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Croatian Autonomy and Ministerial Impeachment
from 1868 to 1918: Model and Reality:

1. Introduction

Ministerial impeachment, i.e. the formal procedure by which a
minister is charged with unlawful activity in his official capacity,
and can be sanctioned by removal from office, was considered one of
the basic constitutional institutions in continental European coun-
tries during the 19% century. Impeachment was seen as an instru-
ment through which representative diets could control ministers,
who were appointed by and subjected to the king, and safeguarded
his interests — political responsibility of ministers at that time was
unknown or, in a very few countries, still in an early formative
phase. Impeachment was considered a compromise device through
which the bourgeoisie, who had reached a balance with the aristoc-
racy as represented in the diets, could restrain the power of the
king’s governments without a radical turnover of the political sys-
tem. In fact, it was a conservative-liberal solution that was partic-
ularly suitable for countries with weak diets that could hardly re-
move ministers from office on the basis of bad governance. Because
of this the introduction of impeachment became one of the principal
demands of liberal movements in continental Europe, inspired as
they were by English parliamentarianism, as well as by the French
revolutionary model of impeachment of 1791. The political break-
through of liberal ideas resulted in the introduction of constitu-
tions, in a number of countries, which usually provided for the prin-
ciple of ministerial responsibility, which at that time implied re-
sponsibility for violations of law. The institutionalisation of im-
peachment particularly flourished in the 1860s and 1870s.2 Howev-
er, impeachment was not considered simply as an opportunity for
constitutionally based repression. With the exception of revolution-
ary France, it played the role rather of a value-oriented, symbolic
institution with a priori effect, which saw parliament with a middle
class majority as the source of political power and sovereignty, and
as a check to the king’s power. In most countries, impeachment was
not applied in practice at all or it was applied only exceptionally.?

In Croatia-Slavonia, the legal responsibility of the Ban (the head
of the executive) to the Diet (the Sabor) was proclaimed in 1868 and
regulated in 1874. But in Croatia-Slavonia, impeachment appeared
in the specific structural and political context that was primarily
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probably just before 1848 that the demand for responsible govern-
ment appeared.® The most probable reason for this discrepancy was
the novelty of the principle of ‘responsible government’ at that time;
another reason might be the concentration on establishing an. au-
tonomous government in the first place, while demand for its con-
trol might seem less important and perhaps too provocative.

The Hungarian-Croatian disputes culminated in March 1848
when the Hungarian Diet unilaterally reduced Croatian-Slavonian
power; Ban Jelaé¢ié and the Sabor reacted by proclaiming a break
with all constitutional bonds with Hungary. The petition of rights
of the Croatian national movement from March 1848 explicitly de-
manded the introduction of a government accountable to the Sa-
bor.®’ In 1849, the Sabor’s legislative committee drafted the law on
the State council which provided for ministerial impeachment and
the collective responsibility of the government, following the model
of the Hungarian law of 1848,1° but that draft was not enacted be-
cause the Sabor, which had been dissolved in 1848, was not con-
vened again.

After the crush of the Hungarian revolution in 1849, a centralised
system was established in the whole Monarchy; both Hungary and
Croatia-Slavonia were turned into imperial ‘crown-lands’ and ad-
ministered from Vienna. After the end of Bach’s absolutism in 1860,
Croatian institutions were partly restored (the Sabor and the coun-
ties) but the territory continued to be ruled by central government
from Vienna. The short-lasting Sabor of 1861 and the Sabor of
1865-67, both dissolved because for political reasons, demanded the
establishment of a Croatian-Slavonian government accountable to
the Sabor, but the King ignored both demands.!!

The provisory constitutionalism ended with the adoption of the
Austrian-Hungarian Compromise of 1867, which divided the
Monarchy into two halves. The sub-dual Croatian-Hungarian Com-

promise that followed set up a stable basis for Croatian autonomy
in the framework of the Hungarian state.

3. The Croatian-Hungarian Compromise of 1868 and government
in Croatia-Slavonia

The Croatian-Hungarian Compromise was concluded between the
Hungarian Diet and the Sabor, with the majority of the pro-Hun-
garian Unionist Party supported by the government in Budapest.
The opposition National Party withdrew from the Sabor, protesting
against electoral law imposed by a king; it also opposed the Croat-
ian-Hungarian Compromise as an unconstitutional act adopted by

an unconstitutional Sabor which had been elected on the basis of
unconstitutional law.
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The Compromise delimited both common and autonomous compe-
tences, granting Croatia autonomy in governance and administra-
tion, religion and education, and a judiciary with its own legislature
(the Sabor), Home government with the Ban accountable to the Sa-
bor, and its own judiciary with a Supreme Court (established in
1862). The Common Diet and the Central Government were in fact
a slightly modified version of the Hungarian Diet and the Hungar-
jan Government. The structure and composition of these bodies,
with only minor Croatian participation, granted unchecked Hun-
garian dominance.!?

The main institutional mechanisms in favour of the Hungarian
position were: a) the Ban was appointed by the king at the propos-
al and with the consent of the Hungarian Prime Minister; b) Croa-
tian delegates participated in both chambers of the Common Diet,
but they were an insignificant minority possessing only individual
votes; ¢) the Croatian-Slavonian Minister charged with Croatian af-
fairs was an ad hoc member of the Central Government responsible
to the Common Diet and did not rely in any sense upon Croatian in-
stitutions; d) all public finances were defined as part of common
competences, so the Sabor did not have any financial instruments;
a quota of 45% of the taxes collected in Croatia-Slavonia was allot-
ted to the Croatian-Slavonian budget; e) laws enacted in the Sabor
were sent to the king by the Ban through the Croatian-Slavonian
Minister (i.e. via Central Government) who could complain to the
king that the Croatian laws breached common competences or vio-
lated common interests — in practice, the king always accepted the
arguments of the stronger party i.e. of the Central Government,
and withheld approval (sanction) of contested Croatian laws. Ap-
proved laws were countersigned by the Croatian-Slavonian Minis-
ter and by the Ban. A similar procedure existed regarding the pre-
approval of draft laws, except that countersignatures were not
needed — a procedure which was not regulated by the Compromise
but by king’s order, and one which was therefore not transparent to
the public. Because of the possibility of Hungarian influence, the
Croatian government and the Sabor had to estimate in advance the
likelihood of successfully enacting, or even proposing, an au-
tonomous law.!® In addition to this, the political situation in Croat-
ia-Slavonia and in Hungary also affected the political and legal ac-
tions of the relevant actors.
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The Croatian-Hungarian Compromise: structure of power
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Th‘us, althoggh the Croatian-Hungarian Compromise granted ex-
tensive Croatian autonomy it also allowed indirect control by Bu-
dapest. However, in spite of such constraints, the Compromise set u
a s_tab]e constitutional framework for Croatian-Slavonian autonom f
which was a precondition for building modern institutions. *

‘The autonomous Home government was constituted in 1869. It con-
51_sted of three departments: for governance and administrati(;n reli-
gion a_nd education, and the judiciary. In 1914, the fourth depart‘ment
of national economy was created, derived from the department of gov-
ernance and administration. It was a presidential government — the
Ban was president of the government and the head of all depart-
'l:'nents, and only he countersigned the laws approved by the king, af-
iﬁr l;::gzp}ézi lE)een countersigned by the Croatian-Slavonian Minister

_The Law on the Establishment of Home Government of 1869 pro-
vided for the enactment of special laws to regulate the responsibilit
of tbe Ban and the department heads. However, the actual pro-HunB-(
garian government formed by the Unionist Party avoided draftin
such a law fearing that it could turn against the government,!® Thg
Igw on the Ban’s responsibility was drafted in 1871 by the E:'lt that
time, m_oderately Unionist government — but the Central Gov:ernment
neutralised the proposal by postponing its decision on the draft in the
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process of pre-approval, probably fearing that such law could
strengthen Croatian autonomy.'®

4. Liberal reforms and the Law on Responsibility of the Ban of 1874

The public’s dissatisfaction with the Compromise, and with the pol-
icy of the Unionist Party, resulted in the victory of the National Par-
ty at the polls in 1872. The National Party set a course for political
compromise with the Central Government, and its member Ivan
Mazuranié¢ was appointed Ban. His government immediately initiat-
ed an extensive set of liberal reforms that regulated the responsibili-
ty of the Ban, granted judicial independence, rationalised the organi-
sation of the judiciary and the administration, granted freedom of the
press, and introduced modern criminal procedure and the jury trial
for publishing offences, etc. These reforms were at first tolerated by
the weak central government in Budapest, but were slowed down and
blocked after the coming to power of the Hungarian liberal national-
ist Kalman Tisza, who ruled from 1875 to 1890. The Ban Mazuranié¢
withdrew in 1880 faced with the impossibility of ruling.'?

The Law on the Responsibility of the Ban and the Department
Heads of the Autonomous Provincial Government was one of the first
and the most important of the mentioned laws. The law was based up-
on the Austrian law on ministerial responsibility of 1867,'® with pro-
cedural modifications that were necessary because of the unicameral
structure of the Sabor as distinct from the bicameral Austrian Par-
liament. In both laws, responsibility was based on a violation of law
committed in office, but the scope of reasons for the indictment of the
Ban was a lot narrower, and focused on the protection of Croatian au-
tonomy and the Croatian-Hungarian union; in contrast to that, Aus-
trian ministers could be indicted for any serious violation of law com-
mitted in office deliberately or by negligence. The position of the Ban
was also protected by a more complicated procedure of indictment. In
both cases the sanction was impeachment; however, if elements of pe-
nal responsibility existed then the indictment and verdict in Austria
could also include reasons and sanctions from the Penal Code, where-
as in Croatia-Slavonia the two responsibilities and procedures were
strictly separated, which put the Ban in a de facto privileged position
regarding the factual potential of his influence on the judges of com-
petent courts.

The Ban could be indicted on the grounds of a deliberate, serious of-
fence committed in his official capacity in the context of fundamental
state law, and particularly of the Croatian-Hungarian Compromise,
or law related thereto. He could also be indicted for deliberately caus-
ing severe damage, or deliberately causing severe danger to, the ‘con-
stitutional independence of the kingdom of Croatia and Slavonia in
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Fhe_union with Hungary or to the union itself’.!? Negligence was not
1nd1ctfable. Heads of departments of the Home Government were re-
sponsible to the Sabor only subsidiarily, i.e. they were responsible for
the. execution of the Ban’s legal orders, unless they gave notice in
writing of their objection. In relation to a breach of their official du-
ties they were, in a disciplinary sense, responsible to the Ban.20

Sanctions for the Ban were disciplinary only in a political sense —
rem9val' from office and a permanent bar from holding public office
or _dlsmlssal from office. As regards elements of criminal or civil lia:
blllt)'l, the Ban could be tried or sued only before a competent court
and in 1884 judicial independence from government was permanent:
ly suspended, broadening the space for the indirect influence of the
government on the judiciary.?!

The Ban’s responsibility belonged to the type of responsibility
prgces_sedt before the High Court, with characteristic procedure and
adjudication; this type of responsibility was characteristic for Central
Europfean and Balkan states.?? In the case of Croatia, as elsewhere, it
comprlsgd a combination of juridical and political elements.

Complicated procedure was based on the model of general penal
procedure from the Austrian Penal Procedure Code of 1873; an adapt-
ed Croatian version was enacted in the Sabor in 1875.23 The proce-
dure begfan in the Sabor with the initiative of 20 deputies to be passed
by a majority of votes; it continued with the preparation of the in-
dictment, and with the decision on indictment to be passed with a
two-thirds majority of all deputies.

The procedure then continued before the special Court of the King-
doms formed by the Sabor at the beginning of each new session; its
oz:tl_y and exclusive jurisdiction was to decide on the Ban's respo’nsi-
bility. The court was a considerably modified version of the Austrian
Stqa.tsgerichtshof,z‘ adapted to meet specific features of the Croatian
political system. The broader composition of the court consisted of the
12 h.ighest judges of the competent courts (judges of the Table of Sev-
en, ie. the Supreme Court; presidents of the Ban’s Table, i.e. the
Higher Court; and the county courts in the two largest towns of Za-
greb and Osijek) and 12 citizens ‘skilled in law’ who were not deputies
in the Sabor. The senate in each particular case consisted of at least
12 members equally representing both mentioned groups (judges and
lay{nen) selected by the free disposition of the parties or by lot. The
main trial was oral and public, the Ban could have a solicitor, adver-
sarial elements were more stressed in the procedure, and the judg-
ment was based on the free evaluation of evidence. The commission of
thr_ee Judges prepared the case in no longer than six months, during
which time the Ban was obliged to halt his official activities. During
that time the Sabor could cancel the indictment with a two-thirds ma-
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jority of all deputies. The senate passed verdict with a two-thirds ma-
jority of judges’ votes (at least 10 judges had to be present in each
phase of the process). Appeal was not possible but the king could ‘re-
habilitate’ an indicted Ban with the consent of the Sabor.?®
As regards the legal nature of the Ban’s responsibility, it could be
said to have had elements of disciplinary responsibility regarding the
nature of sanctions, criminal responsibility regarding procedure, con-
stitutional responsibility regarding the nature of protected values
and bodies participating in the procedure, as well as a political di-
mension regarding the political implications of the indictment.?®
Parliamentary debate and reactions in the press of the time showed
that the reformers were aware that, in reality, it was not be easy to
implement such law. But they insisted on the symbolic and moral val-
ue of the law, whose main purpose was not repression a posteriori but
effectiveness a priori. They insisted that checks in proceedings and
the complicated procedure were necessary in order to filter superficial
and politically motivated initiatives, and decisions that could trigger
a constitutional crisis or block the work of government.?” The Croat-
ian press greeted the law by stressing its symbolic and moral-politi-
cal characteristics, which were important for strengthening autono-
my, but it also expressed disappointment regarding the narrow scope
of the Ban's responsibility and the merely administrative, rather than
political, position of the heads of departments.®
A small liberal-democratic opposition in the Sabor criticised the
law as useless and impossible to implement in the legal and political
framework set down by the Croatian-Hungarian Compromise. They
alleged that the Ban would remain politically dependent on Central
Government, and that he would maintain a strong influence on polit-
ical life in Croatia and on deputies in the Sabor — whose two-thirds
majority was needed for his indictment.? On the other hand, the
Hungarian press expressed the fear that Croats would implement the
law on responsibility of the Ban in a way that would endanger the
unity of the Hungarian state®, while the Austrian press welcomed
parliamentary development in Croatia-Slavonia, but also expressed
the expectation that it would raise tensions with Hungary.?!

5. Responsibility of the Ban in practice

In fact, the decision on indictment of the Ban was never passed in
the Sabor in spite of a great number of serious violations of Croatian
autonomy, particularly during the governance of the Ban Karoly
Khuen-Hédervary from 1883 to 1903.2 Only two initiatives were
raised in 1885 and in 1907 but they both failed. The first initiative was
raised against Ban Khuen-Hédervary, though there was not the small-
est chance that it would be accepted in a Sabor whose majority was
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controlled by the government. The Ban was charged with ordering
that certain documents from the Croatian Land Archives be trans-
ferred to the Hungarian Archives, by which he violated his compe-
tences as provided for in the Croatian Law on the Land Archives, and
caused severe damage to Croatian autonomy considering the impor-
tance of these documents. The initiative did not get enough votes and
the Sabor’s debate on this issue ended with confusion during which the
Ban was kicked in the back by one deputy. The press expected the Ban
Fo withdraw because, according to the ‘code of honour’, he was humil-
1a.ted by being kicked; in fact, it was not unimaginable that the Ban's
withdrawal would have set a precedent for the development of politi-
C:":.ll responsibility. However, Khuen-Héderviry denied that he was
kicked at all, while the majority in the Sabor repealed the immunity
of the two deputies involved in the incident, both of whom were later
sentenced to prison.* The other case was against Ban Aleksander
Rakodczay in 1907. He was charged with omitting to prevent the
km_g’s approval of the law of the Common Diet which introduced Hun-
garian as the official language in the Hungarian State Railways which
operated in Croatian-Slavonian territory; this law indirectly and seri-
ously violated the Croatian-Hungarian Compromise. The State Rail-
ways were part of the common jurisdiction so the Common Diet was
competent to regulate on issues related to them. However, the Croat-
1an-Hungarian Compromise declared the Croatian language as (the
only) official language in Croatia and Slavonia, so the mentioned law
breached the Compromise. It was an obvious conflict of competences

but the body that could have decided on the issue did not exist, and the,
Ban’s political protest to the king was the only instrument by which
the Croatian side could react to such a breach of competences by the
Commop Diet. The Sabors’s proposal for a revision of the Croatian-

Hungarian Compromise of 1872 demanded the establishment of the

Court of Royalties that would decide on a conflict of competences be-

tween the Hungarian and Croatian diets — the latter proposal was in-

spired by the model of the Austrian Reichsgericht® — but it was bit-

tferly rejected by the Central Government, 3 However, this time the ini-

tiative for indictment had much better chances since a majority of the

Sabor’s deputies in fact formed an effective opposition to the govern-

ment. This was the main reason for the king dissolving the Sabor im-

mediately after the initiative was submitted to the plenum, so the at-
tempt failed at the very beginning.*

Even though it is probably not possible to estimate accurately the
preventive efficiency of such an institution, it can be said that, in the
case of Croatia, it proved rather inefficient considering the large num-
ber of violations of Croatian autonomy, and the authoritative style of
rule of the Bans.
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Political responsibility of the Ban never materialised in Croatian
parliamentary practice, neither did there exist a normative, and even
less a factual, ground for such a notion. Interpellation in the Sabor
did not imply taking a vote of no-confidence, while the voting down of
the government’s budget proposal did not result in the removal of the
Ban from power; he could continue to rule with individual ordinances
due to the fact that his executive competences were not fully regulat-
ed.” In fact, the wording of the law on the responsibility of the Ban
allowed for the interpretation of his responsibility on the grounds of
the (political) inappropriateness of his official actions;* however, the
political reality was completely inappropriate for a claim on such
grounds to be implemented.

6. The Ban as minister?

An important question implicit in the role of the Ban is whether
such a position could be seen to represent the position of a minister at
all. Ban Mazuranié¢ was eager to build the position of his government
as a real parliamentary government, and submitted several proposals
to the Central Government in that direction, notably: the proposal
that the Ban be entitled ‘the Ban-Minister of the Land’; that he be ap-
pointed without the participation of the Hungarian prime-minister;
that the right of countersignature of Croatian laws should belong ex-
clusively to the Ban, while the countersignature of the Croatian-
Slavonian Minister should be abolished; and that the heads of the
deputies should become more independent and directly responsible. to
the Sabor. However, the Central Government insisted on the provin-
cial status of Croatia and Slavonia, and rejected such initiatives ei-
ther on the basis of formal arguments or by explicit exposition that
the Croatian Sabor was only a provincial assembly with extended ju-
risdiction, whereas the Ban was a high administrative official, the
governor, with disciplinary responsibility; for these reasons, regula-
tions that upgraded these institutions to the status of parliament and
real government were not acceptable.*

However, the institutional position of the Ban was much closer to
that of minister than that of governor for two main reasons: first, the
Ban’s responsibility was fully contained within the Croatian au-
tonomous political system without any institutional possibility of ex-
ternal influence; second, the Ban’s position was coordinated with the
position of the Croatian-Slavonian minister as well as with other min-
isters of Central Government. It could also be said that both the Croa-
tian-Slavonian Minister and the Ban had a right of countersignature;
that the Croatian-Slavonian Minister could not intervene in the Ban’s
official proposals to the king; that the Ban’s proposal of the Sabor’s
laws for the king’s approval and the minister’s complaint were theo-
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retically equal; that the procedure of the Ban’s responsibility before
the Sabor was typical for ministerial responsibility, drafted on the ba-
sis of the Austrian model. In addition, the extensive competences and
the legal-political position of the Ban in the Croatian political system,
as well as his traditional legitimacy, indicate a constitutional, and not
simply an administrative, dimension to his functions. The legal-polit-
ical dependence of the Ban on the Hungarian prime minister — re-
garding the procedure of his appointment - was equal to the position
of any other minister in the Hungarian government appointed
through the same procedure. In fact, the Ban’s political position was
even more autonomous than that of the Hungarian ministers: the lat-
ter were responsible to the Hungarian Diet where the Prime Minister
could politically influence deputies, while the Ban was responsible to
the Sabor which was beyond the direct influence of the Hungarian
Prime Minister. Thus, the institutional position of the Ban could be
said to be that of a minister.*

However, the political reality was different. In spite of the Ban’s re-
sponsibility to the Sabor, as well as his extensive competences and vir-
tually autonomous position, all Croatian Bans after 1880 focussed their
attention more on the Central Government than on the Sabor; this was
due to the overall framework of relations set down by the Croatian-
Hungarian Compromise, and the structure of political power.

Another consequence of such a legal and political context was that
the position of the deputies’ heads did not develop towards a de facto
political status, in spite of the fact that important persons from Croa-
tian political and cultural life occasionally occupied these positions. In
a different scenario, the position of the Ban would probably have de-
veloped into the position of de facto prime minister. However, depart-
ment heads remained purely administrative officials due to their not
having a right of countersignature; because of this, the collective re-
sponsibility of the government could not develop either. !

7. Conclusion

The institution of the Ban’s responsibility was a specific version of
ministerial impeachment whose particularity was determined by the
autonomous position of Croatia-Slavonia. The institute of the Ban’s
responsibility shared standard normative features of legal ministeri-
al responsibility, but it also had certain specific variations and funec-
tions. The specificities were determined by the semi-open structure
of the Croatian political system, and by political ambiguity in rela-
tion to Budapest consisting of tensions between dependence and in-
dependence.

The Ban’s responsibility lay at the crossroads of constitutional law,
disciplinary law, penal law and politics; it belonged to the type of re-
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sponsibility processed before a High Court with a juridical-political
composition, in a quasi-judicial procedure, and was based on grounds
of severe violations of law with implications on the political nature of
the Ban’s role. The content of these regulations reflected Croatian
specificities such as the unicameral Diet, and a focus on the autono-
my of the position.

In Croatia, impeachment was not implemented in practice and its
function was, as elsewhere, considered primarily as moral-political
and preventive. However, the degree of this a priori effectiveness was
even more doubtful which is clear from the number of violations of
Croatian autonomy in the interests of Budapest. This would indicate
that merely legal means were not enough for the control of political
power concentrated in government, and that indirect political de-
pendency on Budapest affected the functioning of autonomous insti-
tutions, and the system as a whole. However, the introduction of the
Ban’s impeachment was not useless — it had a structural, value-ori-
ented and symbolic importance in the building of a modern Croatian
political system.

The most important and the most specific characteristic of the Ban’s
impeachment regarded its essential function. In the case of Croatia,
the function of impeachment was twofold, unlike conventional exam-
ples where the origin and main function of ministerial impeachment
was the control of government by parliament. In the Croatian case,
the primary function of impeachment was the protection of Croatian
autonomy, while the original function of impeachment, i.e. the limi-
tation of government by representatives of society, was in fact of sec-
ondary importance.
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Luigi Compagna

August 1897: a New Parliamentary Assembly
is born in Basel

During the winter of 1884 a conference of Chibbat Zion was held in
the Silesian Voivodeship at Katowice. But it wasn't there that the
Zionist movement transform itself into the Jewish nation parliament
there. It happened only in Basel during august 1897. Unlike Herzl,
Pinsker did not succeed in mediating between diverse political fac-
tions and free thinkers, between traditionalism and modernism, be-
tween the difficulties of the emigration to Palestine comparing to the
appeal of America, between the idealism and socialism of the Lovers
of Zion and the paternalist capitalism of Baron Maurice de Hirsch
and Baron Edmund de Rothschild. In sum, between the Eastern and
the Western branches of European Jewry.

Early Zionism was not only missing a leadership, a Moses in a
sense, it also seemed to be bound to support grassroots initiatives,
marked by an inherent inaptitude toward national and liberal parlia-
mentarianism. Herzl was able to modify exactly this fateful path,
moving its course from East to West.

At the end of the nineteenth century, Theodor Herzl defined Great
Britain as the ‘Archimedes’ Point’ upon which the lever of Zionism
ought to be placed. In his opinion, two main reasons displayed strong
connection with Disraeli’s England: the first one was the political ge-
ography between Britain and Turkey which would have, in fact, in-
spired the diplomacy of Zionism. The second was the presence of a
kind of parliamentarianism (most likely tory — namely national-popu-
lar — than whig, considering the need to involve as active participants
the Jews of Eastern Europe) by which shaping Zionism as a move-
ment with a strong statual inspiration.

In political terms, both in Disraeli’s view as in Herzl's, sephardite
ideas in favour of tradition, authority and hierarchy, were conceived as
tories ideas. However, the Tories themselves were responsible for op-
posing the motion, proposed in 1847, that would have allowed obser-
vant Jews to sit in Parliament. On that occasion, as mentioned in Dis-
raeli’s Life of George Bentinck, merely four conservative deputies had
voted in favour of the measure: Disraeli himself, the same Bentinck.
Thomas Baring and Milness Gaskell. It was precisely the speech that
Bentinck gave on that occasion that actually determined the fading of
its leadership. Nevertheless, by defeating Bentinck, the tories had in
fact indirectly contributed to paving the way for Disraeli’s leadership.



