertised. After a while, though, 

Jukić seems to have let it go, and since he couldn’t afford a hotel, he spent the night in the flat 

that Ujević and Kovačić shared on Hilendarska street.828 After that, Ujević contends, he lost 

sight of Jukić, and whenever they did meet in the following weeks, Jukić never brought the 

assassination up again, and Ujević was convinced that he had given up on the plan that Ujević 

never took to be more than a product of a ‘psychosis’ brought on by the flu.   
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It is hard to say how much of this account is entirely true. It was, after all, not 

altogether unreasonable for Jukić to assume that Ujević could help him in obtaining weapons 

or establishing contact with someone who could: through the editors of Pijemont, Ujević 

would presumably have had little trouble establishing contact with the Black Hand. A number 

of contemporaries later claimed that Jukić did indeed get his weapons and training from the 

Black Hand.829 In Veleizdajnik, Oskar Tartaglia first wrote that Jukić ‘was taught and trained 

in shooting a revolver and throwing bomb by Vojin Tankosić’.830 Yet in 1931, Ujević for his 

part wanted nothing to do with the plot. There are some hints that Ujević was not all that 

impressed with Jukić’s person even in the glorifying essays the poet wrote in 1912: in the 

Pijemont article, he writes that one should not focus on the person, but the act itself.  

 

6. The arrest 

 

We know little about Ujević’s life in the next few months in Belgrade, except that he 

continued to publish a string of articles in Serbian and Croatian papers. Unfortunately, we also 

have no indication as to why Ujević decided to leave Belgrade for Zagreb in September, or if 

he had intended to return to Belgrade afterwards. As it happened, while traveling between 

Zagreb and Belgrade, Ujević was arrested by the police in the border town of Zemun on 10 

September. The following day, on 11 September 1912, he was transferred to the Zagreb police 

station. The police report noted that he had an unpublished manuscript in his possession, 

written for the Riječki Novi List, in which he wrote about Yugoslav patriotism. 831 During 

questioning in Zagreb, Ujević admitted to Zagreb’s police that he had published some forty 

articles of political nature during the last six months in Belgrade’s papers (including 

Komesarkse lakrdije, Poklić iz tamnice, Sramotno Čutanje, and Nacionalizam i književnost) in 

which he states that because the situation in the Kingdom of Croatia and Slavonia is harmful 

for the people, he has openly adopted the program of national unification that Mitrinović 

originally promoted in Zagreb.832 ‘I am an ardent supporter of Serb and Croat national unity, 

so I socialized with people who propagated national unity in Belgrade’.833 Due to his anti-

Austrian and pro-Yugoslav sympathies, he spent over a week in prison. There was no public 

trial, but by the police act of Sept 19, 1912, he was exiled from the Kingdom of Croatia and 
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Slavonia [the Hungarian half of the Monarchy] for ten years.834 The Serbian paper Pijemont 

shared the headline ‘Hapšenje Ujevića’ [Ujević Arrested], Zemun police captured Ujević and 

handed him over to Zagreb’s police’.835 The article inform readers that Ujević was arrested 

because he attacked the royal commissar Cuvaj in his articles as well as the Croatian 

opposition for not choosing the only path possible in his opinion [revolution]. On 27 

September, the Šibenik-based paper Naprednjak reported:  

 

Augustin Ujević has become, a few days ago, a slave of the Austrian authorities, so the 
newspapers say, that ‘treason’ is being staged. ‘Narodni listy’ from Prague is protesting that 
the arrest was illegal. But our young nationalist is at liberty. He was outcast for ten years from 
the entire Croatia and Slavonia. Yesterday he was in our midst.836  
 

Ujević was back in Dalmatia. For the next few months, he continued his work in Split. 
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IV. Outlaw in Split 
 

Since Dalmatia was under separate jurisdiction from Croatia, Ujević travelled to Split 

after his arrest in Zemun. The relocation did not slow his rate of production, on the contrary: it 

seems justified to say that in the six months that Ujević stayed in Split, he cemented his 

reputation as one of the leaders of the Yugoslav nationalist youth. He mainly published in 

Frano Supilo’s Riječki Novi List, his friend Tartaglia’s Split-based Sloboda, and Bartulica’s 

Šibenik-based Naprednjak, which became the leading voice of nationalist youth. In his 

articles, Ujević focused around the same topics as before: the fight for freedom, brotherhood 

and unity, and the necessity for the youth to be enthusiastic, and ready to sacrifice themselves 

for revolutionary ideals. He kept up with his activities of organizing, lecturing, and publicizing 

all along the coast, from Rijeka to Dubrovnik. We don’t know where exactly Ujević lived in 

Split, but all the letters he wrote from Split between 1911 and 1913 are signed with the 

address ‘Split, Veli Varoš’ – the same quarter his family lived in while he was at the 

seminary.837  

 

He re-established contact with his Split-based revolutionary friends Oskar Tartaglia, 

Miroslav Bartulica, and Vladimir Čerina. Čerina, too, had spent time in Belgrade, where he 

had made contacts in the Black Hand and Narodna Odbrana. He was now the leader of the 

national unity program in Dalmatia and Istria, whose ‘primary goal was not cultural unity but 

the political unification of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes’.838 The Dalmatian youth had a 

particularly revolutionary slant, and convened to set forth their agenda. The Dalmatian 

progressive and nationalist youth held two important meetings in 1911 and 1912. The first 

meeting had been held over two days in Split on 10-11 August 1911.839 The point of the 

meeting was already outlined in the invitation, which was printed in Tartaglia’s paper Sloboda 

on 10 July 1911: a battle against clericalism.840 In order to achieve this, they stressed the 

importance of ‘free thought and unity of Croats and Serbs’. In his speech, the law student and 

writer Matej Košćina outlined the importance of the meetings and stressed that Serb and Croat 

youth should embark on mutual work, not just cooperation; serious efforts should be taken 

against clericalism, and a paper for propaganda and spreading their ideas should be founded. 
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This meeting drew international attention. Ivan Bošković cites a document from an ‘Anglo-

American intelligence service’ which mentions the secret meeting, and names the leaders of 

the ‘secret organization’, which include Tartaglia, Košćina, and Bartulica, all based in Split.841 

It reports that a certain ‘Filipić was arrested for having 100 pamphlets called Sanjin which 

advertise the ‘republic of Jugoslavija’’ and that ‘the key words in the pamphlet are: revolution 

in theory and practice and no life in Austria!’842 Thus, Ujević, as a close friend of two of the 

participants—Tartaglia and Bartulica —was well acquainted with the nationalist and 

progressive youth upon his arrival, and took part in the second meeting of the youth the 

following year.  

 

After the second meeting on 4 October, Ujević, along with Čerina, Tartaglia, Bartulica, 

and 26 more ‘United Youth of Split, Šibenik, and Starigrad (Hvar)’ signed Ujedinjenjem 

Oslobodenju (Unification towards Liberation) a manifesto co-written by Ujević and Čerina.843 

The manifesto called upon youth from different political groups and regions of Dalmatia to 

come together:  
…We, today, from various youth nationalistic groups strive to create one strong, powerful, 
single nationalistic group Ujedinjene Omladine, combining the goals of the statements of 
Vladimir Čerina and Oskar Tartaglia, the statements of ‘For the Nation!’, Sušak-Rijeka 
nationalist youth, and the statements of ‘Unite!’ Dubrovnik nationalist youth, and standing like 
all of these already existing organizations on the program of Narodno Ujedinjene. 
 

The first article Ujević wrote after his exile, Za Mladu Dalmaciju (‘For the Young 

Dalmatia’), was published as an introduction to the youth manifesto in the Šibenik-based 

paper Naprednjak.844 The article was originally published in two parts (on 29.9. and 

4.10.1912) and the first part was officially banned the next day, on 30 September by the State 

Attorney of Šibenik. Its sequel, which was later confiscated, was published on 18 October. In 

the text, Ujević not only repeated what he wrote numerous times before (declarations of 

national unity and anti-Austrian sentiment) but provided clearer directions for achieving the 
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unification goals he had advocated so passionately over the years. With this, he solidified his 

role as a leader of the new nationalistic youth. In the text, Ujević defines a certain type of 

nationalism as the right way forward: 

 
In the opinion of the new generation, oneness is the premise, and unification is the 
effect; one is truth, the other the ideal; one is theory, the other action. The unsatisfied 
youth wants, over the static oneness, to climb to dynamic unification in battle and 
action . . . Towards not only cultural, but complete, unification. Because we are a 
generation of great national synthesis, and our task is integral nationalism.845 
 

In the course of the two-part article, he outlines seven key points:  

1. Integration on all levels – local, countryside, state government, and in ‘name’ so that 

integration would be imprinted in ‘wide harmony of one national integrity’ with the goal to 

not only include all divided splinters, but to put them on the right path. (He does not have time 

to discuss who and how to find the ‘right pole’). 

 2. The importance of ‘one literary language that encompasses the individuality of all 

the colorful dialects and regional idioms’. This shows that Ujević sees the projected state as 

something new, a result of the synthesis of existing elements. In this lies a crucial difference 

between the Yugoslavism of Croatian unitarists and that of the majority of Serbian politicians, 

who did not want a new, but old state, in the form of an expanded Serbia, as post-1918 politics 

in the Paris chapter will show. He does not specify the details about the linguistic synthesis, 

but the all-encompassing nature of it differs from Skerlić’s proposed language compromise 

where Croats would accept the Ekavian dialect in exchange for Serbs giving up the Cyrillic 

script.  

3. The premise of ‘one people’ from which ‘one national configuration’ in the vein of 

‘one soul and one body’ follows. 

 4. He believes that the whole process will be carried out freely, ‘it will not have to be 

mentioned that we ask for a free people and free state, a free body and a free soul.’846  

5. The historic names of the peoples are variable: Croats can be called Serbs and vice 

versa.  

6. The battle for unification will be very difficult and the youth need to prepare.847  

7. He reiterates the importance of culture as a segment and a goal of political battle. 

 

                                                      
845 Ibid. 
846 Ibid., 78. 
847 Ibid., 80. 
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With these points, Ujević details the structure of the battle of the Croatian unitarists for a 

South Slav state. Furthermore, he says that they are not one group working for a South Slav 

state, they are the only right one, different from all others in their purpose and means. In Našoj 

novoj omladini, he writes: ‘the only youth which today in Dalmatia has its own raison d’être 

is the nationalistic youth’.848  

 

1. The Balkan Wars 

 

Four days after the manifesto and Za Mladu Hrvatksu was published, the Balkan Wars 

broke out. Two Balkan Wars were waged by Serbia in the aftermath of the Italian invasion of 

Libya that significantly weakened the Ottomans. Serbia, Montenegro, Bulgaria and Greece 

formed a secret coalition with Russian support in order to expel the Ottoman Empire from the 

Balkan Peninsula. The coordinated attacks against the Ottomans in Thrace, Albania, and 

Macedonia triggered the first Balkan war that lasted from October 1912 to May 1913. Its 

result was that the Balkan Coalition undermined the Ottomans and captured territories from 

Sanjak of Novi Pazar, Kosovo, Albania, and Ottoman Macedonia. Serbia, the informal leader 

of the coalition, conquered 39,000 square kilometres and incorporated around two million 

people. Serbia’s occupation of Macedonia, however, which Bulgaria objected to, led to the 

second Balkan War in the summer of 1913. It lasted only two months. In the end, Serbia kept 

its grasp on Macedonia, Greece annexed Eastern Thrace, and the Ottomans regained Edirne.849 

Serbia’s territorial conquests opened up the possibility of reshaping the political map of the 

Balkans, with the potential to bring down the Monarchy. As Mirjana Gross notes, the war 

caused enthusiasm ‘not only with the Serbs, but also Croats’. A sense of euphoria spread not 

only among the Monarchy’s Yugoslav youth, but among all layers of Croatian society: it 

‘penetrated deeply into the Party of Right orders to the most ardent Serbophobes850 . . .’ It was 

an encouragement to all to work against the Monarchy, as Ujević and his nationalist friends 

had preached.  

 

Although it is widely accepted that the Balkan Wars, and Serbia’s victories, were one 

of the driving factors in furthering Yugoslav sentiment amongst the Croatian public, the 

specific effects of the Balkan Wars on the Croatian public have been little researched. 
                                                      
848 Ibid., 81. 
849 V. Roudometof, Nationalism, Globalization, and Orthodoxy: The Social Origins of Ethnic Conflict in the 
Balkans, (Westport CT, 2001), 216.  
850 M. Gross, Povijest pravaške ideologije, vol. 4 (1973), 401.  
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Examining the way the wars were received by the public in Croatia and Dalmatia shows how 

political goals were influenced by events abroad and helps us understand how the Yugoslav 

movement in Croatia and elsewhere gained momentum. This section will, more specifically, 

outline the Croatian reaction to the wars in civil Croatia and Dalmatia, and compare the 

reactions to the first and second Balkan Wars. Moreover, it will address the effects on the 

Croatian public, including the youth, and the development of political thought. It is hoped that 

this examination will illuminate the wider patterns of the debates that were to dominate 

Croatian politics for the years to come.  

 

Though some prominent Croatian historians such as Jaroslav Šidak, Mirjana Gross, 

and Igor Karaman have said that it is impossible to trace the effects of the Balkan Wars in 

Croatia with no real freedom of the press, the recent work of Ante Bralić and Igor Despot 

shows that this is not the case.851 Their studies provide the only two thorough examinations of 

Croatian newspapers and responses at the time of the Balkan wars. Bralić’s 1999 article 

compares two Dalmatian newspapers, Hrvatska Kruna, a Party of Right one, and Narodni 

List, a Coalition one, and contrasts their stances towards the second Balkan War.852 Taking 

into account this research, combined with memoirs and writings of prominent youth of the 

time (such as Ujević, Oskar Tartaglia, Josip Horvat, and Miroslav Krleža) in addition to the 

papers and letters of politically relevant figures, such as Ivan Meštrović, Frano Supilo, and 

R.W Seton-Watson, enable us to paint a picture of the attitude and atmosphere of the time. 

From it, we learn that Croatians joined the war effort, and the wars were generally, but not 

always (as the case of the second Balkan war shows), well received, and it inspired a rise in 

pro-Serbian and Yugoslav sentiment among cross-sections of society, particularly amongst 

Dalmatians and the youth. 

 

               With no formal meetings or elections being held in the suspended Sabor, newspapers 

served as mouthpieces for the opinions of Croatian political parties in Croatia and Dalmatia.853 

Dalmatian newspapers, free from the Ban’s jurisdiction and strict censorship laws, enjoyed 

greater freedom in voicing their opinions about the Balkan wars, which were a main topic 

                                                      
851 Šidak et al., Povijest hrvatskog naroda, 1860 - 1914 (Zagreb, 1981), 285. 
852 A. Bralić, “Narodni list i Hrvatska kruna o drugom balkanskom ratu”, Radovi Zavoda za povijesne znanosti 
HAZU Zadar, no. 41 (1999): 277-298. He finds that the Coalition-linked Narodni List covers the Balkan Wars 
more and cheers for Serbia from the very beginning, while Kruna is less interested but supportive of Bulgaria.  
853 By 1911, all parties in Ban’s Croatia, including Tomašić’s revived National Party, adopted an essentially 
identical program of uniting Dalmatia and Bosnia-Herzegovina with Ban’s Croatia, and achieving maximal 
autonomy from Hungary in Magaš, Croatia, 459. 
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since their outbreak. They typically included reports from the front, analysis of the 

Monarchy’s foreign policy, and declarations of support for the Balkan League, as well as 

names of donors for the Red Cross of the Balkans.  

 

Croatia and its Responses to war  

 

When the first Balkan war broke out, the vast majority of Croatian and Dalmatian 

publications supported it. Despot shows that the Party of Right Hrvatska kruna and Hrvatska 

riječ papers proclaimed their support of the Balkan League, while Coalition Party 

publications, such as Crvena Hrvatska, announced their approval of the war and its timing.854 

Even clerical papers, such as Hrvatska zastava istine, openly cheered for the Balkan 

League.855 Many clerics saw the war as an opportunity ‘to not only banish the Turk from 

Europe, but also spread the Christian faith and reestablish a cross on the Hagia Sophia’.856 In 

the 7 January 1913 issue of Dom, the peasant party leader Stjepan Radić wrote that Ottoman 

Empire’s existence led to the creation of the Balkan League, concluding that each evil [the 

Ottoman Empire] is trumped by good [the Balkan League] and that oppressed people sooner 

or later find freedom.857 Unlike other political parties, the Social Democrats (in both Croatia 

and Serbia) protested against the war, citing economic reasons. They opposed war debt, and 

wished to prevent capitalism from penetrating into the Balkans.858  Although they were 

against the territorial nature of the Balkan wars, which came to a head during the second 

Balkan war, they were for a unification of all Balkan peoples.  

 

The overall media response to the initial outbreak of war was overwhelmingly positive 

and supportive of the Balkan League. The Croatian Unification Party paper Hrvatski Pokret, 

for example, sent its correspondent Slavko Voroš to Serbia in October 1912. In a number of 

reports, published from 9-31 October, from the series titled ‘The Way to the Balkan 

Battlefield’ he describes scenes from wartime Belgrade:  

 

                                                      
854 I. Despot, 'Tisak Hrvatske i Dalmacije o balkanskim ratovima (1912-1913)', Historijski zbornik, 1, (2009), 
114.  
855 Ibid. 
856 Hrvastka zastava istine, 2.1.1913. 
857 Dom, 7.1.1913. 
858 For more on the Social Democrats, see F. Bikar, Razvoj odnosa između demokracije i pokušaji usklađivanja 
njihovi koncepcija u nacionalnom pitanju od 1909 do 1941, (Zagreb 1965). 



 185 

Yesterday afternoon I met . . . the Serbian cavalry in the street . . . Riding on fine horses with 
well-formed breasts, as we see pictures presenting Turkish wars in the old days, these soldiers 
carry themselves calmly and the fact that they are going to war makes the scene mysterious 
and solemn. Music on horses, consisting of trumpets of various sizes, play while passing the 
War Ministry. That war music thrilled me strongly, pushing my blood towards my heart and 
back. There was weeping and joy and bitterness in those sounds, you could hear cannons 
roaring, war cries and delicate tone of the gusle encouraging soldiers on the battlefield . . . The 
space in from of the modern and beautiful [railway] station is full of men and women peasants 
seeing their sons off. I couldn’t see any tears in women’s eyes. . .859  
 

Varoš’s blatant romanticism is meant to evoke feelings of common Slavdom. His emphasis on 

Slavic imagery such as peasants, gusle, and the symbol of a strong mother, in addition to 

Turkish references, would surely have struck readers in Zagreb as exotic. Varoš clearly 

believed that Croatians, sharing his own feelings upon hearing the ‘war music’, were not so 

impervious to this romantiscim,860 As we will see, reports like these helped to mobilise 

positive public opinion towards Serbia and to inspire action for the war cause. 

 

Croatians contributed humanitarian aid by volunteering monetary and medical 

resources. A notable amount was collected for the Red Crosses of the Balkan countries, and 

the news of these actions would regularly be published on the front pages of newspapers. One 

of the first fundraising actions in Zagreb was reported: ‘at today’s city council session at 4 

p.m., a proposition will be made that Zagreb, metropolis of the Croatian Kingdom, will assign 

from its funds a sum of 20,000 kronen for the Red Cross of the Balkan nations. That 

proposition will of course be accepted. So far, it is the largest sum assigned by any city 

council. Zagreb would give more if its economy were better’.861 By January 1913, a Zagreb 

Committee raised 95,750 kronen, and a Zadar committee raised 39,330 kronen, with Split, 

Dubrovnik, Osijek, and Šibenik also collecting donations.862  

 

Croatian women engaged in the war effort as charity workers and medical volunteers. 

Croatian ladies’ societies also organised fundraising events. A prominent fundraiser was the 

famous children’s writer Ivana Brlić-Mažuranić, the granddaughter of the poet and former Ban 

Ivan Mažuranić. In a letter to her mother dated 20 November 1912, Brlić-Mažuranić wrote 

that only Serbian ladies of her native town Slavonski Brod had permission to collect funds, 

and since she wanted to demonstrate that Serbs were not the only Slavs in Slavonski Brod, she 
                                                      
859 Hrvatski pokret, 9.10.1912. 
860 Ibid. 
861 Hrvatski pokret, 4.11.1912. 
862 Hrvatska, 2-4.1.1913, in Despot, 'Balkanski Ratovi (1912-1913) i Hrvatska Javnost' (MA diss., University of 
Zagreb, 2008), 130. 
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applied for fundraising permission, which was approved the same day, and collected 600 

kronen.863 In Croatia, there existed around ten societies for collecting donations that were 

exclusively made up of female members.864 Croatian women also volunteered as nurses.865 

 

Doctors were most active in their support of the Balkan League.866 From the beginning 

to the end of the Wars, doctors from Croatia and Dalmatia volunteered in the Balkans, and 

unlike other, army, volunteers, were not stopped by the Monarchy, which was fortunate as 

Serbia and Montenegro were in dire need of doctors.867 Already in mid-October 1912, the 

newspaper Srbobran appealed to doctors to volunteer, and, as Hrvatski Pokret shows, Doctors 

Figatner, Jambrišak, Hercog and Spišić from Zagreb, Stanković from Varaždin, and 

Nenadović from Pakrac left for Serbia soon after carrying the 300 kronen they raised at a 

meeting with them in addition to medicine worth 1,500 kronen donated by pharmacies.868 

Some doctors (such as Dalmatians Novaković, Parentna and Fabijanić) also volunteered in 

Montenegro while others (such as Bakarić, Matek and Butovac) travelled to Bulgaria.869 

Interestingly, as doctors, like others, had to formally request travel permission from the 

government, the most commonly cited reason by doctor volunteers wishing to travel to Serbia 

is surgical experience.870 

 

In contrast to medical volunteering, it was not easy to become an army volunteer with 

Austria-Hungary watching. Still, a large number of Serbs from Croatia volunteered for the 

Serbian army, and were joined by around 200 Croats.871 In his memoirs, the British volunteer 

Joyce Cary remembers: ‘There was a Dalmatian battalion fighting for Montenegro, all 

Austrian subjects, all knowing that in every probability they could never go back to their own 

country’.872  Some, like the famous writer-to-be Miroslav Krleža, however, were rejected 

without an explanation.873  Though not necessarily the reason explaining Krleža’s case, some 

                                                      
863 Ibid., 131. 
864 I. Despot, Warring Parties, (Bloomington, 2012), 207.  
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volunteers were rejected on suspicions of spying for the Monarchy, as the example of one 

Croatian unit arrested at the Zemun border illustrates.874 

 

Artists of the time promoted Serbia and the Yugoslav cause in Croatia by raising 

money through events and exhibitions. In Zagreb, artists organized exhibitions and cultural 

events, donating their earnings to the Balkan Red Cross.875 For example, on 4 November 

1912, Hrvatski Pokret reported:  

 
On Thursday, at the rehearsal of our Croatian singing society Kolo, its vice president Mr 
Prilepic announced that fundraising for the Red Cross of the Balkan Nations will soon be 
allowed, and Kolo must take part . . . everybody clapped and cheered. It was decided that the 
concert will be held on 7 November and the net income would be given to the Red Cross.876  
 

One of Croatia’s most famous painters, Tomislav Krizman, donated all of his earning 

from the works exhibited in his gallery over the course of eight days.877 The Balkan wars also 

resonated in Croatian works of literature. Hundreds of poems, written by everyone from 

student amateurs to well-known writers, were published in newspaper publications. They 

promoted the Balkan wars and Slavdom. Stevo Galogaža’s article compares the works of 

Croatian authors to the works of countries fighting the war, concluding that Croatian authors 

nourish a more romantic sentiment towards the Balkan wars.878  Idealism of Serbian war 

heroes, past and present, was acknowledged by Matoš as well. In a 1913 Obzor article Matoš 

remarks:  

 
…my God! . . . I am alive today, and they are lying dead, next to Miloš and Lazar... All these 
wounds burn, but not for the one who knows: those wounds are the best medication for a great, 
painful wound of Kosovo.879 
 

This kind of endorsement by one of the most prominent Party of Right literary figures also 

influenced young Party of Right students, who were ready to accept Serbs as their soul 

brothers. Serbia, after all, set an example, of successfully fighting for freedom, which was 

inspirational to Croats in their own struggle against the Monarchy, regardless of former anti-

                                                      
874 Crvena Hrvatska, 16.10.1912: ‘Around one hundred of Croatian volunteers from Croatia joined the Serbian 
army. They are fighting under the Croatian flag. A unit of Croatian volunteers on its way to Serbia was stopped 
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Yugoslav views. In addition to the majority of the press during the second Balkan war, the 

mobilization of people behind a banner of Serbian heroism is particularly evident in the 

actions of the youth.   

 

2. Ujević and the wars 

 

Dalmatia displayed special enthusiasm for the wars. With the outbreak of the war, 

Dalmatians went from being ‘depressed to euphoric’.880 Serbian military victories were 

celebrated publically in the streets. In November 1912, Ivo Vukić-Lapis wrote to R.W. Seton-

Watson: ‘Last Sunday 10,000 people in Split and 6,000 in Šibenik with mayors and deputies 

paraded the streets, sang and hailed Balkan armies and rulers.’881 Carrying Croat, Serb, and 

Slovene flags, the demonstrators at the Dalmatian mass rallies also protested against Austro-

Hungarian efforts to protect Turkey and demanded Dalmatia’s union with Ban’s Croatia.882 In 

newfound cooperation, Serbs and Croats together organized demonstrations of support of the 

Balkan League and fundraisers.883 Political parties, too, came together to voice their support 

of the Balkan League. Dalmatian deputies, city mayors and district heads issued a 

proclamation stating that Serbia and Montenegro were waging a war for the liberation of a 

people that formed one nation with ‘Dalmatians of Croat and Serb name’.884 Dalmatia 

collected money for the Balkan Red Cross before Croatia, and there were more volunteers 

from Dalmatia than Croatia proper in the Serbian and Montenegrin military forces.885 Even 

though Dalmatia was outside of the Croatian Ban’s jurisdiction, the ruling Austrian authorities 

took measures to quell the support that swept through the region. After the demonstrations in 

support of the Balkan League took place in Split and Šibenik on 10 November 1912, deputy 

Governor Mario Attems reacted by dissolving the municipal councils in the respective 

cities.886 Nonetheless, Dalmatians manifested their support in demonstrations, by volunteering 

or at least cheering the soldiers that passed through, and the newspaper articles continued. 

Reasons for the difference in Croatia and Dalmatia’s responses include the Commissioner’s 

tighter control of much in Croatia, making it easier to enforce prohibitions of demonstrations 

and censorship of the press. 
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Ujević and the Serbo-Croatian Radical Nationalist Youth, founded in August 1912, 

with a group developing into the Yugoslav Nationalist youth from September 1913, were the 

most fervent promoters of Serbia and the Yugoslav idea.887 They expressed themselves 

through countless articles, poems, brochures, and pamphlets888. Often referred to as 

nationalist, progressive, and radical, they hoped that a South Slav state, or Yugoslavia, would 

rise, as a victorious Serbia expanded her borders. When war broke out, nationalist student 

leader and journalist Oskar Tartaglia hailed the revenge of Kosovo, as Matoš did, and ‘called 

the Balkan War a Yugoslav war’.889 Notably, after the Battle of Kumanovo, Tartaglia and 

Ujević sent a telegram from Split to Serbian Prime Minister Nikola Pašić: 

 
The Serbo Croatian national youth of the Adriatic coast congratulate the triumphs of the 
brotherly Serbs and Yugoslavs and bows down to the victorious avengers of Kosovo and the 
creators of a new Yugoslavia890. 
  In the name of the nationalist youth of the Adriatic coast:891 
  Augustin Ujević 
  Oskar Tartaglia 
 

On the same day that he sent the telegram to Pašić, Ujević’s piece Slava našim mrtvima! 

(‘Glory to our Dead!) appeared in Naprednjak, in which he lamented the deaths of his friends 

from Belgrade, Paja Bastajić and Branko Lazarević, who died in battle by Mrdar.892 Matoš 

also wrote of Lazarevic in Obzor.893 (The news was actually wrong, Lazarević had survived). 

Still, the death rallied students from different political parties to gather together in gestures of 

support. Waves of student led demonstrations, attended by various political affiliates 

supporting Serbia and desiring change in Croatia, regularly took place on both the Dalmatian 

and Zagrebian streets.894 According to Tartaglia’s memoirs:  

 
At the demonstration on February 1, 1913, all youth group representatives gave speeches 
(including the clericals, party of rightists, and the progressive youth). The atmosphere was 
combative. We protested day and night. In 36 hours I gave more than 18 speeches. 
Demonstrations in Zagreb became a daily occurrence, so that city officials sought military 
help, specifically three battalions to keep order on February 13, 1912.895 
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The youth’s desire for national, social, and political changes, which had found their expression 

in the unrest surrounding the Jukić trial, now found its outlet in the wholehearted support of 

the Serbian cause. Their protests took on a revolutionary character, but were also met with 

increased repression.  

 

During the first Balkan War, Ujević tried to migrate to Serbia. Lipovčan was able to 

reconstruct this journey, because on his way there, on 1 December 1912, he was arrested at the 

Mitrovica railway station in Croatia, for violating the terms of his exile. In the Naprednjak 

column ‘News from the city and around it’ it was reported: ‘Augustin Ujević was caught in 

Mitrovica by detectives and gendarmes and escorted to Zagreb’ on 6 December 1912.896 Only 

two and a half years later, was it disclosed by the Royal State Attorney in Split in the case 

against J. Čulić (21 April 1915) that ‘Ujević was arrested in Mitrovica on the day 1 December 

1912 when he tried to migrate to Serbia using [fellow nationalist youth] Jerko Čulić’s 

passport’.897 In Zagreb’s Kotorska court, Ujević was sentenced to four weeks in prison, but 

stayed 53 days in total.898  

 

This time, Ujević became a national cause. Naprednjak (from December 6, 1912 to his 

release January 24, 1913) published a number of articles concerning Ujević’s time in prison. 

The first begins with the headline: ‘Concerning our Comrade Ujević’ and continues:  

 

[An anonymous] friend from Zagreb writes: “… He was arrested at Mitrovica railway station 
and escorted to Zagreb’s dungeons. They are holding him in terrible uncertainty, he is 
forbidden from having any contact with friends, they leave him to starve and give him the 
darkest and coldest cells. I spoke to him. He has become very weak and I doubt that he will be 
able to withstand the malice of Cuvaj’s inquisition much longer ...” 
 

After describing his situation, he appeals to readers ‘Comrades, let’s work with all forces to 

help Augustin!’899 As Lipovčan notes, the anonymous writer of this missive somewhat 

contradicts himself when he claims that his friends were forbidden from having any contact 

with Ujević, and then says that he with spoke to him. It is therefore hard to know how far we 
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can trust his other claims about the extreme conditions of Ujević imprisonment. Nevertheless, 

the appeals for the poet’s liberation continue into 1913.  

 

On 3 Jan 1913, an appeal signed by the Central Committee of the United Nationalist 

Youth published ‘Pomozimo Ujeviću!’ or Let us help Ujević! in Naprednjak, calling upon 

‘citizens of Zagreb, Croats and Serbs, notables, raise your voices’, specifically inviting 

students, The Association of Croatian Writers (surrounding the magazine Savremenik where 

Ujević collaborated), The Serbo-Croat Coalition and Croatian intellectuals to assist ‘. . . the 

most brilliant mind of our young generation’ as the Croat dramatist Ivo Vojnović (1857-1929) 

called him. On 20 January 1913, Vojnović himself wrote to the ‘Celebrated Editorial Team! 

As soon as I read in your brave paper that our friend Ujević has been arrested again, I wrote to 

Zagreb, to appeal to people at work, to save and help him900’. He personally calls upon 

Croatian intellectuals to assist ‘with the spoken and written word, interventions and their own 

reputations, with all available means.’901 

 

After Ujević was freed 24 January 1913, he went back to Split, where he spent most of 

his time writing for Naprednjak (in which his articles continued to be censored by the Šibenik 

state attorney), in addition to the Belgrade based magazines Pijemont and Slovenksi jug. With 

Milostislav Bartulica as his co-editor, Ujević launched a new periodical called Ujedinjenje, or 

Unification. Officially known as ‘the mouthpiece of Yugoslav nationalists’, the articles in 

Ujedinjenje were later described as severely anti-Monarchy, and celebrated the fact that one of 

the consequences of the Balkan Wars was the strengthening of Croatian-Serbian nationalism. 

The first issue of Ujedinjenje was due to come out on 8 May, with no mention of Bartulica 

and Ujević as editors. Interestingly, both editors were arrested five days before the release of 

the first issue, and the paper was never published. Thus, on 3 May 1913, Ujević was 

imprisoned for the third time, due to his role in co-founding and publishing the paper 

Ujedinjenje, or Unity, with his friend Bartulica. According to his friend Bartulović’s memoirs, 

they were ‘maltreated’902 in prison.  

 

                                                      
900 ‘Slavno Urednišvo! Čim sam u vašem hrabrom listu pročitao da je prijatelj Ujević opet utamničen, pisao sam 
u Zagreb, da potaknem ljude na posao, da ga se izbavi i da mu se pomogne. Ta cijenim ga ne samo značajem, već 
i najbistrijim umom mladih naših generacija.’ in SD, XVII, 492, as quoted in Lipovčan, Mladi Ujević, 62. 
901 Ibid. 
902 'Ujević biva drugi put zatvoren u Zagrebu i teško maltretiran', Sloboda, 25 in SD, X, 490-492. 
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In May 1913, after he was arrested, the chief of Zagreb’s police wrote a private report 

to baron Skerlecz in a letter about the Nationalist Youth movement, saying it ‘originates from 

Serbia and large numbers of our students accepted it during the field trip to Belgrade in April 

of last year’. The police chief describes Ujević as ‘the head and most able leader of the 

Yugoslav nationalist youth.’903 

 

Ujević and Bartulica’s trial was held in a closed room without the attendance of the 

public, at the Općinski sud in Split on 25 May 1913 from approximately 9 o’clock in the 

morning to 2 o’clock in the afternoon.904 Their lawyers were Drs. Josip Smodlaka and Ivo 

Tartaglia, the older brother of Ujević’s friend and fellow nationalist youth Oskar. They were 

sentenced for two offences: their involvement in founding the secret organization National 

Unification (Narodno Ujedinjenje); and founding the anti-Monarchy paper Ujedinjenje.905  

For the first offense, they were sentenced to two months of prison, but the cassation court in 

Vienna increased the sentence to three months. For the second, they got another 14 days of 

prison and a 100 kronen fine. Ujević and Bartulica were locked up together in Split as the 

Balkan wars continued to rage.906  

 

3. The Balkan Wars as Yugoslav accelerators  

 

In 1916, Lenin noted that ‘war does not change the direction in which politics 

developed prior to the war; it only accelerates its development’.907 The Balkan wars, however, 

did change the direction of political development in Croatia and Dalmatia. It also accelerated 

the South Slav movement there, particularly amongst the youth.908 Not only did the events 

strengthen the unitarist youth’s resolve to unite with Serbia in a South Slav state, but they also 

inspired the first widespread popular support for the Yugoslav idea among the public. 

According to Dragovan Šepić, the Serbian Balkan war victories had a decisive effect on 

Croatian politics and political thought, and more than any other scientific argument, 

strengthened opinion on Yugoslavian, or Croato-Serb national unity.909 Even if some clerics 

                                                      
903 Krizman, 'Zagrebačka policija', 639. 
904 Naprednjak, 30.5.1913. 
905 Žeželj, Veliki Tin, 88. 
906 Nadprednjak, 30.5.1913 in SD, X, 495.  
907 “Lenin Collected Works,” Vol 22, Marxists Internet Archive, accessed May 12, 2013,  
http://www.marxists.org/archive/lenin/works/1916/mar/25.html/. 
908 Šidak, Hrvatsko pitanje u Habsburškoj monarhiji,192. 
909 D. Šepić, Italija, saveznici i jugoslavensko pitanje: 1914-1918, (Zagreb, 1970), 337. 

http://www.marxists.org/archive/lenin/works/1916/mar/25.htm
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and rightists did not openly support Serbia, the wars decreased the anti-Serbdom in far right 

Frankist circles. Widespread Croatian participation in the Balkan wars suggests a feeling of 

common South Slav belonging, rather than a loyalty to the country (Austria-Hungary) in 

which they live.  The Balkan wars were seen as an inspiration or way of political liberation by 

many in Croatia. When anti-Austrian demonstrations were held in Šibenik, its mayor Krstelj 

told the protesters that he hoped that the liberation of Dalmatia would be brought upon by 

Slavic and Balkan bayonets.910  Serbo-Croat relations improved in Dalmatia, with the Balkan 

Wars forging closer ties between the Serbs and Croats in Dalmatia, as they increased Serbo-

Croat collaboration while decreasing Serb-Italian collaboration.911 According to Ante Bralić, 

the Balkan wars raised the self-consciousness of Croats and Serbs who thereafter reacted more 

vehemently to Italian provocations.912  The Croatian party gained control in the Dalmatian 

Parliament during the wars, and would go on to espouse the Yugoslav idea after the wars.   

 

The youth used the wars to preach about the struggle for unity, and need for self-

sacrifice. In Borba Nacionalističke Omladine, published on 29 November 1912 in Šibenik’s 

Naprednjak, Ujević writes: ‘In the thought of a young man under the age of twenty, we must 

create the clear idea that everyone must . . . endure in the struggle until death or until 

victory’.913 Ujević’s friend Vladimir Čerina urged Croatian nationalists in Zagreb to heed the 

example of Serbia’s conduct in the wars: ‘Let us stand as Croats but let’s be Croats in a 

completely and truly contemporary way, alive to this era after Kosovo, and this is the era of 

energy and heroism, not of softness and reveries’.914 Ujević stressed that ‘We must become 

soldiers of a far-off ideal, which seems like a utopia today; we must be fighters and we must 

ready our souls for a general sacrifice, like our brothers in the [Serbian] kingdom’.915 He had 

advocated revolutionary violence before, but the scale of the Balkan wars transcended the 

parameters of individual attacks, and stressed the collective dimension of violence. On the 

collective South Slav achievement, Čerina described ‘The blood that streamed from the 

wounds of Serbian soldier-revolutionaries, and those smashed heads, and those severed limbs, 

and those corpses, corpses, and corpses - all that was ours, ours, Croatian’.  He also explained 

that ‘To carry out immense good deeds, it is often sorely necessary to carry out immense evil 

                                                      
910 M. Zivanović, 'Dvije demonstracije u Splitu i Šibeniku 1912 godine', Radovi Instituta JAZU u Zadru, (Zagreb, 
1957), 343. 
911 Bralić, 'Zadarski fin-de siècle', 759. 
912 Ibid., 767. 
913 Ujević, SD, X, 87-90. 
914 Hajdarpašić, Whose Bosnia?, 126. 
915 ‘Za novu omladinu’, Bosanska Vila, 28, no. 17, 1913. 
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deeds’. . . ‘Serbs murdered bodies, but they also created souls. This is a heroic people, and 

heroes are not criminals’.916  

 

Borivoje Jevtić shared a similar heroic image of youth in a series of articles in 1912 

and 1913. ‘It took the Balkan Wars to sober us up,’ he wrote. ‘We were once slaves,’ but 

thanks to the lone outcry of our unforgotten comrade [Žerajić], there were signs of a better 

future to come’. ‘And then a miracle happened. Now we have seen how a great idea, 

heroically envisioned, is realized . . . To work for the nation, to sacrifice for the nation, can be 

the only meaning of someone’s life’ and the ‘only pledge for our beautiful future917.’ Jevtić’s 

1913 short story, ‘The Undefeated’, was modelled on report from the Balkan Wars. It 

describes a nameless youth who becomes a national hero. 
 

You should have seen him! He flew with his friends like mad, crying out and singing songs of 
victory . . . He flew, elated by something warm and great, firing into the clouds of smoke 
where they said the enemy remained. O you should thought of freedom was stronger that the 
thoughts of his wretched mother, whose eyes were red and swollen with worry, whose hands 
were weak from work. He did not even think of the girl to whom he promised his return, nor of 
the happiness they dreamt of in their warm room. He did not feel sorry for those who die, he 
did not feel fear. Pale, tall, and brave, he sang songs of greatness, sounds formed in the days of 
humiliation and shame, songs full of hope and anticipation of a beautiful future. And when he 
died, he died heroically, with his friends, released from all pain and suffering.918  

 

Even though most of the youth did not experience the Balkan Wars directly, they 

wrote enthusiastically about Serbia’s victories. The image of the heroic youth was a legacy of 

the Balkan Wars: an elated young man, happy to kill and die like a hero. In 1914, as they 

remained engaged in a struggle against Austria-Hungary, and inched towards World War One, 

Ivo Andrić observed, ‘All of Croatia is unpleasantly snoring. Only poets and assassins are 

awake’.919 But the Balkan Wars had already begun to wake the nascent forces of nationalism 

in Croatia. It was the revolutionary generation that matured with the Balkan wars, Ujević 

included, who would go on to be involved in the Great War ahead.  

 

The war induced enthusiasm among Croats from various political parties, ranging from 

the Party of Rightists to the most ardent Serbophobes.920 However, the Party of Right was 

                                                      
916 Hajdarpašić, Whose Bosnia?, 126. 
917 B. Jevtić, ‘Nove generacije,’ Srpska omladina, I, no. 5, 1913, 89-91. 
918 Hajdarpašić, Whose Bosnia?, 128. 
919 Andrić, 'Sva Hrvatska nelijepo hrče. Budni su samo pjesnici i atentori' in 'A.G. Matoš', Vihor, I, no. 5, 
(Zagreb, 1.5.1914), 89-91. 
920 Gross, 'Studenski pokret', 461. 
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arguably the most affected by this shift. According to the Šibenik paper Naprednjak, after the 

Balkan war demonstration in Šibenik on November 10, 1912, the Peasant Party representative 

Mate Drinković commented that the Party of Rightists ceased being a ‘bridge of Austrian 

slavery politics in the Balkans’ and became part of ‘a hard wall against her.’921 The Balkan 

wars helped shape the youth’s role in the ongoing Yugoslav movement. Before the end of the 

first Balkan war, the Party of Right’s main organ Hrvatska admitted:  

 
This movement [from Serbophobism to Serbophilism] has been carried out in a large part of 
our public, especially in the souls of the young. It can be said that many of them, who in 1908-
9 were in the anti-Serb legions, today with the same enthusiasm accepted a completely 
opposite opinion, and belong to the radical Serbophile element . . . After the victory of the 
Balkan League, many caught it [Serbophilism], mainly the youth, who are crazy for it.922  
 

One politician who saw the mobilization potential of this ‘craze’ was Frano Supilo, the former 

leader of the Croat-Serb Coalition and editor of the Riječki Novi List. In 1913, Supilo travelled 

to Vienna to give a speech to the youth there, which included future Nobel prize winner Ivo 

Andrić, praising their efforts.923 Supilo, as a member of the future Yugoslav Committee, 

would go on to recruit other nationalist youth, such as Ujević, as propagandists for the 

Yugoslav cause.924  Still, pro-South Slav political stances were not uniform amongst the 

youth. Especially after Serbia’s attack on Bulgaria during the Second Balkan War, much of 

the enthusiasm for Serbia waned.925 The irreconcilability of the many separate South Slav 

interests became increasingly clear.926 Croatian reactions were related to domestic politics: 

those who wanted change to take place outside the Monarchy hailed Serbia as a liberator and 

wrote favourably of her during the second Balkan war, blemishing Bulgaria’s name instead. 

Those motivated by a desire for a Trialist solution within the Monarchy, and against a 

Yugoslav one, were suspicious of Serbia, so supported Bulgaria instead. Thus, the growth of 

unitarism did not affect all sections of Croat political life throughout the duration of the war, 

even amongst the youth. Nonetheless, the wars strengthened nationalism in all its different 

forms: Yugoslav and Croatian, exclusivist and integral, while those who supported a South 
                                                      
921 Naprednjak, 10.11.1912. 
922 Hrvatska, 1-2.4.1913. 
923 Josip Horvat, Frano Supilo, (Belgrade, 1961), 253. 
924 Ibid., 267-8. 
925 According to the Party of Right’s Mlada Hrvatska, October 1913, ‘As Serbs are Serbs and only Serbs, we, 
even if we are Slavs, are remaining Croats and only Croats. If the Croats and Serbs are the same in the matter of 
language, they are not only in the state way, meaning the peoples' thought, if we are of the same tribe, we are not 
the same as a nation. Serbs are sticking to that principle and establishing themselves as good Slavs by making an 
alliance with non-Slavic Romanians and Greeks against the Slavic Bulgarians, and tomorrow, if the situation 
changes, they might as soon make an alliance with the Hungarians and the Italians against the Croats.’ 
926 Banac, National Question, 104. 
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Slav state were more convinced than ever of the need to create it. The wars, therefore, 

changed, intensified, and provoked political opinion. 

 

Departure 

 

After his 3 September release from prison, and leading up to his departure for Belgrade 

in the second half of October 1913, Ujević continued, from what can be deduced from his 

writings, a quieter strain of political activity.927 On 4 October 1913, he gave a lecture in Split’s 

Hrvatski dom hall on Vladimir Nazor, ’a poet of strength and clarity for our future’ on 

October 4. 1913.928 Few other details of this time survive. It can be assumed that he was 

preparing for another trip abroad, however. Ivo Vojnović gave the following advice to Ujević 

through the papers while he was in prison: ‘When you see him again, tell him to go there 

where freedom rules. We need his words and his actions.’929 

 

In early October 1913, Ujević left Split and returned to Belgrade for two weeks, only 

to leave abruptly sometime between the end of October and early November 1913. The 

reasons for Ujević’s departure are not clear, as he himself never spoke of them, but it seems to 

be connected to his involvement with the Yugoslav cause.  

 

Just before he left Belgrade, Ujević sent two undated postcards, both with postmarks 

from 21.10.1913, to the Belgrade address of one Velimir (Velja) Rajić, Belgrade, National 

Library. 930 The first one was quite short: ‘Mr. Veljo, I send you heartfelt greetings, in the 

morning I need to leave abruptly. Augustin Ujević’ He does not say why or where he needs to 

go, but in the second postcard, sent later on the same day, Ujević writes that ‘I left the things 

with Boško’ and ‘told him to sort it out with you [Rajić]’, and will ‘send [my] Paris address’. 

Although we do not know who Boško is, nor what the ‘things’ are, we know that Ujević is on 

his way to Paris and will be in touch. He continues, ‘I hope that I will fare well in Zemun, but 

if I don’t get in contact from Pest, you can assume that something happened. I am traveling 

tomorrow morning at 5am on the express. I’ll stop in Pest, and in Munich, where I will maybe 

contact Mita [Mitrinović].’ Their familiarity is evident in his line: ‘I hope you won’t forget me 

                                                      
927 Ujević, SD, XIV, 123. 
928 Žeželj, Veliki Tin, 89. 
929 Ujević, SD, X, 492. 
930 Ibid., XIV, 229-230. 
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like the saying goes: far from the eyes, far from the heart.’ They would continue to be in 

contact until 1914, as future correspondence will show.  

 

We do not know if Ujević actually left Belgrade on October 22, because he did not 

contact Rajić from Budapest until November 4, with another undated postcard with a 

Hungarian postal stamp. We also do not know if he met Mitrinović in Munich, and spent more 

time with him there. His first known postcard from Paris, sent on November 9, 1913, to his 

future Belgrade-based publisher Svetozar Cvijanović, says that he arrived ‘some days ago’ in 

Paris – which is not yesterday, or November 8, as Ujević’s later article Mrsko Ja claims as his 

arrival date. These chronological contradictions and uncertainties are unfortunately impossible 

to clear up, especially since Ujević’s later memories served rather to obscure the image than to 

clear it up. Thanks to the postcards, however, we know that Ujević arrived in Paris during the 

first week of November 1913.  
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V. Paris 

 
The first phase of Ujević’s stay in Paris lasted until the outbreak of the First World 

War, and, as before, he spent most of his time undertaking journalistic and publishing work, 

all the while struggling with financial and administrative difficulties. By mid-July 1914, he 

had published around 30 different texts and reports (mostly in Sloboda) in addition to a few 

essays. Shortly prior to the assassination in Sarajevo, ten of his poems were published in the 

famous Hrvatska mlada lirika (Croatian Young Lyrics), including the iconic 1913 sonnet 

Oproštaj (Farewell). In 1971, Ante Stamać’s analysis of the sonnet notes:  

 

Ujević carries within him a schism of a rebel and a believer . . . If we turn to the political views 
of Ujević from those times … we’ll see that he wanted to see Croatia in a political unity with 
Yugoslavia, but in a spiritual unity with Europe; that was the root of all the misunderstandings 
concerning him, from there came his adventurous lability in the time when allied and great-
Serbian intrigues were plotted around the destiny of Croatia and Yugoslavia, for which the 
poetic sensibility and the enthusiasm of youth could not by any chance have a practical 
meaning’.931  

 

The war changed Ujević, who originally believed that he and his generation had been given a 

chance to fulfill their political ideals, working for a solution to the Croatian and South Slavic 

question ‘by liberation from slavery’ (through tearing down Austria-Hungary) and ‘uniting’ 

(with Serbia). But with his revolutionary ideals, he was ill-equipped for the diplomatic 

intrigues and negotiations that now took place between the Great Powers, Serbia and the 

Yugoslav Committee. Thus, after 1916, his disillusionment, which ultimately culminated in 

his break with politics, began to develop. Although he was reluctant to talk about his Parisian 

days in later life, his transformation upon his return to Croatia in 1919 was obvious. The once 

politically active member of the Yugoslav nationalist youth completely disengaged from 

politics, distancing himself from his previous life, and became a bohemian, officially changing 

his name to ‘Tin’. ‘My time in Paris gave me the opportunity to make many different types of 

acquaintances, of whom it is better to not speak, because they gave cause for my being hunted 

by our authorities abroad and at home.’932 Using articles, poems, and biographical details, we 

are able to piece together details about his life in Paris from 1913-1919.  
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In the autumn of 1913, at the age of 22, Ujević travelled via Budapest, Vienna, and 

Munich to Belle Époque Paris, arriving during the first week of November.933 Under his belt, 

Ujević already had a few years of revolutionary work as a young Yugoslav nationalist, a 

cohort of articles in youth papers and poems in literary magazines, and an exile from Croatia, 

along with an arrest and prison sentence to his name.934 Apart from a stint in Cetinje, 

Montenegro, at the beginning of the First World War, and short stays in Avignon and London, 

he lived in Paris for five and a half years.935 First, he worked as a propagandist for the Serbian 

government, then for the Yugoslav Committee, before he grew more and more disillusioned 

with politics. 

 

The archival material available does not give a clear answer to the question of who 

exactly sent Ujević to Paris, but it was not an unusual move for a political exile of Ujević’s 

time. Despite an unstable internal political situation during the period of the Third Republic, 

which saw sixty different governments between 1870 and 1914, France had embarked on a 

period of enormous financial prosperity, technological progress, and intellectual and artistic 

prestige. Artists from across the globe flocked to the city. In the late 19th and early 20th 

centuries, Paris attracted an exceptional number of artists and writers from throughout Central 

and Eastern Europe, who arrived from Austria-Hungary, Germany, Russia, and the Balkans.936 

Right up until the eve of the First World War, the number of foreigners in Paris increased 

persistently: in 1911, the population of Paris was 2,843,094, with foreigners numbering 

194,022, or 6.8 percent of the total.937 By 1914, France had 1.6 million immigrants, the 

highest figure in Europe. Paris not only attracted artists and artisans, but also political exiles 

from around the world, especially Russian, Jewish, and Catalan political exiles.938 Sections of 

the French press expressed concerns about a foreign invasion during the period of rising 

nationalism between 1911 and 1914.939 There were numerous exiles from Eastern Europe, 

such as the Ukrainian revolutionary Simon Petlyura, Bulgarian artist Jules Pascin, Vladimir 

                                                      
933 Ibid., XVII, 75. Although ‘Belle Epoque’ Paris has been dated as beginning at various start points (1875, 
1878, 1880, 1885) it is agreed that it came to an end with the outbreak of World War 1. 
934 Šepić, ‘Augustin Ujević u Parizu’, 566. 
935 SD, XIV, 41. 
936 Susan Waller and Karen L. Carter (eds.), Strangers in Paradise: Foreign Artists and Communities in Modern 
Paris, 1870-1914, (Surrey: Ashgate Publishing, 2015), 4.  
937 Ibid. 
938 Laura Carp Lugo, ‘Catalan Artists in Paris at the Turn of the Century,’ in Foreign Artists and Communities in 
Modern Paris, 1870-1914, 114-5. 
939 Christopher Green, Art in France, 1900-1940, (New Haven, 2000), 61. 



 200 

Lenin and Leo Trotsky, who was posted in France as a correspondent for Kievskaya Mysl.940 

With Edvard Beneš following Masaryk into exile not to London but Paris, the city became the 

headquarters of the Czechoslovak Foreign Committee, the Czechoslovak government 

abroad.941 It would also become an important outpost of Yugoslav lobbying efforts abroad in 

1915.  

Like many of the artists and exiles that came to Paris, Ujević spent much of his time in 

the cafés of the Montparnasse neighborhood. From 1912, with Picasso’s move from the 

tourist-overrun Montmartre, Montparnasse had become Paris’s new artistic and intellectual 

hub.942 In his memoir on the literary life of Paris, the British journalist Sisley Huddleston 

described Montparnasse as the ‘Crossways of the World’, where ‘there is no language that is 

not spoken in this horizontal Tower of Babel’.943 Kluver and Martin have asserted that in the 

period from 1900 to 1930, between 30 and 40 percent of the artists in Montparnasse were not 

French.944 It attracted Ujević, who described Montmartre and Montparnasse as ‘two different 

worlds’ and noted that ‘In Paris, there was a saying: In Montparnasse are the artists who will 

arrive; in Montmartre those who have already arrived.’945 Nearly all artists – from Edgar 

Degas to Diego Rivera – lived and worked in the bohemian and cosmopolitan Montparnasse, 

which offered a tolerant environment for immigrants and refugees, as well as cheap studio 

space in complexes such as the Cité Falguière, close to the Montparnasse station, and La 

Ruche (the ‘Beehive’), the complex where a number of artists both lived and worked.  

 

Ujević, who was ‘most surprised by the flurry of lights on the streets and 

boulevards’,946 lived in poverty-stricken conditions at 14 rue Royer-Collard, in the vicinity of 

Luxembourg park, and a 5 minute walk from the Sorbonne. During his stay he would change 

address two more times: In December 1915, Ujević moved to 39 rue Delambre (where the 

Japanese artist Tsuguharu Foujita, who also arrived in 1913, had his first studio). Later, from 

1916 onwards, home was the Hotel du Nice at 155 boulevard du Montparnasse, where he 

lived a few floors above Russian exile Ilya Ehrenburg. There, he lived a couple of minutes 
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from Marcel Duchamp’s studio,947 and only a six-minute walk from that of Pablo Picasso, 

whom he remembered greeting in the street. They never spoke more than a few words, 

although Ujević knew ‘the painter from Malaga’ from the notorious café La Rotonde, where 

both men spent a significant amount of their time in those days.948 

 

  In Paris, Ujević found a similar, if not more colorful, café culture to the one he had left 

behind. For most of the foreign exiles, artists and students, these cafés were a vital source of 

communication and entertainment.949 Located between the French-frequented cafés Closerie 

de Lilas and Café du Dome, Ujević’s flat was a five-minute walk from La Rotonde, where he 

spent most of his days. Opened in 1910 by Victor Libion, Montparnasse’s Rotonde was a 

legendary hangout that Ujević regularly frequented throughout the entirety of his stay in 

Paris.950 His future neighbor Ilya Ehrenburg wrote extensively (and with a great deal of 

melancholy) of his own days in the Rotonde, and from him we learn that the French police 

regarded the café as a ‘menace to public order.’951 Ujević remembers him as an ‘old 

Rotondanin’ who ‘everyone knew from the Rotonde’, where ‘Ilya sat on the sofa under 

the mirror, stooped, smoking a pipe, and diligently writing’.952 Ujević notes that from 1915 

until 1916, when he travelled to Spain and America, Trotsky was likewise a guest of the 

Rotonde.953 It was in the Rotonde that Ujević met Modigliani, who he said ‘was not an 

Adriatic imperialist’.954 In his memoirs about ‘Bohemian Paris’, Sisley Huddleston wrote that 

‘at the Rotonde you will find Italians, Spaniards, and Yugoslavs – with a sprinkling of 

French’.955 Ehrenburg confirms this: ‘The most striking aspect [of the Rotonde] was the 

motley of types and languages, something between an international exhibition and a rehearsal 

for a future peace congress’.956  
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  Ujević never specified who introduced him to the Rotonde, but does say that a certain 

Branko Čačuga introduced ‘our’ [South Slav] students to it first.957 By 1914, they were joined 

by a ‘few of our journalists and painters who sat there every day drinking black coffee’.958 

Ujević describes it as a place where ‘as soon as the short and mild Parisian winter subsides, 

ten languages, among them Slavic ones, can be heard on the terrace throughout spring and 

summer.’959 The internationalism was evident in the reading material, too: as Ujević noted, 

‘Even though Parisian cafés normally didn’t stock foreign newspapers, the Rotonde had papers 

in various languages: Russian, Polish, Czech; it was the first Parisian café to stock the 

[Croatian daily of the civil liberal intelligentsia] Obzor.’960 Ujević observed that soon after 

‘Other [Parisian] cafés started to follow suit, so that Politika, Trgovinski glasnik, and Riječ 

[appeared] alongside Masaryk’s Čas, Dagens Nyheter, Stryx, other Scandinavian papers, one 

or two more German ones, and Corriere della Sera, which some people swallowed up as if 

they were in their own homeland, from the first to last line.’961 But ‘in that turbulence,’ he 

noted, ‘life was always more interesting that the papers.’962 According to him, there were 

around 100 South Slav students in Paris, the majority of whom were Serbs (‘usually the 

strongest financially’), with a parity of artists, journalists, and writers.963 The Serbian Jewish 

poet Stanislav Vinaver describes Ujević’s days in Paris: ‘During the day he usually sleeps, 

frequently in some ravine […] At night Tin roams, usually from one café to another. He visits 

various groups, speaks about any topic, and in his banter there is more wisdom that in the 

entire repertoire of our best-known and most authoritative giants. Tin drinks enormous 

quantities, screams horribly, never changes his clothes or bathes’.964 Tin, in articles on life in 

Paris, details that new arrivals in the city discovered that books could be obtained for a fifth of 

what was charged in other countries, and, additionally, that bookshops rented out the latest 

books for very little.965 
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1. Ujević as a Serb propagandist? 

 

Closely connected to the question of why Ujević came to Paris is the problem of how 

he financed his life there before he began to work for the Yugoslav Committee. Paris was not 

Split, and he would have had trouble supporting himself with the income from his articles in 

Sloboda alone. There is, however, a working theory among the few scholars concerned with 

this period in his life that Ujević received money from nationalist circles in Serbia. This is not 

at all inconceivable: Paris had been one of the major centers of propaganda work for the 

Kingdom of Serbia since 1908, and Ujević had been previously engaged in propaganda work 

in Belgrade. There is also additional evidence to support such a theory.  

 

Both Mirko Žeželj and Jasen Boko, in their biographies on Ujević, speculate that his 

departure was not entirely his own idea, but that he had been tasked by the Serbian 

government with going to Paris and continuing his propaganda work there.966 Žeželj, without 

providing any concrete evidence, asserts that Ujević, after his time in Belgrade, wanted to 

become a Serbian government volunteer.967 Yet in another instance Žeželj speculates that 

Ujević had an arrangement with Tartaglia’s Split-based paper Sloboda to become a Paris 

correspondent.968 This argument could be supported by the fact that on 17 November 1913, 

about a week after his arrival, he wrote his first article from Paris for Sloboda, called 

Francusko javno mislenje i balkanska pitanja (‘French public opinion and the Balkan 

Question’). But then he was already a regular contributor to Tartaglia’s paper, so this does not 

prove that he went to Paris on Tartaglia’s initiative. Boko explains Ujević’s decision to 

become an emigrant and attributes the unexplained two-week discrepancy in his travel dates to 

the difference between the Gregorian and Julian calendars. As Serbia still used the Gregorian 

calendar at that time, Boko argues that Ujević actually left Belgrade on 6 October which 

would mean that he spent his time until 22 October securing financial help for his decision to 

emigrate first by continuing his scholarship, and later, once in Paris, signing up to the payroll 

of the Serbian government.969  

 

The most convincing case for Ujević’s financial involvement with Serbian nationalists 

is made by Srečko Lipovčan, who actually goes so far as to assert that the funds came from 
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the Serbian government itself,970 with the main piece of evidence presented being Ujević’s 

letters to Velimir Rajić (1879-1915), a member of the Narodna Odbrana, secretary of the 

Society of Serbian Writers, and a civil servant in the Serbian Ministry, as well as a fellow poet. 

Rajić had an address at the Serbian National Library in Belgrade and was a treasurer 

responsible for making sure the financial assets of funds intended to finance action against the 

Austro-Hungarian Monarchy reached the hands of those engaged as young revolutionaries.971 

The extent to which Slovenski Jug collaborated with the Serbian government is unclear, but 

there seem to have been clear connections between Ujević and Yugoslav national 

organizations. He himself wrote that since from the end of 1911, he had worked ‘quite a bit in 

not only the domestic press, but also in the New World […] It gave me the opportunity to, 

apart from a number of our writers and artists, meet some political workers.’972 

 

The content of these letters points to Serbian financial patronage for not only Ujević, 

but Dimitrije Mitrinović as well.973 Beginning in Belgrade in 1911 and lasting until 1914, 

Ujević wrote more than ten letters to Rajić, and one response he received from Rajić is also 

preserved. Ujević wrote his first letter to Rajić on 12 November 1913, merely days after his 

arrival, requesting that the ‘desperately needed’ money be wired to him. His future letters to 

Rajić would all revolve around promised money that does not arrive on time. Again on 9 

December 1913, around a month after his arrival, he wrote to Rajić for the fifth time, asking 

yet again for money, saying that he received his postcard, but ‘nothing else, which surprises 

[him]’ since ‘not receiving ‘things’ a full three weeks after they were sent and a whole 9 days 

after it was reassured [that they were on their way] is completely abnormal and simply not 

understandable…’ Ujević continues that he is ‘barely surviving the days. Especially since I 

cannot go to Mr Pav since it is not tactful to ask for a favor at the first meeting. […] Please 

take care of this, I beg you.’974 This makes is clear that Ujević expects (and needs) money, and 

that he has connections in Paris of whom he is embarrassed to ask for some. In his next letter, 

Ujević begs again: ‘Mr Rajić, Today is 22 December. I still have not received the money I 

should have received from you on 10 November. This means that I am waiting for it in vain 

for a month and a half!’ He goes on: 
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Mr Rajić, you know that I am not a rich man. You know that in Paris a man needs to register, 
pay rent, have some kind of suit, and to eat. Those are at least the three most basic necessities, 
not only for students but for any man. All of that aside, you know that I am waiting for a 
month and a half, a month and half in which I could have died forty-five times! It’s terrible... I 
didn’t expect this from you. It is even worse that you wrote to me and sent me a telegram that 
you sent me the money on the 14th of November. I have become a joke in front of my landlord 
and the post, where I look for the money daily, and in front of debtors who I promised to repay 
when I receive the already-sent money! I have had to starve, borrow from strangers, spend 
strangers’ money, and struggle on instead of studying at the Sorbonne. This is all known to 
you, and you still play these roundabout games?975  
 

Ujević, therefore, struggled to survive, pay his rent and, as further letters show, was upset at 

not being able to enroll at the Sorbonne. Soon after his arrival, Ujević attempted to enroll in 

the Sorbonne but had administrative troubles, which prompted him to write to his friend 

Svetislav Cvijanović in November and December 1913, and again in January 1914, 

mentioning that he did not receive the proper documentation from the Serbian Embassy, which 

again points to close ties with Serbia.976 Rajić’s eventual reply not only denies any 

wrongdoing and blames the post for the lost money, but thanks Ujević for teaching him a 

lesson about how the world works with his ‘impolite letter’ that has cost him ‘his [own] 

nerves, time, and money’.977 Rajić tells Ujević that ‘from the moment you contact me that you 

have received the money, if you still have not completely lost your manners, our relationship 

is over. We will be dead for one another.’978 Ujević eventually received 240 francs on 6 

January 1914. It was not, however, the end of his financial problems, or indeed his contact 

with Rajić, as similar letters dated to 15 February 1914 will later show. This illustrates 

Ujević’s early problems with his finances and handlers that would continue throughout his 

time in Paris. 

 

The first months 

 

Nonetheless, Ujević continued his propaganda work. While waiting to overcome the 

administrative difficulties with which he was faced, Ujević continued to write – most often on 

the Genevieve hill and in the Sorbonne library – for the press in Split, Zagreb, and Sarajevo.979 

In an article for Belgrade’s Novosti dated 24 September 1922 he wrote ‘As Augustin, from my 

                                                      
975 Ibid., 661. 
976 Ujević to Cvijanović, 9.11.1916 and 28.12.1913, and 4.1.1914. 
977 Ujević, SD, VIX, 660. 
978 Ibid. 
979 Ibid., XVII, 75. 



 206 

earliest youth, I led an idealistic struggle for national liberation and unification and expended 

many words and much ink in that cause…’980 In his letters to politicians Ante Trumbić and Ivo 

de Giulli, we learn that Ujević was not able to sign up for the Sorbonne because the birth date 

on his passport was incorrect, making him too old by a few months. He tried to get the 

Embassy to correct his passport’s date of birth, but was unsuccessful.  

 

Ujević wrote informative reports from Paris and described lectures he attended. For 

example, his 8 May 1914 text One Croatian Lecture at the Sorbonne reports that ‘Mr Vladimir 

Zagorski, a former politics student who has a doctorate in history, and the writer of the 

diligently researched 1909 book François Rački et la renaissance scientifique et politique de 

la Croatie 1828-1894,981 held a lecture tonight [5 May] on the topic of Croats and Serbs after 

the Balkan Wars, at 9 o’clock in the Guizot hall at the Sorbonne’ in front of a ‘wide audience 

composed not only of Serbo-Croats but other Slavs and primarily genteel French public’ with 

‘participants from the diplomatic world, literature, science, journalism, politics’.982 ‘The 

opening remarks were given by the highly esteemed historian Ernest Denis’, who ‘spoke of 

the monuments of our classical Dalmatia983’ and urged the audience, who were heard 

commenting ‘C’est très beau, c’est admirable!’ to visit immediately.984 Denis concluded with 

warm words for Yugoslavism, and Croats “who deserve a better future” before introducing his 

former student Zagorski.985 ‘Professor Zagorski presented his thesis Les Croates et les Serbs 

après les guerres des Balkans’ and attempted to explain the dire situation of Croatia in 

Austria-Hungary as well as the movements of narodno jedinstvo, which, especially since 

1912, had been ‘bringing Serbs and Croats closer together, on the road towards this 

inescapable goal’.986 Ujević notes that both Denis and Zagorski left an ‘excellent impression 

at the first Croatian manifestation of its kind in Paris’ and he was ‘especially glad to speak 

with Mr Zagorski and some French people after the conference’ and hear that they were well-

acquainted with the ‘Yugoslav, Serbo-Croat, Croatian, and even Dalmatian circumstances’ as 

it was very nice to hear that abroad.  
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Already in 1914, Ujević was beginning to feel increasingly isolated. In a poem written 

at the outset of his stay in Paris, called Something for Me, Too, he says: 

 

I will declare my joy to the world, but my pain should remain for me alone. May my brothers 
warm themselves on my heat, but I entrust my tears to no one. If the sound of words can give 
you happiness, I won’t take that away from you. But on the horrifying road that leads down 
into the abyss, I wish to remain alone…987 
 

Still, he retained his belief in his cause. In Srpsko-Hrvatska Omladina u Parizu (Serbo-

Croat Youth in Paris), written May 17, 1914, Ujević says:  

 

Like all European capitals, Paris has its Serbo-Croat colony. The Parisian university has more 
Serbs than Croats, because Serbs have more interest and opportunity to go abroad than Croats, 
but the small number of Croats who have lived or studied in Paris have left a mark on the 
development of culture at home. The exact number of Serb-Croat youth who are educated in 
Paris is unknown, but there should be around one hundred, a great number of Serbs from 
Serbia. Some are at the Sorbonne (in literature) some at medical [school] and the majority at 
the law faculty. Although that number, like the number of our young artists – painters and 
musicians – who work here could be larger, it cannot be said that we are not represented in 
Paris and it cannot be doubted that this generation educated abroad will bring fruits back to the 
homeland. Every man of ours who lives abroad represents one nation, a force which could be 
necessary tomorrow and which should be taken into account; like in the front row our work in 
America, in Berlin, Munich, Rome, Florence, Geneva and Paris.988  
 

Ujević ends with ‘[…] a part of our future is being prepared here […] It would be desirable 

that Croatian youth would find themselves in greater numbers in these circles’.989  

 

The outbreak of the First World War – “Serbien muss sterbien!” 

 

On 28 June 1914, Mlada Bosna (Young Bosnia) member Gavrilo Princip fired the 

shots that would kill the Habsburg prince Franz Ferdinand and ignite the world’s first global 

war. The assassination immediately sent ripples through Europe, provoking violent anti-

Serbian feeling in Austria-Hungary. As Ujević watched events unfold from Paris, he penned an 

essay in mid-late 1915 (not published until 1966) in response to Franz Ferdinand’s 

assassination. Even though he condemned the act of murder, he showed sympathy for Princip: 

 
Each murder is evil, and far from us is the idea to celebrate or defend him. But we understand 
him perfectly. He saw injustice and force, felt the blows and the pains, survived ultimatums 
and mobilizations... Princip did not call for war. [...] On the contrary, Gavro Princip thought 
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that the death of Franz Ferdinand would ensure peace: better for one man to die than for a 
whole people to stray. Should we stone him for his ignorance? Because he was more hero than 
psychologist? . . . In vain, Austrian power-holders portray this natural movement as Serbia’s 
doing; the Yugoslavian movement was not begun by Serbia, Austria began it. It is interesting 
that Jukić, Planinsčak, and Dojčiċ were Catholics, Croatians, and pravaši [Party of Rightists]; 
they deeply believed that they were continuing the legacies of Starčević and Kvaternik. And if 
the youth looked towards Serbia, that is because it only saw a light coming from their 
direction. The brotherly land over the [river] Drina attracted them with its Slav-ism and 
democracy. In actuality, [the Bans] Khuen[-Héderváry], Čuvaj, and Rauch initiated the 
Yugoslav movement more than the most chauvinistic Serb nationalist. Austria’s tyranny was 
the most effective ‘Greater Serbian propaganda.990 

 

What is particularly striking here is Ujević’s insistence that the assassination was not ‘Serbia’s 

doing’. By deflecting blame onto the Austrian administration, he attempted to allay Croatian 

fears that Serbia was acting unilaterally and following its own agenda, especially against the 

backdrop of outraged Austro-Hungarian governmental reactions that condemned the killing as 

a subversive act aimed at the ‘unification of all South Slavs under the Serbian flag’.991 

Ujević’s de facto endorsement of not only the assassination, but also the Serbian portrayal of 

the act as one born of Yugoslav patriotism, is a clear sign of his radicalization, as well as his 

efficiency as a Serbian-employed propagandist. Gavrilo Princip was a member of Young 

Bosnia and, like Ujević, the Serbo-Croat Nationalist Youth. Like his fellow Nationalist Youth 

members, Princip insisted that he was neither Serb nor Croat, but instead Yugoslav.992 The 

group labeled themselves nationalists, Yugoslav nationalists, nationalist youth, or 

progressives.993 In response to his own actions, Princip has been quoted as saying that he was 

not a criminal for ‘murdering the one’ [Franz Ferdinand] ‘who had been doing evil’ and that 

his ‘main wish was to unite all Yugoslavs’ and to ‘free them from Austria’.994 Thus, Ujević 

and Princip, belonging to the same generation, shared extremely similar political views, but 

somewhat different ideas as to how best accomplish them. They both shared the view that 

decisive action, and not Masaryk’s idea of gradual work, was necessary.  

 

According to the Czech cubist artist Emil Filla (1882-1953), when war broke out in 

Paris: ‘The Parisians weren’t excessively geared towards the war or excited about it. On the 

contrary, it was mostly tears, particularly among the women. But anger against foreigners of 
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course showed itself as well.’ At the Café du Dome, which he and his friends continued to 

frequent, ‘not only Germans, but also Slavs, Russians, and some Czechs suffered terrible 

beatings’.995 Ujević described the Rotonde as ‘deserted and quite sad’.996 Trotsky, in his 

reflections on the outbreak of the war, also remembered that ‘Paris was sad, the hotel stood 

empty […] Women in black everywhere…’997  

 

Back in Croatia, despite years of Habsburg absolutist rule that Ujević and others were 

fighting against, the war had some voracious adherents from the start. Anti-Serb riots took 

place in the streets of Zagreb after Archduke Ferdinand’s assassination and there were 

celebrations in the streets when Habsburg troops captured Belgrade in December 1914.998 Not 

all Croats were convinced of Serbia’s good intentions. The fact that the bulk of the forces sent 

against Serbia by Austria-Hungary were recruited from the Empire’s South Slav dominions is 

telling of the gap between Ujević’s circle’s ideals and the anti-Serbian feeling among parts of 

the population.999 Milorad Ekmečić, the Habsburg commander in Bosnia-Herzegovina, noted 

that although loyalty to the Empire remained strong in Slavonia until the end of the war, the 

war’s ending brought about a slight majority in favor of Yugoslavism in the rest of Croatia. He 

also noted that the levels of support for the war were higher in Dalmatia.1000 Leroy King, an 

American sent to Zagreb to gather intelligence at the end of the war, reached a similar 

conclusion: ‘The vast majority of Croatians however, are strongly supporting a united 

Jugoslavia’.1001 

 

Next I will talk about an obscure episode during Ujević’s time in Paris. Little is known 

and even less evidence exists, but in August 1914, Ujević apparently volunteered for the 

French Foreign Legion in Toulon with his friend Vladimir Gaćinović. Although there is no 

real evidence of Ujević having spent time in the navy, in 1922 Ujević himself refers to having 

spent time in Cetinje (Montenegro) ‘as a French interpreter with the rank of a petty 
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officer’.1002 In Mrsko Ja (Hateful me) he mentions that he was at ‘the village party in Cetinje’, 

having arrived in the Adriatic with the French Navy in August 1914. Others have also 

mentioned the incident: in 1924, R. Petrović remembers the photograph of Ujević as a French 

mariner, ‘where his suit looked tight and short, and his eyes were smiling’.1003 The photo in 

question was apparently taken in Toulon and published in 1939, but no more is known about 

it. After a few days in Cetinje, they returned in October 1914, whereupon Ujević and 

Gaćinović found themselves in Avignon.  

 

Ujević’s friendship with his fellow Foreign Legion volunteer Vladimir Gaćinović 

throws some light on his connection to the Serbian government. The Serbian archives, namely 

the documents from the former Serbian Royal Embassy in Paris shed light on Ujević’s 

political engagement. Among them, Srečko Lipovčan has unearthed a letter Gaćinović sent 

from Avignon to the Serbian Royal Embassy in Bordeaux. In the letter, Gaćinović introduces 

himself as a cadet of the Serbian Ministry of Foreign Affairs. He then complains of the 

difficult material situation he and his (unnamed) friends face, since the grant that he normally 

receives through Božo Marković, the president of Slovenski jug, has not come. A note is kept 

along with Gaćinović’s letter, which reads: ‘The Croat Ujević and the Herzegovinian 

Gaćinović, students, received help from Mr. Marković as cadets’. The note is written in 

Cyrillic, by hand, dated 13 December 1914, and simply signed ‘B’. On the back of the 

document there is a stamp: Légation Royale de Serbie.1004 Lipovčan convincingly argues that 

the note provides further indication that Ujević did indeed receive funding from the Serbian 

government – and that the anonymous Serbian embassy employee ‘B’ thought of Ujević as a 

‘cadet’, or scholar. This is also evidenced by a third document, dated 30 December 1914, in 

which the deputy of Serbia in Rome, Mihajlović, contacts the Serbian ambassador Vesnić in 

Paris, saying he sends ‘300 dinars, as much as the Embassy issued to Ujević’.1005 

 

It was there in Avignon that Ujević would be contacted by Frano Supilo, who was in 

Bourdeaux (the French government headquarters during the war) preparing the ground for the 

future Yugoslav Committee, which will be examined in greater detail soon. The two already 

knew each other from Ujević’s contributions to Supilo’s paper Riječki Novi List. As Italy was 

seen as a dangerous threat for the Croats and Slovenes, asking for the territories of Dalmatia, 
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Istria, Carniola, and Trieste, Supilo commissioned Ujević to compile a propaganda brochure 

about Trieste that the Yugoslav Committee was preparing at the time. After it was created, he 

would offer him a publicist job for the burgeoning Yugoslav Committee. In a letter to Trumbić, 

who was in Rome, dated 19 December 1914, Ujević explained that his article ‘would not be 

polemical or aggressive, only factual and informative, as to not fire up the Italians, just to 

point out that our interests also exist’.1006 In mid-December 1914, Ujević accepted Supilo’s 

offer and left the Foreign Legion to go back to Paris. Supilo, who had already appealed to the 

youth after leaving the Serbo-Croat Coalition, was instrumental in attracting a select few to 

the Yugoslav cause. Veselin Masleša asserts that Supilo was more attracted to the youth’s 

combativeness than their Yugoslavism.1007 In Ujević, he found both traits. 

 

2. Vladimir Gaćinović 

 

 Vladimir Gaćinović (1890-1917), the son of a Serbian Orthodox priest from 

Hercegovina, made an impression on most people he met, and Ujević was no exception. He 

would later describe his friend as one of the most prominent figures of the Yugoslav youth.1008 

Ivo Andrić said that ‘To speak of Vladimir Gaćinović, the poet and revolutionary’ means ‘to 

speak of the ultimate evolution of the poet and hajduk1009 of the Serbian spirit.’1010 Before 

arriving in Paris, Gaćinović spent time in Vranje, Serbia, in 1909, where he learned how to use 

arms and explosives, the same year that he graduated from the First Belgrade Gymnasium and 

enrolled at the University of Belgrade. Throughout his high school years, he was a member of 

the revolutionary movement Mlada Bosna, whose tenets were pan-Serbianism and 

Yugoslavism. Gaćinović first joined the Yugoslav progressives without completely 

abandoning the exclusive Serbian nationalists, or exclusivists (which included the Croatian 

Party of Rightists and clericals, but in his case meant the Serbian radicals). This overlap 

between groups was possible because in the case of Serbs, at least, both groups aimed at the 

destruction of the Monarchy.1011 His work for the Serbian Narodna Odbrana organization 

(National Defense) helped to extend its network in Bosnia-Herzegovina. He was also the first 

                                                      
1006 SD, X, 220. 
1007 Masleša, Mlada Bosna, 179. 
1008 SD, XIV, 29. 
1009 Refers to bandit type guerilla soldiers who manifested themselves as avengers and protectors of their people, 
especially against the Turks. 
1010 Andrić in his review of Pero Slijepović’s brochure on Gaćinović, Književni jug, Vol. IV. No 2-3, (1919), 
reprinted in Andrić, Umetnik i njegovo delo, (Sarajevo, 1981), 256. 
1011 Vucinich, Mlada Bosna, 52-55. 



 212 

Mlada Bosna member to join the Black Hand. In fact, it has been suggested that Gaćinović 

helped initiate the movement that was responsible for the assassination of Archduke Franz 

Ferdinand.1012 Up until 1912, Gaćinović was still a Serbian exclusivist, calling Bosnia an ‘old 

Serbian land’ and warning against the national unification project pouring ‘Croat water’ into 

‘pure Serbian wine’.1013 Ujević also reflects that ‘I knew him from Belgrade since 1912 when 

he, buttoned as a Balkan statesman, was somewhat distrustful to us, ‘brother Croats’’.1014 

After he accepted socialism, however, Gaćinović adopted a more inclusive version of 

Yugoslavism.1015  He maintained that the socialists were the only party that were, could, and 

had to be genuinely Yugoslavian. In 1921, writing from the Kingdom of Yugoslavia, Ujević 

remembers his time in Paris and brushes with socialism, which seems to have left an 

impression on him, and shows that he was open to a variety of political ideas.  

 

When Gaćinović arrived in Paris from Lausanne, Switzerland, in early 1914, he 

already had established contacts with Russian socialists, anarchists, and revolutionaries. 

Gaćinović met Russian revolutionaries such as Leon Trotsky, whom he met again in Serbia 

and Paris.1016 Ujević noted that it was well known that Gaćinović had ties to members of the 

Bonnot gang, a criminal anarchist group that operated in France and Belgium.1017 Specifically, 

he was a friend of the anarchist Victor Kibalchich (1890-1947), later known as Victor Serge, 

who contributed to the French anarchist paper L’Anarchie and lived in Montparnasse’s artist 

colony known as La ruche.1018 Serge argued that society was the enemy of all individuality 

which deformed people into stunted ‘socialized’ beings and thus praised ‘bandits’ for showing 

strength, audacity, and a desire to live.1019  His articles and possession of weapons would put 

him on trial with the rest of the Bonnot gang, where he was sentenced to five years in prison 

because of conspiracy in February 19131020. This line of thought echoed Ujević and the 

Yugoslav youth’s view that the youth must take revolutionary action. Gaćinović wrote ‘We 

the youth of Bosnia, must start creating a new history. We must wage a war against 
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pessimism, languor, dispiritedness, and be the heralds of a new generation and new 

people…’1021 

 

Reflecting on their friendship in Paris, which spanned the years 1914-15, Ujević says 

their associations were those of two friends of the Russian revolution.1022 They were 

influenced by Russian literature: they read the Russian papers Naše Slovo and Mysl alongside 

‘the father of Russian socialism’ Alexander Herzen, as well as the memoirs of Peter 

Kropotkin,1023 who shared their belief that once authority was overthrown, people cooperate 

naturally in a society governed by invisible laws of mutual aid. Ujević stated: ‘I was myself a 

very convinced socialist, so, if I couldn’t share all of Gaćinović’s opinions, I still stayed in 

good friendship with him. I must admit these socialist relations were useful to broaden my 

connections and views.' Ujević was certainly not the only person Gaćinović influenced: 

Borivoje Jevtić, who would later become Prime Minister of Yugoslavia, remembered from 

Young Bosnia meetings that ‘Vladimir Gaćinović, distrustful and cautious, would always 

direct us in a whisper to select secret groups of essentially revolutionary conspiracy, and to 

Russian revolutionary literature…’1024 Thus, it is not surprising that Gaćinović established 

contact with Trotsky when he arrived in Paris as a war correspondent on 19 November 

1914.1025  

 

The Russian revolutionary socialists in Paris gathered around Naše Slovo, a small 

Russian-language daily newspaper that managed to survive fiscal and censorship difficulties 

from 1914 to the outbreak of the 1917 Russian revolution.1026 Trotsky was one of its co-

directors, and editors debated the form that opposition to the war should take at their daily 

conferences in Café Rotonde.1027 Gaćinović eventually introduced Ujević to Trotsky, who 

mainly worked as a Jugoslovenski Odbor journalist from his exile in 1907 to his appointment 

as a Bolshevik commissar in 1917.1028 Ujević remembered him as someone who ‘did not 

participate in loud café debates, but played chess’.1029 When they attended his lectures, Ujević 
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observed that ‘Lev spoke with the attitude of a colossal actor, a polemical dialectic and a 

thundering voice (he resembled Zvonko Milković) and in Paris, was completely unknown’.1030  

 
We listened in the Salle des Sociétés Savantes to the lectures of Trotsky and Lunačarski, 
probably the only Yugoslavs present here, and we covered some hazy questions of the 
Russian socialists in front of Trotsky. He was always nice and friendly personally towards 
us, but politically very exclusive, so he considered Gaćinović more of a social idealist 
instead of the true Marxist, and partly resented him for his slight national tone.  
 

Nevertheless, Trotsky does not seem to have minded the Croatians’ company, they 

even visited him in his hotel room, Ujević remembers.1031 Trotsky himself referred to 

Gaćinović in his writings. In his November 1914 article for Kievskaya Mysl, Trotsky describes 

Gaćinović as a ‘tall, strong, pensive, man who could easily be recognized in a crowd’.1032 He 

also adds that he is curious, with a desire to embrace new perspectives while defending his 

revolutionary views, and at only 23, had his own goals, and is also a friend of Gavrilo 

Princip.’1033 In correspondence with Trotsky, Gaćinović outlined the ideal traits of a 

revolutionary: ‘A Serbian revolutionary, wanting to win, must be an artist and conspirator, 

must be talented for fighting and dying, be a martyr, a man of Western manners and a brigand, 

who will roar and lead a fight for the underprivileged and ill-treated’.1034 In Novyi Mir, 

Trotsky mentioned his acquaintance with a Serbian revolutionary who had been involved in 

the plans to assassinate Archduke Franz Ferdinand. He recounted the young man’s despair at 

his country’s fate as a pawn in the diplomatic maneuvers of the Great Powers, highlighting the 

war’s imperialist nature.1035 Incidentally, Trotsky supported an enlarged state form of a 

Federative Balkan Republic since it would be better equipped to defend the interests of the 

Balkan peoples from possible aggression from Russia or Germany.1036  

 

Ujević and Gaćinović separated in 1915, when Gaćinović left Paris for university in 

Fribourg, Switzerland. In 1916, together with Pero Sljepčević, he traveled to the United States, 

where they tried to recruit South Slav immigrants for national battle, but warned them not to 

volunteer if the chauvinist [Serbian] government is not replaced.1037 Gaćinović was openly 

                                                      
1030 Ibid. 
1031 SD, XIV, 30 
1032 Kievskaya Mysl, November 1914.  
1033 Ibid. 
1034 Dedijer, Road to Sarajevo, 289. 
1035 Thatcher, Trotsky, 197. 
1036 Ibid, 42.  
1037 Žeželj, Veliki Tin, 4. 



 215 

critical of the Pašić government’s behavior towards Yugoslav volunteers who travelled to the 

Salonika front via northern Africa. Misgivings with the Serbian government would become a 

point of contention for Ujević as well. On 17 August 1917, under mysterious circumstances, 

Gaćinović unexpectedly died in a hospital in Fribourg, Switzerland, where he was preparing 

for examinations and writing a thesis on the French philosopher and poet Jean-Marie Guyau. 

An autopsy confirmed that his stomach was ruptured, likely due to poison by crystal arsenic 

ingested from a drink. In a strange turn of events, Ujević lost one of his best friends. The 

Yugoslav movement lost one of its most spirited members and main ideologues.  

 

3. The Yugoslav Committee (Jugoslovenski Odbor) 

 

The Yugoslav Committee came into being after the outbreak of World War I, when 

several distinguished Croatian politicians – Frano Supilo, Ante Trumbić, Franko Potočnjak, 

Hinko Hinković and other Dalmatians – emigrated to Italy. While abroad, they worked 

towards winning over the Entente capitals to support their Yugoslav program goal: the 

unification of the Monarchy’s South Slav lands with Serbia and Montenegro, on the basis of 

the right to national self-determination.1038 Although the foundations of the Yugoslav 

Committee were initially established in Rome, it was officially set up as a government in exile 

in Paris at the Hotel Madison on 30 April 1915. It had branches in Geneva, Niš (Serbia), 

Antofagasta (Chile), Cleveland, and New York, but London became their main headquarters. 

It was led by Croatian, Slovene, and Serb politicians who fled Austria-Hungary at the 

beginning of the First World War. Their main task was to carry out a propaganda campaign to 

inform the Allies of the position of the South Slavs in the Monarchy, and agitate for South 

Slav unification. 1039  

 

One of the main triggers for creating the Committee was Italy’s infringement upon 

Dalmatian territory, which worried both Serbs and Croats alike. With the outbreak of war, it 

became clear that the Croatian coast was in danger of Italian territorial ambitions that would 

become a condition for Italian intervention on the Allied side.1040 The secret Treaty of London 

of 26 April 1915 stipulated that Italy should be awarded a large share of the eastern Adriatic 

after the war, which was primarily inhabited by Croats, and that the remaining territories 
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should be distributed amongst Montenegro, Serbia, and Croatia.1041 This division would 

hinder not only the creation of a unified South Slav state, but also a unified Croatia and 

Dalmatia. Thus, the Serbian government, not wanting to sacrifice potential Adriatic territory, 

initially supported the Yugoslav Committee’s objective to serve as a political instrument 

abroad with the goal of forming a federated land of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes.1042  Even 

though some politicians, such as Ante Trumbić, were open to the idea of an independent 

Croatian-Slovene state emerging after the war if Serbia and Russia did not support the 

Yugoslav project, others, like Frano Supilo, insisted that it was necessary for a larger state that 

included Serbia to be created, otherwise ‘Italy would gobble us up like macaroni’.1043  Thus, 

in its early stages, the Committee relied on the support of the Serbian government, which was 

essential for it to appear before the Allies with a common programme. Its relationship with the 

Serbian government, however, would prove complicated. The different motivations for 

supporting the Committee, which were contradictory but convergent, would prove problematic 

in the years to come.1044 

 

The Yugoslav Committee had friends and supporters in Britain. With their extensive 

knowledge of the political conditions in Austria-Hungary, the most influential included 

journalist Wickham Steed, the former Vienna correspondent of The Times, and since 1913, its 

editor. R.W. Seton-Watson, an independent scholar with extensive knowledge, who had 

written books on Austria-Hungary’s national problems. Sir Arthur Evans, the archeologist 

who had been concerned with the region since he had witnessed the Bosnian revolt of 

1875. 1045 Under Steed’s influence, the Times reported on the activities and aims of the exiles, 

and supported them in articles, mainly in The New Europe. Even though its circulation never 

exceeded 3,000, it was read by influential people, including members of the foreign office. 

One of them, Harold Nicolson, described in later years how he went to the Paris Peace 

Conference in 1919 ‘overwhelmingly imbued’ with the doctrines of The New Europe, to 
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which he had given ‘long and fervent study’.1046 George Clerk, head of the War department, 

was sympathetic to the New Europe’s programme while Lord Robert Cecil, the Under-

secretary for Foreign Affairs, and both wartime Foreign Secretaries, Sir Edward Grey and A.J. 

Balfour were less sympathetic but generally favourable.1047 In 1914 and 1915, Seton-Watson 

submitted memoranda on the South Slav question to the Foreign Office, and also introduced 

Masaryk and Frano Supilo, ‘the ablest of Yugoslav exiles’ to Clerk and Grey.1048  Seton-

Watson and Steed, through their writings and contacts, helped the Yugoslav Committee by 

organizing exhibitions of Meštrović’s work, giving lectures, publishing articles and editorials, 

facilitating introductions to government officials, maintaining links with humanitarian 

agencies such as the Serbian Red Cross, and even founding the Serbian Relief Fund. They 

were often called upon by the British Foreign Service to provide intelligence and advice about 

the South Slavs. This connection gave the Yugoslav Committee a backdoor to the British 

government.  

 

The Yugoslav Committee consisted almost exclusively of Austro-Hungarian South 

Slavs. Furthermore, most of the South Slavs were predominantly Dalmatian, with 11 of its 17 

members coming from the Adriatic coast. Headed by the Dalmatian Ante Trumbić, one of the 

co-founders of the Croat-Serb Coalition, its founding members included the famed Dalmatian 

sculptor Ivan Meštrović, writer and Pokret editor Milan Marjanović, who came from Istria, 

and Frano Supilo (who had resigned from the Coalition after the Friedjung Trial). For their 

propaganda team, the Yugoslav Committee directly recruited young members for worldwide 

offices. Supilo, as mentioned in the previous section, was responsible for bringing Ujević into 

the Committee.  

 

Ujević’s involvement 

 

As a propagandist for the Yugoslav cause, Ujević maneuvered between the Serbian 

government, who originally brought him to Paris, and the Yugoslav Committee, for which 

Supilo recruited him. By the time the Treaty of London was signed in April 1915, he was 

employed on the editorial team for the Yugoslav Committee’s Bulletin Yougoslave, which was 

published in Paris. Its counterpart in London was The Southern Slav Bulletin. Ujević’s tasks 
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were to write articles, translate to and from the French, and edit pieces. 1915 was an active 

year for him. He collaborated with other Yugoslav papers abroad, namely Hrvatski svijet 

(New York), Pokret (Antofagasta, Chile) and Jugoslavenski glasnik, which began coming out 

in Nis in mid-1915. In a 1915 letter to Ante Trumbić, Ujević wrote that he is ‘here in Paris 

rather busy with work. I am translating things for the Bulletin Yougoslave, putting together a 

Serbo-Croat grammar with de Lanux and sending articles to American papers’.1049   

 

The Grammar 

 

In 1916, the Serbo-Croatian language grammar was published as Grammaire 

élémentaire de la langue serbe, by the distinguished French publisher Pierre de Lanux (1897-

1955).1050 In Ujević’s words: ‘With a young Frenchman who was an assistant to the Yugoslav 

Committee, I published a basic grammar of our language, while in the meantime my academic 

work at the University, which interested me much more than literature, was hindered due to 

circumstances related to war and political intrigues.’1051 The authors of the grammar are listed 

as Pierre de Lanux and Augustin Ouyévitch.1052 The front page also notes an introduction by 

‘M. Vesnitch, Ministre de Serbie en France et en Belgique’, who writes about the long-

standing friendship between France and Serbia, and that most Serbs are familiar with French: 

 
Moins nombreux sont les Français connaissant le serbe, et ce défaut se fait sentir depuis 
quelque temps déjà, tout particulièrement depuis le jour où les vaillantes troupes de la 
République sont parties au secours de nos armées et depuis que les héroïques soldats de 
France et Serbie doivent combattre côte à côte nos ennemis communs.1053  
 

Written in a popular style meant for readers in military and political circles, the grammar is 

interesting not only for readers interested in Ujević’s contribution to the language. As 

Lipovčan notes, it also offers some glimpses into the author's preoccupations.1054 Specifically, 

the French-Serbian grammar exercises shed light not only on his daily in Paris, but also his 

political leanings: ‘Les Slovènes et les Serbes sont les frères des Croates (datif). – Les Anglais 
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sont en guerre avec les Autrichiens et les Bulgares. … Les Français sont les ennemis des 

tyrans.’1055 

 

 The words used in the examples are exclusively from the Serbian dialect, which 

correspond to the title of the book as a French-Serbian grammar. Ujević, however, refers to it 

as a ‘Serbo-Croatian’ grammar, but the word Croatian as an adjective appears only twice in 

the whole book: in the alphabet, where he notes ‘Alphabet serbe ou cyrillique; Alphabet 

croate ou latin’ and in his short description of the unity of language encompassing the various 

dialects in the region.1056 It was not Ujević’s only collaboration with the publisher. The same 

year, Ujević also helped de Lanux publish an account of French-Serb relations titled La 

Yougoslavie. Although Ujević is not credited in the book, the Chilean paper Jugoslavenska 

domovina noted that ‘the young Croat from Dalmatia, Mr. Ujević’ helped de Lanux on his 

book.1057 

 

             Through the publisher de Lanux, Ujević and the Yugoslav nationalist youth in 

emigration also put forth their program on Yugoslav Unification in a pamphlet called L’Unité 

Yougoslave Manifeste de la Jeunesse Serbe, Croate et Slovène Réunie.1058 In the preface, 

written by Tomas Masaryk, he not only explores the Yugoslav idea in a wider Pan Slavic 

context but singles out the youth as assets to the future nation:  

 

This pamphlet brought to light the nature of our struggle against German imperialism, the 
Slavs from the north, the Czechs and Poles, the Slavs from the South (and I do not doubt the 
Bulgarians will comprehend this), all comprise a wall against the Drang nach Osten. That is 
why such a great importance is paid to the general politics concerning the Slavic question. . . 
Prepare yourselves, my young Yugoslav friends, for this extraordinary work.1059   
 

When they first recruited him, the Committee asked Ujević to write a propaganda 

brochure about the battle for the Adriatic. It was not until 18 September 1915 that Ujević sent 

Ante Trumbić, who was in London, an introductory chapter called Narodno načelo u Evropi i 

jugoslovensko ujedinjenje, which was sporadically followed by more chapters until he finished 

in early 1916. Notably, and for reasons that will be explored later, this part was not published, 
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or sent to Svjetlo, where the other excerpts were published periodically. Trumbić held onto it 

himself. In the chapter, Ujević begins by discussing the blame for the war. He asserts that it is 

‘unfounded and superficial’ to say that Princip’s assassination is the reason for war breaking 

out, rather the reasons are wider and deeper, but the biggest culprit is ‘human nature, the soul 

unsatisfied with life and wanting material profits and treasures…’  

 

The debate between Federalism vs. Centralism  

 

The relations between the Yugoslav Committee and the Pašić government were uneasy 

to say the least. Pašić wanted to represent all of the South Slavs, so did not recognize the 

Yugoslav Committee or want foreign powers to do so either. In 1914, in St. Petersburg, Serbia 

outlined its claims to the Slovene, Croat, and Serb territories in Austria-Hungary, leaving 

Istria to Italy. With this, it was an enlarged Serbia that was supposed to emerge. Italy’s entry 

into the war competed with Serbian claims to Dalmatia. Pašić was worried that the Allies 

might be tempted to create an independent Croatia that would include Slovenia, Dalmatia, and 

part of Bosnia. This type of Yugoslav state was undesirable for Serb politicians, who were 

concerned that Austria’s South Slavs might opt for independence if the Monarchy was 

dissolved. Thus, in order to ensure the creation of a desirable Yugoslav state, with Serbia at its 

head, the Serbian government in December 1914 declared that Serbia was engaged in a war 

not only for self-defense purposes, but for ‘the liberation and unification of all our subject 

Serb, Croat, and Slovene brothers'.1060 Yugoslavism became attractive as a way to unify all 

Serbs, and South Slavs living alongside them, in one political unit.1061 It was a Yugoslav 

programme to the extent that it addressed the same geographical area.  

 

At the heart of the debate was the shape the new state would take. In a June 1915 

memorandum for the British public found among Seton-Watson's correspondence letters, 

Ujević's signature appears next to the signatures of eleven other prominent politicians, 

including those of Frano Supilo and Ante Trumbić. Lipovčan outlines that the document’s 

purpose is two-fold: it denounces the morality of the Treaty of London, advocating South 

Slavs rights on the eastern Adriatic; and calls for the future Yugoslav state to take on a federal 
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structure.1062
 
As Ujević was not an official politician or member of the Yugoslav Committee, 

this document is especially interesting in that it signals his political weight and reputation 

alongside practical matters outlining territorial and structural concerns regarding the logistics 

of the utopian South Slav state he so passionately promoted. Calling for a federal structure, 

this document reveals Ujević's awareness of the underlying concern and motivation of 

Croatian exiles, who preferred the federal structural organization of the future state. Due to 

their wartime successes, however, the Serbian elite saw Serbia as the ‘Piedmont’ that would 

lead the drive for the unification of Serbs and South Slavs with Serbia proper.1063 This conflict 

between two opposing conceptions of Yugoslavia frequently paralyzed the Yugoslav 

Committee’s work and purpose.  

 

The Yugoslav Committee and the Serbian government disagreed about how to achieve 

their goals. One of the defining debates for the future nation was the issue of federalism vs. 

centralism. In order to undermine the proponents of a federalist Yugoslav state, the Serbian 

government persuaded the Allies (France and Britain) that the Committee should not be 

recognized as the legitimate representative of the South Slavs in Austria-Hungary. Bad blood 

between Pašić and the Yugoslavs ensued. Pašić said ‘Serbia will never force a merger on 

anyone. I just want all Serbs to be under one roof. The others, like you [Croatian and Slovene] 

people, if you want to join, fine. Otherwise, stay where you are a majority, as you have done 

in the past, in your homeland.’ Pašić's tough stance put the Committee in a very difficult 

position. Unlike Pašić, a prime minister of an internationally recognized state fighting with the 

Allies, Supilo and Trumbić did not have much leverage. They were exiles, handicapped by 

their lack of official status and support from forces at home.1064 The Yugoslav action had little 

support in Zagreb. In 1914, Supilo put it like this: ‘The main centre of gravity of this whole 

thing will be us, the Primorci [inhabitants of the Adriatic coast], the Dalmatians and the 

Istrians, while our lever will be the Bosnian-Herzegovinians. One can as yet have little 

confidence in Ban’s Croatia, which will have to be dragged in, piu confuse che persuasa 

[more confused than convinced, as in 1905-6 [with the new course].1065 The shape of the 

future Yugoslavia continuously took a backseat because of Italian expansionist plans in the 

Adriatic, and the need to have Serbia’s support, however superficial, in the international arena. 
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‘Right now’, Supilo wrote Trumbić, ‘our most urgent task is to save what, even in the event of 

a major Russian victory, would remain in great danger: our national Adriatic coast. Once this 

is secured, the rest will fall into the bag more easily’.1066 

 

Notably, for both the Yugoslav Committee and the Serbian government, the desired 

outcome at the end of the war was not a Greater Croatia, but a Yugoslavia. Supilo was guided 

by his motto: ‘Yugoslavia or nothing!1067 He agreed with Pašić that the Yugoslav Committee 

should work against the formation of an independent Croatian state, but for different reasons: 

he had first-hand experience with the Croat-Serb conflict in Dalmatia and its potential 

destructiveness.1068 He feared clashes at home, and a war like the one Bulgaria and Serbia 

waged over Macedonian territory in 1913 if the new state took shape outside a South Slav 

structure. According to Supilo, ‘It is therefore a question of helping us to build on solid 

foundations our national unity and freedom, and to form the 12,700,000 Southern Slavs into 

an organized, well-coordinated and independent State.’1069 As much as he tried to convey his 

message, he was faced with great challenges convincing both the Serbian government, foreign 

officials and the public both at home and abroad.  

 

Supilo the statesman 

 

Against the backdrop of the First World War, the Yugoslav Committee desperately 

tried to garner support for the Yugoslav agenda. Abroad, Supilo was engaged in a superhuman 

diplomatic effort aimed at saving the Croatian and Slovene coast from Italian annexation. 

Branka Magaš compares Supilo to Cavour, saying that ‘Like so many Dalmatian Croats, 

Supilo drew his inspiration from the ideas of the Italian Risorgimento, and from Cavour's 

success in bringing about Italy's unification. Instead of a military, he used a paper and 

pen’.1070 British Prime Minister Herbert Asquith called him an ‘elemental force’ for whom all 

doors opened.1071 He travelled to Rome and Bordeaux to meet with French, Russian, and 

British ambassadors. Upon discovering that the French and Russians knew little about Croatia 

and Dalmatia, he produced a series of memoranda that Seton-Watson considered the ‘most 

competent and persuasive survey of the Yugoslav question that emerged during the Great 
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War’.1072 Supilo relocated to London in October 1914, which pleased his British friends, such 

as Steed: ‘I sighed with relief when I saw him well and in one piece, hoping that with his and 

Masaryk’s help we would be able to persuade the British statesman that Austria-Hungary was 

the weak spot of the enemy alliance and that Supilo’s instinctive political genius would do its 

work’.1073 Seton-Watson was also happy to see Supilo in London, since ‘up to his arrival there 

was no Yugoslav in Great Britain to testify to the desire for unification’ continuing that 

wherever he went, he impressed people with his ‘understanding of the essential aspects of the 

European situation, his strong faith in justice, and in the vital importance of the Yugoslav 

question for the Allies’.1074 According to British foreign minister Sir Edward Grey, who met 

him multiple times, Supilo would have made an excellent British foreign minister and Steed 

agreed that he had the making of a ‘great European statesman’.1075 

 

Driven by the need to save Dalmatia from Italy, Supilo talked to everyone he could. 

The Italian ambassador Sforza complained of Supilo’s quite ‘miraculous influence’ and 

Asquith, after a lunch with him, said ‘We were able to resist the pressure of the Serbian 

diplomats and the arguments of bright Croatian intellectuals; but how not to waver in the face 

of this man’s belief in his nation’s existence, his contempt for the ignorance of statesman, and 

the force that made one feel that the Allies’ recognition of the right national cause was in their 

best interest1076?’ However, it became increasingly clear that the Committee’s dependence on 

Serbian backing, and their differing agendas, would lead to problems. According to Seton-

Watson, the Yugoslav Committee found itself between ‘the Scylla of unintelligent Serb 

chauvinism (Mato Bošković) and the Charybdis of the Italian defamation campaign’.1077 

 

Through its publications, the Yugoslav Committee created a national discourse that 

was recognizable to future members of the new Yugoslav nation and helped international 

audiences recognize them as an Allied nation. National unity, or narodno jedinstvo, was 

proclaimed (Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes were one people with three names) and they stressed 

that claims to the contrary should be ignored. They drew on Croatian and Serbian historic 

narratives to show that since the Middle Ages, South Slavs have defended European 

civilization and Christianity from threats from the East, such as the Ottomans. They believed 
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they should be rewarded for the efforts in the form of a South Slav political unit. They argued 

specifically to British audiences that only a strong Yugoslav state could protect British 

interests. For example, in November 1915, the Committee assured that the invasion of Serbia 

by the Central Powers was the result of German imperialism but ‘freed, and linked with Serbia 

in the interest of her very existence as a sentinel on the cross-roads of world politics, these 

millions [the South Slavs of Austria-Hungary] would to-morrow form a sure and strong 

bulwark against German invasion … the destruction of Serbia would open to the fore a broad 

and easy path in the heart of the British Empire’.1078 Rather than defend Europe from the 

Ottoman Empire, the future Yugoslavia would defend the interests of the British Empire in the 

east, challenged by Germany’s Drang nach Osten policy. Srdjan Tučić, one of the editors of 

the Southern Slav Bulletin, stressed the threat posed by German and Austrian imperialism: 

‘Austria and Prussia are the natural heirs of Ottoman Islam, and the Southern Slavs have made 

a heroic stand against this latter-day Prussian Islam. Civilization owes them a debt of honor, 

and it only their due that Europe should give them justice’.1079  

 

Trip to London 

 

In May and June 1915, the Bulletin sent Ujević to London to cover the Yugoslav 

manifestations there even though there were only a handful of Yugoslavs and no recognized 

Yugoslav community in London.1080  According to Christopher Seton-Watson, the task of 

educating the British public and winning official support was difficult: the greatest obstacle 

was that the creation of independent Czechoslovak, Polish, and Yugoslav states was never an 

explicit British war aim.1081  After the conquest of Serbia by the Austro-Hungarian and 

Bulgarian armies in October 1915, and the Serbian army’s retreat into exile in Corfu however, 

the restoration of Serbia became an official British commitment.1082 Even though there was 

sympathy for Serbia’s enlargement at Austria-Hungary’s expense, there was no obligation to 

fight for it. Those who led the campaign to convince the British government and public 

otherwise included Yugoslav Committee members such as Croatian politicians Trumbić and 

Supilo, as well as Seton-Watson and Steed. Their ambitious program of Yugoslav cultural 

propaganda among the people and governments of the Entente was best illustrated by the 
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London exhibition of Ivan Meštrović’s work, which the British critic Ernest Collings observed 

‘stirred into more vigorous life our understanding of sculpture’ through ‘the contingencies of 

wartime cultural-political maneuvering’.1083  

 

On 24 June 1915 the Meštrović exhibition officially opened at the Victoria and Albert 

Museum, displaying over seventy sculptural works in the West Hall and Central Court of the 

Musuem.1084 Lord Cecil, the Foreign Office minister, gave the inauguration speech, noting 

that ‘Meštrović’s sculptures are a convincing answer to the traditional statements that affirm 

that Germany is wedged between Europe and barbarian Slav countries. Perhaps one day this 

war will be seen as the beginning of new influences in Europe, such as we have never seen in 

the last five centuries.’1085  In his coverage of the exhibition, Ujević wrote an article called 

‘Meštrovičeva izložba i jugoslovenska intuicija’ [The Meštrović exhibition and Yugoslav 

intuition], published in the New York-based Svjetlo, where he stated that ‘Yugoslavia wants to 

present itself to Europe’.1086 He continues that ‘a public manifestation of its national idea, the 

works of Meštrović are displayed at a time the Yugoslav Committee is in London. . . the 

homeland in exile, Yugoslavs working abroad for their future. Ivan Meštrović is a member of 

the Yugoslav Committee, not as a politician but an apostle . . . and a genius’.1087 In the ode to 

Meštrović, he hails the 24th of June, the date of the opening and ‘his name day, ‘a date that 

needs to be remembered’ because ‘Ivan Meštrović is our saviour and he is preparing our holy 

road’.1088 He goes on to say ‘He is not even thirty years old, but has captured centuries [in his 

art]. He is an artist, but also a teacher. He is a Yugoslav, but also Yugoslavia’.1089  

 

The Serbian ambassador in London, Mata Bošković, however, was displeased by this. 

He not only had a strong dislike for the Yugoslav name and project, but believed that the 

Habsburg Monarchy’s South Slavs, including those of Orthodox faith, had been infected with 

a destructive, Germanic, Central European culture.1090 He refused to attend Ivan Meštrović’s 

exhibition at the Victoria and Albert Museum because the Yugoslav-oriented Croat was not 

exhibited as a Serb.1091  
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Regardless of the lack of Serb support, the exhibition, and its catalogue, was still a 

great success. The exhibition catalogue, with an angular cover of a youth with sheep designed 

by Meštrović, was compiled by Seton-Watson to benefit the Serbian Relief Fund. It contained 

annotations of the works and two essays, James Bone on ‘Meštrović and his Art’ and Seton-

Watson on ‘Meštrović and the Yugoslav Idea’.1092 At the cost of sixpence, the publication sold 

extremely well, selling out completely after the first printing, and continuing to sell even after 

the exhibition closed1093. The last recorded sales calculated 4,335 copies.1094  According to 

Steed and Seton-Watson, Meštrović’s exhibition success helped to increase the authority of 

the Yugoslav Committee. Concrete support for the project was still lacking.  

 

After his praise of Meštrović, Ujević bewails that ‘Yugoslavia is still in the realms of 

dreams and of art’.1095 He writes about the ideal: 

 
 Yugoslavia, in the rosy mornings and purple evenings, from prison chains, from hospital 
palliasses, your name trembles on fevered lips and your picture emerges before enchanted 
eyes. You have become the faith of those who have suffered long and, with the ardour of the 
early Christians, men cry out for you from catacombs and bloody arenas. Yugoslavia! It is you 
that men embrace and for you that men suffer; and if you are an illusion, you are a majestic 
illusion and your beauty is worth ardor and sacrifice.1096 
 

Ujević continued his work for the Yugoslav cause that summer, with a special focus on 

Dalmatia. Ujević’s article Značenje Dalmacije (Importance of Dalmatia), written in London 

and published in August 1915 in the Niš-based Jugoslavenski glasnik, is clearly meant to 

defend Dalmatia from falling under Italian rule with the Treaty of London. He reiterates her 

importance in the Yugoslav project: 

 
Before all, through the ages she supports the spiritual life in our people, our word, and our 
song; second, in the most recent times she translates Croatianism on the path to Yugoslavism, 
and Yugoslaviam to culture: Bošković is a Dalmatian, Nodilo is a Dalmatian, Meštrović is a 
Dalmatian. She is a bridge between Slavdom and the West, giving an ethical content to the 
deep Slavic soul constructed in a western shape . . . That reconciliation between Westernism 
and Slavdom would mean in the same instant harmony and inner unity of Croatia and Serbia; 
the construction of the new house needs to be strengthened with Dalmatian cement.1097 
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 Ujević was not alone in this view, but the Yugoslav cause was not shared by the Serb 

politicians. 

 

According to Seton-Watson, Supilo would have achieved much more had he the 

support of the Serbian embassy. All the while, Serbia was pursuing another cause, namely a 

centralist state rather than a federal one.  Croatian politicians Supilo and Trumbić, who met in 

Niš in 1915, saw the Croat quest for federalism as importation of ‘the Austrian sickness’. 

They ruled it out by appealing to the idea of national oneness. The new state would not be 

multinational like Austria, but a single nation made of one and the same people.  

 

Convinced that their heroic contributions to the war and recent independence earned 

them power privileges, the Serb ambassador – who later became the Prime Minister of the first 

Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes - Milenko Vesnić explained in 1922 to the Croat-

born Yugoslav Committee member (and sculptor) Ivan Meštrović: 

If your lot imagines that we are all going to be on equal footing, then you haven't yet grasped 
the reality. Certainly for the next few years, it's a practical impossibility . . . Serbia was in a 
state in its own right with its own state apparatus which you cannot just dismantle overnight. 
And I'll tell you something else . . . If the Germans and Austrians had won the [First World] 
war, we would all be sitting in Zagreb discussing this. And even though there are more of us 
Serbs, we would have to lump the fact that you Croats would have had the most powerful 
voice.1098 
 

Vesnić's view, shared by Pašić, among others, illustrates the different agenda of the 

Yugoslavists. The Serb politicians felt an entitlement to controlling the territory due to the 

recognition they received at the Congress of Berlin, their success, independent of Croatia, in 

the Balkan Wars, and the fact that they, unlike Croatia, fought with the Allies in the Great 

War. Reminiscing about the war in 1925, the Czechoslovak president Masaryk recalled the 

antagonism among the South Slavs: ‘I admit that many Serbs, particularly official persons 

were hostile toward the Croats, however the Croats were hostile toward the Serbs. But their 

common interest dictated that they not act in an unfriendly manner toward Serbia’.1099  

 

Meštrović also observed the discord: ‘As soon as we established the Jugo and began 

formulating our agenda, we felt the difference between our perspective and that of the 

Kingdom of Serbia’s government . . . that due to the pressures of political development was a 

leading influence for the creation [of the Yugoslav state]. In Serbia, there was neither a 
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tradition nor a desire for one wider Yugoslavian conception, and this applies to the leading 

politicians as well as church and army leaders, and neither were the masses of people—who 

did not have any say anyway—prepared for it. . . Since there were no Serb majorities in any 

region for which they aspired, they had to use the disguise of Yugoslavism . . . We Croatians 

were set on a union, under the conditions that Croatia and Croatians would be equal to Serbs 

and Serbia. We kept working even as exaggerated Serb pretensions appeared because we had 

hope…’1100 Meštrović’s perspective illustrates the idealism, hope and lack of pragmatism 

evident in the Croatian members of the Yugoslav Committee in addition to the cultural and 

ideological motivations dividing Serbia and Croatia. Meštrović iterates that they ‘had hope’ 

even when the Serb government was unresponsive to their aims of an equal South Slav state. 

However, they soon came to realize that their optimism was misplaced. Later, in the summer 

of 1918, Pašić and Trumbić openly clashed over the question of recognizing a Yugoslav 

government in exile by the Allies, who just recognized Polish and Czechoslovak émigré 

committees as national governments.1101 When Trumbić suggested to Pašić that the Yugoslav 

Committee should seek similar recognition, Pašić objected, saying: 'Serbia . . . internationally 

represents our nation of three names. . It is obvious therefore that there is no need to ask the 

Allies to do the same thing with us which they have done with the Poles, for these two nations 

[in addition to Czechs and Slovaks] have not got their own free state, to represent their 

Piedmont'.1102  

 

The Yugoslav Committee's territorial claims were irreconcilable with the promises 

made to Italy by Britain, France, and Russia in the April 1915 Treaty of London.1103 Thus, 

they tried to convince the Allies to nullify the Treaty of London and convince Italy to give up 

her claims. This resulted in fierce polemics between the friends of Italy and the friends of 

Yugoslavia in the British press during the war.  The Committee’s first public statement ‘To 

the British Nation and Parliament’ came out in response to the Treaty of London, but mainly 

addressed the war. Even though the South Slav territories were part of Austria-Hungary, it 

named Austria and Germany as the aggressors, placed the South Slavs in alliance with the 

Entente and named the war as a crucial factor for the South Slavs to achieve independence in a 

sovereign state. They needed support from the British Nation and Parliament to realize this 
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dream. In addition to private lobbying of official circles, the exiles carried on intensive public 

propagandist campaigns. They had contacts with members of Parliament, who were ready to 

ask questions and speak in debates on their behalf. 1104 The Czechs, thanks to the leadership of 

Masaryk, and the fact that they did not have internal divisions like the Yugoslavs, were the 

most efficient of the three groups in exile.1105  

 

5. Disillusionment and break 

 

In light of the rocky political misgivings taking place within the Yugoslav Committee, 

Ujević began signs of unhappiness already in 1914. His poetry became more about himself in 

Paris. He introduced psychological depth, a consistent theme throughout his later life, with 

lines such as: ‘horrifying road that leads down into the abyss’ and shows the parameters of his 

isolation with ‘I wish to remain alone’.1106 His poem Agni, written in 1915, speaks of his 

certainty that he will lead a short but intense life:1107  

 
My body is a bonfire on which my soul burns. My days are numbered; my hours will swiftly 
pass; the flesh is spent, the nerves eroded, the fire of my thoughts turns to ash. I will be 
consumed! I will die young: one early morning, without awaiting noon. I will pass like a brief 
blaze, like a spark of oil, a flash of lightning, a hurling meteor. But I will be joyous to blaze 
and burn like a bonfire over the mountains, like the sun amid the sky. The mortal will burn up 
joyous, if he is able to glow.1108 
 

Prognanik was one of his rare poems in 1915. It was written while he was in London  

in June 1915 and published in the Chicago magazine Svjetlost on July 1, 1915.1109  The last 

stanza states: 

 
But I won’t tell anyone of the winter 
In my chest, expose my miserly heart,  
I’ll just complain about the climate  
And say that it’s cold here.  
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Even though he was busy with work at the beginning of his stay in Paris, his homesickness, 

unhappiness, and misery will overshadow the rest of his time in Paris, from 1916 onwards. His 

disillusion would be evaded in his personal and literary life, and his political actions.  

 

After 1915, Ujević continued to write, but was published less frequently. As Šepić 

summarizes, ‘in the four war years, he published a relatively small number of works, which 

mainly consisted of poems and a few prose works. Still, they, along with the work he wrote 

immediately after the First War, give insight into Ujević’s psyche, thoughts, and experiences 

during his [Paris] time’.1110 From 1916 to 1918, Ujević went through a severe internal crisis. 

He not only felt alone and isolated, but seems to have suffered from a nervous breakdown in 

1917 and 1918. His prose became less political and more about his inner self, increasingly 

reflecting his depressed inner state. The best example of this is his poem Svakidašnja 

jadikovka (Everyday Lament) written in February 1916 and first published in the Corfu-based 

Zabavnik 15 December 1917.1111 Pavletić commented that the poem described the tragedy of 

an entire generation.1112 It became one of Ujević’s most famous poems, and illustrates his 

personal pain in Paris, opening with ‘How tough it is to be weak, to be alone, to be old, while 

still so young! … Powerless and all alone, with no one there, restless and desperate.’1113 

 

By early 1916, there was widespread discord amongst the Yugoslav Committee. A 

faction of the youth were critical of the older politicians for what they saw as opportunism, 

indecisiveness, and an inconsistent stance towards the Yugoslav question. They felt used and 

swept aside by the politicians of the day, as if they were, as Ujević put it, ‘the first line of 

defense that could not influence political developments later on.’1114 Some began thinking 

about founding their separate organization to work independently of the Committee. On 18 

April 1916, at the Café de la Bourse in Geneva, frustrated representatives of the Yugoslav 

National Youth proposed a resolution. They concluded that they should not allow their 

program and original goals to be compromised, ‘watching while the Yugoslav idea is watered 

down into a compromise, and that now is the time to actively protest for reaching the end of 

the Yugoslav program’. They wished to promote their own agenda, independently from the 

Yugoslav Committee, where disagreements about the shape of the new state were rampant. 
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Central committee members Vladislav Fabijančić and Milostislav Bartulica (Ujević’s friend 

and former prisonmate), representing Croats and Slovenes, said that if the international 

community prevented the establishment of the type of [federalist and equal] Yugoslavia they 

imagined, they would look for an 'independent state of Croats and Slovenes—without Serbia. 

Croatians and Slovenes should not be victims of Italy, Hungary and Germany because of 

Serbian unification.’1115 As they needed financial means to assert their financial and political 

independence, Bartulica began networking in America. He moved to Chile, where he took 

over from Ljubo Leontić as editor of the ‘Jugoslovenska država’ and worked together with 

him to raise money for the Yugoslav youth’s new cause. Fabijančić, in the meantime, stayed 

in Geneva, where he promised ‘to do everything he could to start action together with Mr. 

Augustin Ujević’ who ‘agreed to work for their cause’ from Paris.1116 Ujević was therefore 

expected to join the Central Committee of the Yugoslav youth organization. Bartulica, in a 

letter to Fabijančić dated 25 August 1916, wrote that he ‘expected as much’ since they 

‘weren’t in the same groups together in vain’. In another letter soon afterwards, however, he 

complained that ‘Ujević was lazy’, and he had ‘not received one letter from him in four 

months’.  

 

In 1916, Ujević was not exactly lazy, but began focusing solely on his poetry, as we 

saw with the striking poem above. Ujević spent whole days at the National Library in Paris, 

translating literature into French – and even began to write a French novel. He praised his own 

language skills, boasting that ‘by 1919, I knew the French language better than their philology 

professors’.1117 Politics loomed in the background: his article ‘Le martyre de la Serbie et 

l’idee Yougoslave’, where he implied that Serbia needs to sacrifice itself so that a greater 

Yugoslavia could spring was not published by the Committee. Nor were his other articles. In 

his collaboration with both the Yugoslav Committee and the nationalistic youth, Ujević was 

inhibited and disillusioned. His disillusionment was shared by the politician Frano Supilo. 

 

Similar to the Yugoslav youth resolution in Geneva, at the beginning of 1916, Supilo 

suggested to Trumbić that they leave the Yugoslav Committee because of its reliance on the 

Serbian government and found a separate Croatian Committee. Supilo had lost his patience 

with the Greater Serbian solution to the South Slav question. He had always argued for a 
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federal Yugoslav state, where initially Croatian and Serb political statehood would be 

preserved to prevent political disputes between the two ethnicities. He claimed that Serbian 

domination would lead to the political subjugation of Croatia, a kind of domination not very 

different from that imposed by Austria-Hungary. Therefore, he maintained that he would 

consent to the incorporation of Croatia into Serbia only if Serbia ‘abandoned its Orthodox 

exclusivism and refashioned itself into a real Piedmont of the South Slavs.’ His warnings were 

in vain as neither his colleague Trumbić or Pašić listened to him. Thus, in June 1916, Supilo 

resigned from the Committee, frustrated with what he saw as the body's too feeble opposition 

against Greater Serbian designs.1118 Deeply disappointed, Supilo remained in London, where 

he suffered a nervous breakdown and died the following year, in 1917. Seton-Watson would 

later note that ‘the Yugoslavs failed to speak with one voice’ and ‘suffered the misfortune of 

the death in 1917 of Supilo, the only one of their leaders whose intellectual power and 

political skill could be compared to those of Masaryk.’1119 From then on, the Committee was 

even more a tool of the Serbian government. This was illustrated in the 20 July 1917 

Declaration of Corfu, which served as a blueprint for the formation of the future Yugoslav 

Kingdom, along centralist lines. Ujević, disappointed with Yugoslav politics, tried to distance 

himself from both the Committee and the Serbian Embassy.  

 

Ujević was emotionally wrought due to the realities of the Serbian political and civil 

elite abroad. His relations with Serbian Embassy soured. After 1916, they not only refused to 

publish his work, but also worked against it being published (as it was important to present a 

unified front for the international community, and Tin’s purpose as a Serbian supporter was 

already exhausted). Ujevic reports that ‘they ransacked my flat numerous times … agents 

followed me around town’, and also, ‘two agents physically attacked me, and threw a whole 

bag of my writings into the river Seine’.1120 In protest, Ujević tried to return his Serbian 

passport to the Embassy in July 1917 (that he had apparently been provided with upon his 

arrival to Paris) ‘for well considered and absolutely understandable reasons. Ever since I have 

had it, the gentlemen of the consulate have never ceased to undertake the most shameful 

intrigues which sabotage all my intellectual work and hamper my every attempt to settle in 

peace’.1121  He continues, asking ‘what good does it do me, if I cannot even enroll in the 

Sorbonne with it?’ He elaborates: ‘I asked for Mr. Vesnić to correct the error in the month of 
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birth as an error of one of their notaries and also give me the recommendation for a retroactive 

entry to the Sorbonne. Mr. Vesnić …refused the fulfillment of my legal and modest claim’.1122  

As his letter on 14 July 1914 shows, Ujević is particularly critical of Vesnić: ‘I cannot be a 

friend of the official world while His Excellency (whom I wish all the best, by the way) thinks 

he is a tsar and can martyrize me with his clerks…’ He ended by expressing hope that ‘another 

allied Emissary surely, Italian or the Montenegro Government will provide their protection…’ 

to him. Indeed, Ujević made an effort to obtain Montenegrin citizenship.  

 

He had already applied in February 1917, but on 15 February, the Montenegrin 

government rejected both his stipend request and his request for citizenship due to ‘budget 

issues’.1123 On the back of the file there is a statement: ‘I read this decision. Avgustin Ujević 

on 19 February 1917’.1124 He appeals the decision, however, and is successful: he obtains a 

Montenegro scholarship in the fall amounting to 200 francs per month, from 1 October 

1917.1125 It is notable that at the same time, territorial tensions between Serbian and 

Montenegro peaked. 

 

Letter to Mussolini 

 

In 1918, Ujević’s own break with the Parisian political machines was crystallised. In 

what would be his last political piece in Paris, he send a letter dated 18 January 1918 to the 

Milan office of the editor of Il popolo d'Italia, Benito Mussolini.1126 Over four pages, Ujević 

asserts his political independence while he criticizes and contradicts the policy of the 

Yugoslav Committee. He argues for the importance of Yugoslav-Italian relations on the basis 

of a common cultural connection, saying that ‘the Mediterranean and Italian culture is 

common to both sides of the Adriatic’, and declaring that he ‘loves and respects Italian 

culture, which gave us, in Dalmatia, everything’. He also appeals to political cooperation, 

saying:  

 
Italians and Yugoslavs are neighbor nations which, while living on the shores of the same sea, 
have all of the reasons to respect and love each other, to fight united; moreover, I consider and 
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admit without hesitation that the duty of the Yugoslavs towards Italy is more obvious than the 
other way around. The geographic position of the Serbo- Croatian and Slovene lands as well as 
the history of Yugoslav civilization impose as imperative to the Slavs to seek a tight union 
with a great Italian nation as in economical, so in political matters.  
 

His appeal to Italy completely undermined the Serbo-Croatian connection and the Slavic 

cultural identity and national unity he championed since 1912. Further, he publically disagreed 

that all Italians were greedy land grabbers, as was popular opinion among the South Slavs, 

inlfuenced by the Treaty of London. Rather, he criticized the Jugoslovenski Odbor for using 

Italy as a scapegoat to rile popular opinion against Italy:  

 
For months and years, since the war is going on, the Yugoslav Committee, by sharpening a 
stationary Italian-Yugoslav fight concerning the Adriatic borders, has led a very strong and 
loud campaign against Italy. This made many feel sad, but surprised no one. It was enough to 
take a look, even superficial, at the list of the persons who are a part of the Committee for a 
man to be assured of the exclusive goal that it had during its founding. Bosnia, Croatia, 
Slavonia, Banat almost weren’t represented, but abundantly and strikingly were the coastal 
towns not only of Dalmatia but Istria, Trieste and Gorizia.  

 
He goes on to describe members of the Yugoslav Committee having ‘understood their 

nationalism very narrow-mindedly’. This letter was unsurprisingly well received by 

Mussolini, who not only published it in its entirety, but openly responded to it with an editors 

note. On 26 January 1918, he published Ujević’s ‘intriguing’ letter, as an example of 

‘agreement among anti-Austrian people against Austria-Hungary’ illustrated by ‘Ujević, a 

Yugoslav living in Paris.’ He used his letter as an example to show that the majority of 

Dalmatians wished to be ruled by Italy, saying: It shows there are some possibilities which the 

supporters of the Triple Alliance have not counted on, ‘the demand for our holy rights on 

Gorizia, Trieste, Rijeka and Zadar’. According to Mussolini, Ujević’s letter created a 

sensation in Italy.1127 However, it brought him more enemies in his political exile circle 

abroad. In what must have been the last straw, the Yugoslav Committee stopped paying 

Ujević for any of his previous work. He was deserted by his comrades and boycotted by the 

emigrants, including Yugoslav students in Paris. What happened to him exactly is not easy to 

reconstruct from the existing archive sources, and his letters from that time are vague. Ujević 

did not address the Mussolini letter again.  

 

 Writing in Paris towards the end of the First World War, Ujević seems to have realized 

that even the loftiest idealism cannot always change the way that people are. In a confessional 
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article called ‘Outlines of Yugoslavia’, written in December 1917 but not printed until 15 June 

1918 in the Valparaiso (Chile) Jugoslavenska država, he wrote: 

 
Yugoslavia will be then, but what will be Yugoslavs? Will free and happy people live in an 
independent state? Will those people be cultured, and well-fed, and content? … Let us ask our 
consciences whether the material Yugoslavia will be followed by the noble soul of Yugoslavia 
… For, to be honest, it would be dreadful if we remained as we are now or, in the great 
majority of cases, as we were yesterday: selfish, jealous, pettifogging, gossiping, superficial, 
empty-headed, spineless, illiterate; without justice, without strength and without courage, 
hating those who are more powerful than we are, incapable of doing anything, despising 
heroism and ardor, scared stiff of thought and sympathy.1128 

 

In 1919, Ujević left Paris to resettle in the newly formed Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and 

Slovenes. As far as we know today, the letter was Ujević’s last political move: until the end of 

his life he would never again actively deal with politics.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                      
1128 Ujević, SD, X, 290. 
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Epilogue 

 
              In May 1919, after nearly six years away, Ujević sailed into Dubrovnik via 

Marseilles. He stopped in Split to see his brother, but discovered that he had died while he was 

away, so Ujević made his way to Zagreb. After just over half a year, he moved to Belgrade, 

the largest city in the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes. Here, Ujević became a regular 

at Moskva cafe, where he spent most of his time surrounded by Belgrade's Bohemian circles. 

His Paris crisis led not only to his withdrawal from politics, but also his rejection of bourgeois 

life and behavior. He distanced himself as much as possible from his past and isolated himself 

from his living family members, namely his mother and sister Lenka, about whom he declared 

that 'all my family are dead and I do not know where their graves are'.1129 He said something 

similar about his old self. Already in 1919, in Ispit savjesti, he proclaimed:  

 

I am dead, readers, if you do not already know that. I am dead; I rest deeper in my sadness and 
misery than Lazarus in the grave from which the voice of the Saviour roused him. Softly, 
inaudibly, the event took place preceded by much suffering and anguish, but one day it 
happened, without any doubt. Augustin Ujević has indeed died and this man who breathes in 
his body and puts on his clothes is just one of his intimate friends or even his secretary, who 
knows some of his secrets, but he is not him.1130 
 

Even though Ujević bade farewell to his former self together with its idealism and political 

fervour, he still maintained opinions about the new state in which he lived, and did not 

completely forget the old. In January 1921, he reminisced 'How wonderful it was to think of 

that young Yugoslavia in those days, five years ago, in Geneva and Lausanne! But hope has 

betrayed us, at least for the time being!'1131 In 'Politička inteligencija omladine', written in 

December of the same year, Ujević criticized the political climate of the country: calling it 'a 

fake democracy' in 'the suburbs of Europe'.1132 His attitudes towards the past and the present 

are further fleshed out when on 24 September 1922, in an interview with the Belgrade 

newspaper 'Novosti', Ujević said:  
 

 As Augustin, from my earliest youth I fought an idealistic battle for our national liberation and 
unification, I wasted many words and a lot of ink on this goal. Formally, liberation and 
unification have come, but in reality, everything is the same. … Thus my ideals have remained 
unfulfilled … and I have turned my back on my unhappy nation. I have become an Irishman, I 

                                                      
1129 'Na povratku' in Ujević, SD, I, 73. 
1130 SD, VI, 283. First published in February 1923.  
1131 SD, XII, 35. 
1132  'Politička intelegencija omladine', in SD, X, 310-319. 
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renounce my beautiful birth name and have re-baptised myself by the name you just called 
[Tin].1133 

 

Though he continued to write, he abandoned all political engagement and turned his writing 

inward. From now on, his writing would be concerned with personal pain, isolation, and his 

identity as a spiritual wanderer.  

 

             In Belgrade, he began exhibiting a provocative bohemianism, with recurring scandals 

and outbursts that culminated in his being expelled from the city on 16 November 1925. He 

was formally charged with vagrancy, indolence, and bohemian disorderliness, most likely for 

insulting the Queen, Marija Karadjordjević.1134 After a twelve-day journey, during which he 

found himself penniless and stranded in Vinkovci until some generous locals raised money to 

finance his way to Dalmatia, he made it to Krivodol (Imotski) where he stayed with extended 

family from 28 November 1925 until 20 March 1926, when he left for Zagreb.1135  

In the meantime, his two poetry collections —originally written in Paris 1916-1918— Lelek 

sebra (Lament of a slave, 1920) and Koljana (Necklace, 1926) were published in Belgrade in 

ekavian and cyrillic script without his permission. In a letter dated 12 June 1926 to his 

publisher Svetislav Cvijanović, Ujević complained bitterly that 'to be a literary figure in a land 

where writers and artists are paid in batine and poison', where 'the Entente and [royal] Serbs 

living in a castle did everything in their power to remove me' was enough 'to drive anyone 

mad'. He then explicitly asked for 'nothing [of his], old or new', whether he be 'in Spain, 

China, Oslo, Zagreb or Venezuela, to come out'.1136  

 

              It is slightly surprising that on 22 August 1926, after four months in Zagreb, Ujević 

returned to Belgrade, where he would stay for another three years. In addition to publishing 

articles, he worked part-time at an antiquariat (in which his contract called for him to be clean-

shaven and to only drink from Saturday night to Sunday night).1137 Despite Ujević's continued 

requests, Cvijanović published second editions of both Lelek sebra and Koljana. In January 

1929 Velibor Gligorić published Matoš-Dis-Ujević, a collection of essays recounting their 

famous polemic. This seems to have been the last straw, Ujević fumed about someone else 

                                                      
1133 SD, XVII, 506-507. 
1134 Ibid., 509. 
1135 Ibid., 510-511. 
1136 Ibid., 512. 
1137 Ibid., 512-513. 
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'airing out [his] dirty laundry', and by February, Ujević had left Belgrade for good.1138  

 

             From 1930 to 1937 he lived in Sarajevo, and then Split, before returning to Zagreb in 

1940. Even though he was one of the most powerful poetic personalities of the region, he was 

forced to supplement his income with newspaper articles for the union paper Pravica (The 

Justice). It was most likely for the same reason that during World War II, he took on a job as a 

news translator in the fascist Independent State of Croatia (NDH).1139 After the new state 

dissolved Pravica, Ujević got a steady job at the state news agency Agencija Velebit, which 

later changed its name to Croatia, in July 1941. Even as an employee of the agency, Ujević 

never became a member of the Ustaša party, and there is no indication that he held positive 

views about the regime.1140 His poems from 1942 (14 in total), 1943 (7), and 1944 (1) have an 

escapist quality, featuring olive trees, rocks, Peristil sphinxes, and travels.  

 

              Nevertheless, this employment cost him dearly in the second, socialist Yugoslavia 

under Tito that followed: his translation work for the Ustaše led to a publication ban on his 

poetry. All the evidence for his earlier political struggles in favour of Yugoslavism was 

roundly ignored, he was pronounced an enemy of the people and a 'collaborator of the 

[Fascist] occupier'. In the spirit of cleansing literature of everything perceived as un-Socialist, 

the Croatian Writer’s Association threw him out and sentenced him to a five-year ban on 

taking part in any public work.1141 During those five years, Ujević became something of a 

punching ball for younger writers wanting to prove their allegiance to Socialist Realism. In 

1947, the Montenegrin writer Radovan Zogović published an almost hysterical invective 

against Ujević, calling him a ‘traitor’, falsely claiming that he had worked for a ‘Hitler 

magazine for Croatian workers in the Third Reich’, and denouncing all his poetry as 

‘decadent’, ‘muddled’ and ‘reactionary’.1142 Apart from the mean-spirited attacks on Ujević’s 

reputation, the ban must have felt like an almost existential blow to someone who depended 

on being published for his living. Yet Ujević subsisted. Unable to publish poetry, he continued 

to translate numerous literary works from world literature into Croatian. He was capable of 

translating from nine languages (Italian, German, French, Russian, Spanish, English, 

                                                      
1138 Boko, Tin, 78. 
1139 L. Šarić, ‘“Hymnodia to mou somati” von Tin Ujević’, (2006), 379. 
1140 S. Andrijić, Tin u pamćenju, (Zagreb, 1991), 16.  
1141 Šarić, ‘“Hymnodia to mou somati”’, 378. Biographers such as Jasen Boko have speculated on why Ujević 
received a harsher sentence than some NDH government functionaries, such as Dragutin Tadijanović's two-
month sentence.  
1142 Ibid., 380-1. 
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Norwegian, Swedish – and ancient Sanskrit, which he had taken up together with practicing 

Buddhism and meditation already in the 30s), and then also tried his hand at translating Li Tai 

Po from the classical Chinese. His prediction in his 1915 poem ‘Agni’ that he would ‘die 

young, one early morning’1143 proved wrong: he was well into his 60s when he died of cancer 

on 12 November 1955.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                      
1143 SD, XVII, 233. 
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Conclusions and prospects 
 

The birth of the new Kingdom of Yugoslavia out of the turmoil of the First World War 

marked a new beginning for the people in the Southern Balkans. For Augustin Ujević, it 

meant an end. Although he had spent many years and countless words advertising for a union 

of the South Slav peoples, he was already thoroughly disillusioned with the idea when it 

finally became reality. As a consequence, he retreated completely from all political activity. 

This withdrawal, together with his scandalous life in interwar Belgrade and his later 

employment by the Ustaša regime, led to the excision of Ujević’s political activity from 

almost all Yugoslav historiography. As a consequence, the writer is today remembered almost 

exclusively as a bohemian poet.  

 

In this dissertation, I have tried to achieve two objectives: to retrace the young poet’s 

ideological journey as a political activist and dissident, and to use that journey to examine the 

currents of political thought that spurred many of the region’s youth into often radical 

resistance against the Austro-Hungarian empire.  

 

Overview of results 

 

The first objective was fairly straightforward: As we have seen, despite the fact that Ujević 

was, for a few heady years, one of the Yugoslav cause’s most vocal and persistent agitators, 

none of the official histories make more than a passing reference to his activities and writings. 

Even the poet’s own biographers chose to largely ignore their subject’s fervent political 

activity. The only English-language treatment of Ujević’s politics is the well-researched, but 

very short, overview compiled by Dušan Puvačić in 1996.1144 It was only in 2002 that Srečko 

Lipovčan published his ground-breaking study Mladi Ujević: Politički angažman i rana proza 

(‘The Young Ujević: Political Engagements and Early Prose’), which provided an invaluable 

starting point for my work. While Lipovčan managed to assemble a treasure trove of 

biographical details, his focus did not lie on embedding Ujević’s movements and writings in 

the wider historical context. In this thesis, I have tried to reconstruct the young Ujević’s 

political evolution – from a Starčevist youth to a Young Croatian to a Yugoslav nationalist – 

and situate it within the historical, political and socio-economic context of his time and place. 

As a consequence, the text largely follows Ujević from one biographical station to another.  
                                                      
1144 Puvačić, 'Tin Ujević and the Yugoslav idea', 156-73. 
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The thesis’ opening chapter, however, differs slightly from the others in that I have allowed 

myself a lot more contextualisation than in all of the subsequent chapters. First, the chapter 

gives an overview of the dire economic conditions in Ujević’s birthplace, the Austrian 

province of Dalmatia, which directly contributed to that province’s increasing politicisation in 

the beginning of the 20th century. The second part of the chapter is more theoretical and 

contains a discussion of the evolution of Illyrian, Croatian nationalist and Yugoslavist thought 

in 19th-century Dalmatia – an important backdrop to many of the ideas that would shape the 

debates that Ujević and his contemporaries were to have.  

 

The third part of the first chapter follows a more straightforward pattern (as do all of the 

subsequent chapters): After an examination of the socio-economic and political culture of 

Dalmatia’s coastal cities, this part recounts Ujević’s political awakening in the gymnasium he 

attended in Split, and situates his first writings within the context of the events of the time. 

The first chapter thus analyzes both the socio-economic and the intellectual circumstances that 

shaped the young Ujević. As we have seen, the very fact that he could even receive an 

education was largely due to efforts by 19th-century nationalist activists. In many ways, 

reading and writing were therefore inherently political, especially if you were taught to read 

and write in ‘Croatian’. I hope to have convincingly shown how this education, combined with 

his humble background, made him and many of his co-seminarists ideal specimen of the 

restless, intensely political youth who had little to lose and much to gain from an overthrow of 

the status quo. What set Ujević apart were simply his unique intellectual gifts and his capacity 

to put into words his political ideals (which were, at this point, still very much influenced by 

Josip Frank’s narrow Croatian nationalist interpretation of Starčevism). At the same time, I 

have tried to show how Dalmatia’s complex relationship with Croatian nationalism equipped 

the young poet with a variety of ‘cultural pools’ (Ernest Gellner), which provided him with a 

certain ideological flexibility – of which he might not always have been fully aware.1145 

 

The second chapter follows the pattern: After setting the socio-economic and political scene in 

the Zagreb of 1909, it delves deeper into the frenzied world of university politics, where the 

factions of the Progressives, the Clericals and the Young Croats all vied for the young men 

coming into the school. The chapter then traces Ujević’s and some of his friends’ evolution 

                                                      
1145 E. Gellner, Nations and nationalism, (Oxford, 1983), 46. 
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from disciples of Anton Gustav Matoš and staunch Young Croats to Yugoslavists. It also 

details how disappointment in their political leaders’ willingness to compromise on their key 

principles led many youth to abandon the guidance altogether and strike out on their own, 

towards newer and more radical forms of organisation and action. Ujević and many of his 

fellow students were increasingly gravitating towards open endorsements of political violence, 

of which there was no shortage – and more often than not, the would-be assassins came from 

their own ranks. Towards the end of his time in Zagreb, Ujević himself was publishing thinly 

veiled threats of violence against the Austro-Hungarian authorities. By the time he was thrown 

out of Croatia for first time, he was already an important spokesman for a network of 

increasingly militant young activists. 

  

The third and fourth chapters detail Ujević’s further immersion in this role. In Belgrade, he 

was one of the instrumental figures in the organisation of the Croat student trip to the Serbian 

capital, which was a major success for the Yugoslavist efforts in that it brought many Croatian 

students over to their side. Meanwhile, both the frequency of outbursts of political violence as 

well as Ujević’s output of essays enthusiastically supporting that violence increased further. 

When he was arrested again a few months later in Split, he was already famous enough to 

become a cause célèbre among nationalist intellectuals. 

 

The last chapter follows Ujević into his self-imposed exile in Paris, where Frano Supilo 

recruited him to write for the newly formed Yugoslav Committee. This chapter shifts the 

focus from the networks of young activists within the region to the efforts of the older, 

professional politicians on the international diplomatic stage, an arena where Ujević was more 

of a supporting character. It also chronicles his growing disillusionment with the politicians’ 

power-mongering and what he saw as a betrayal of the Yugoslav ideals he had fought for over 

the last years. In the end, Ujević found himself increasingly ideologically disoriented, with his 

letter urging Mussolini to acquire Dalmatia as strong signifier of his disappointment in the 

Yugoslav idea. 

 

As we have seen, I have tried throughout the thesis to maintain a balance between detailing 

Ujević’s personal moves and motives, and his interaction with a wide network of young 

activists around him. As concerns the first objective – providing the first in-depth study of the 

poet’s little-known but formative years as a student revolutionary and political activist – I 

believe the thesis to have been successful, and a valuable contribution to the scholarship about 
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Tin Ujević in its own right.  

 

The second objective of the dissertation was more complex, but also perhaps ultimately more 

relevant to the study of the pre-war South-Eastern Europe. The goal was to use Ujević’s 

experience (and his exceptional powers of articulation) to examine the radicalisation process 

of what I would argue was the single most important group in the region’s political 

development: the youth. Because, while it is most certainly true that his subsequent behaviour 

caused Ujević’s importance to be omitted in later historiography, this might not have been the 

only reason. It might also simply be the case that historians did not think a young student 

leader’s pamphlets and invectives terribly important for the course of history.  

  

This is by no means a problem that applies to Ujević alone: Indeed, I have often found it 

peculiar how little the authoritative accounts of pre-war Croatia, Dalmatia, Serbia and Bosnia 

have to say about the importance of youth movements in the years leading up to the First 

World War. The most notable exception is Mirjana Gross, who has devoted considerable 

space to the in-depth analysis of the ideological currents among the South Slav youth and its 

organisations. For the most part, however, the historical accounts prefer to focus on the 

debates that took place in parliaments, the quarrels between senior diplomats, politicians and 

administrators, or perhaps the nefarious activities of the Serbian government. At the same 

time, very little room is given to examining the political environment at the schools and 

universities in Split, Zagreb, Belgrade and Sarajevo – even though it was exactly this 

environment that brought forth Gavrilo Princip. It was student and even high school 

demonstrations that set off some of the worst riots in pre-war Zagreb, student would-be 

assassins that tried to assassinate Austro-Hungarian officials, and student revolutionaries that 

smuggled weapons across borders and openly dreamt of martyrdom for the national cause. 

And in this world, Ujević was a leader. I have therefore found him a useful lens through which 

to examine the radicalisation of the South Slav youth. Through Ujević and his writing, I hope 

to have fleshed out and added to Gross’ somewhat theoretical analysis of the ideological 

debates and shifts that characterized the politically-minded youth of this time.  

 

 

Limitations 

 

While illuminating in many aspects, the method of a political biography of necessity comes 
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with its own limitations. The individual living through a time of historical upheaval cannot 

always discern which event is truly important, and which issue of his day will simply 

disappear into irrelevance. In this respect, however, tracing Ujević’s path has been a 

rewarding task: whether by chance or by instinct, the young poet usually found himself in a 

place where he could witness important events, or debating issues that would prove to be of 

lasting significance for decades to come. Nevertheless, with regards to both objectives, I hit 

upon some obstacles:  

 

Firstly, and this concerns the biographical part, I would have liked to be able to provide a 

clearer picture of Ujević’s involvement with the Serbian government and his possible ties to 

the Black Hand. Unfortunately, I was unable to unearth enough conclusive evidence for either 

conclusion, which limited me to weighing on circumstantial evidence the merits of the several 

theories that have been proposed.  

 

The second limitation lay in the nature of the fifth and final chapter that takes place in Paris: 

Although his stay in Paris was undoubtedly an essential and formative episode in Ujević’s 

political evolution, being abroad also largely removed him from the network of young 

activists that were still at work at home. With the notable exception of Vladimir Gaćinović, 

Ujević had fewer contacts with like-minded individuals, and he also had no first-hand 

experience of the suffering that the First World War caused in his homeland. Although his 

exile was not untypical for the people in his network, I would have liked to find a way to 

incorporate more observations from the activists and revolutionaries continuing the struggle at 

home, and who now often found themselves on opposing sides of the war. However, I 

ultimately decided to limit the scope of the chapter to the people immediately surrounding 

Ujević in Paris. 

 

Prospects 

 

With this dissertation, I hope to have provided some insight into the way the Yugoslav idea 

gained momentum among the networks of student activists in Croatia, Serbia and Bosnia, and 

how many of these actors became increasingly radicalized throughout the first two decades of 

the new century. However, I was not able to delve into these networks as deeply as I would 

have found interesting without exceeding the scope of this thesis. I believe that there still is 

ample opportunity for research in this area. One interesting avenue could be a systematic 
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inquiry into the transnational networks of these young agitators. This might not only 

illuminate more aspects of the mechanisms of their radicalisation, but also help to throw some 

light on the nature and scope of the activities of the Black Hand and the Serbian government 

in the neighbouring countries. In their efforts to instrumentalise the assassination of their 

Archduke against Serbia, the Austro-Hungarians made much of Gavrilo Princip’s connections 

to the Black Hand, reinterpreting his act as an aggression engineered and sponsored by the 

Serbian government. However, Princip himself always insisted that he was acting on his own 

impulse. Through a closer study of the networks and debates of the radical youth in their own 

right, it might be possible to obtain clearer understanding of the ideas that inspired people like 

Princip to so violently take history into their own hands.  
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