The Failure of Democracy in Eastern Europe - Post WWI





	From 1914 - 1918, the Great War was the scene of many military firsts in warfare.  The machine gun, tank, airplane, submarine, poison gas, and others were first employed on a large scale.  Total war, the struggle of entire nations, including both their military and civilian elements, became a harsh reality of combat in the age of industrialization.  The result of this conflict was so staggering a loss of human life that it was difficult to imagine much less comprehend.  Often times, such a catastrophic event creates conditions which were never intended, and which may not have been possible as a result of any less cataclysmic scenario.  The war signaled the end of centuries of foreign rule and domination by outsiders in Eastern Europe.  The defeat and dissolution of the Russian tsarist empire of Nicholas, the vast Austro-Hungarian empire of the Hapsburgs, the centuries old domination of the Ottoman Empire in the Balkans, and the militaristic empire of the German Reich was a historical coincidence of unimagined proportion.  The defeat of the dominating forces of over two thirds of the European continent had not been an initial war aim of any power following the assassination of Archduke Frans Ferdinand in Bosnia in 1914.  Although stagnant trench warfare characterized the four years of war, the speed at which these four short years changed the social and economic climate of Europe, not to mention the map and the physical boundaries of nations, left peacemakers unprepared for the task at hand.  Unlike any other time in the history of Eastern Europe, the door had been opened and favorable conditions existed for the establishment of sovereignty for the small oppressed nations of Eastern Europe.  Initial gains were impressive.  Tripartite Poland finally overcame 150 years of separation and rejoined the map of Europe.  The peoples of Czech and Slovak lands were united in the new country of Czechoslovakia, as the South Slavs, including the Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes merged into the newly created Yugoslav nation.  As impressive as the unfolding of these events at Versailles were, the Treaty of Trianon, June 4, 1920, failed to establish security in the region.�  Democracy, as a political institution, failed to prevail in the post war years.  President Woodrow WilsonÕs claim that the war had been waged and won to make the world Òsafe for democracyÓ was a platitude rather than an actuality.


	In examining conditions in Europe where fledgling democracy failed to take root, it is important to note the environmental and chronological differences between the establishment of democracy in America and in Eastern Europe after WWI.  The ruling class in both the American colonies and the emerging nations of Eastern Europe consisted of the bourgeoisie or well-to-do citizens, but this similarity is outweighed by the distinctive and glaring differences between the two.  The colonies revolted when the United States and the world was an agrarian, pre-industrial society.  Although this was also true of the new Eastern European nations, it was their Òbackwardness,Ó their agrarian characteristic in the face of an industrialized world that put them at a disadvantage from 1607-1775, the colonies were somewhat autonomous, partaking in a system of absentee foreign rule.  In Eastern Europe, this timeframe was significantly shorter, only lasting from 1918-1939.  Individual rights were guaranteed in the new United States Constitution, whereas Eastern European nations comprised of many ethnicities attempted to infuse group rights in their governments, thus undermining national stability from the very start.  As a nation of immigrants, Americans lived far from their motherlands and fatherlands, unlike the ancient rivalries that existed in places like Transylvania and the Balkans and were kept alive and well in cultural lore well into the 20th century.  Finally, the United States, protected by two of the worldÕs greatest oceans, remained somewhat free of outside influences, as compared to the direct influence of the church, European Empires, Hitler, and Stalin in Eastern Europe.  Therefore, democracyÕs failure in Eastern Europe cannot only be attributed to factors such as poor leaders, political corruption, ethnic rivalries, and lack of republican traditions, but was in no way guaranteed even if these most noticeable setbacks in the years 1918-1939 had not occurred.


	Historian Hugh Seton-Watson states that, ÒPeasant poverty, bad education, bad administration, and an ignorant and irresponsible ruling class destroyed all hope of Democracy in Eastern Europe between the wars.Ó�  In 1918, these nations sought the French Revolution ideals such as freedom, equality, and brotherhood for all.  But to do so required an indigenous ruling class which had been historically suppressed before 1918.  The newly forming bourgeoisie were not always a welcome addition in predominantly peasant societies.  The problem with democracy was that it had not been a goal from the outset of The Great War; moreover, the creation of a socialist state in Russia, a doctrinal and ideological enemy of republican parliamentarianism, was a disturbing surprise to the West.  In short, in 1914, none of the worldÕs leaders had a design for the post war era.�  In Eastern Europe after WWI, democracy failed because it failed to guarantee good rulers, provide solutions for the peasant population, remain stable during troubled economic times, and resist repression and the onslaught of reactionary elements in government.


	Problems affecting the lives of Eastern Europeans between the wars were economic and social, not political.  Among their needs were more food to eat, more land, more justice and personal security, better agriculture, employment in industry, and better bureaucracy and courts.  Any form of government, theoretically, could provide these.�  A nationalist intellectual class, whose interests lay in the army, bureaucracy, and commerce, formed the ruling class in Eastern Europe from 1918-1941.  Economically, it never ruled on behalf of the peasants, relegating government to that of a Robber State.  Socially, modern romantic nationalism, that which formed the Eastern European nations after WWI, made reconciliation and cooperation between ethnic majorities and minorities impossible.�  For the predominant peasant population, language and customs were upheld as the national idea.  But nationalism as a phenomena of the 19th and 20th centuries was a tool of the intellectual elite.  Therefore, the uneducated peasant could not understand refinements in constitutional law or various theories of historical rights and national sovereignty proposed by the intelligentsia.  Political groups, anxious to gain support from the industrialized Western peacemakers at Versailles, turned to nationalism as their holy grail.  Even though this philosophy was used in part, to gain the support of the masses within their own countries, nationalists focused explicitly on territorial issues and by definition remained intolerant of religious and ethnic diversity.�  


	The new bourgeoisie was formed from the village population.  Attendance at the university became the most important step in their personal social advancement.  Top students joined the ranks of free professionals, while average students sought a plethora of state civil service jobs.  In Czechoslovakia and Greece, a substantial number of bourgeoisie already existed, while in Romania, Yugoslavia, and Bulgaria, hurried efforts were made to increase the size of this class.  In some cases, the desire for an increase in members of the commerce and industry classes, included an anti-Semitic overtone, such as in Hungary.�  This new bourgeoisie encountered resistance from such groups as landowners and the new industrial working class, but its conflict with the peasant population was the most important political conflict in Eastern Europe.�  In Poland, Romania, and the Balkans, pseudo-Democratic politics and liberal constitutions were coupled with dishonest police machines.  Elections were farces, with their outcomes known.  Votes were bought, sometimes with vodka, often coerced, and party politics were viewed with apathy.  HungaryÕs bourgeoisie was formed by landowners who had been ruined by the agricultural crisis of the mid-19th century, but who kept their aristocratic mentality.  The szlachta, the country gentry of Poland, impoverished under the Partitions in the 18th century, drifted towards civil service positions and the free professional class.  Like Poland, the Hungarian ruling class was a combination of aristocracy, the remaining great families, and a middle class whose recruits came from the wealthier strata of the peasant villages.�  Whether or not these developments were beneficial or not is a matter of speculation, for in Serbia, Bulgaria, and Slovakia, there existed no native aristocracy nor an old Commercial class.  The peasantry was clearly the dominant social group.  As a result, the ruling class in these countries were eventually comprised of army officers, rich peasants, and small shop keepers.  In Albania, a tribal society existed as a result of contact with the Ottoman Empire for so many centuries.  Nationalism failed to overcome clan loyalty in this nation, so unprepared for democracy.�  


	Unlike the rather secular American Democratic Experience, Eastern EuropeÕs political culture had its roots in ecclesiastical and monarchical paternalism.  The majority of the composition of Eastern Europeans were either Orthodox or Catholic Christians, and the Balkans added a significant Muslim population.  Even by the 20th century, religious toleration was far from universal acceptance and democracy could not flourish in an area not ready for the ideals of Wilsonian freedoms and peaceful coexistence.�


	In an effort to earn the support of their peasant masses, the new Eastern European leaders attempted to legislate much needed land reforms.  The outcome of these efforts varied greatly, but its overall failure is the clearest depiction of a bureaucracy with little regard to its constituency and thus, without much hope of establishing a truly democratic form of government.  During and immediately following WWI, the Austro-Hungarian monarchy, Poland, and the Kingdom of Romania attempted to pass land reform legislation.  In Hungary and Poland, a moderate redistribution of land occurred, but mainly due to the fact that a native aristocracy existed in those countries, unlike others.  Ethnic hurdles caused by Moslems in Bosnia and Yugoslavia and German and Hungarian landlords in Czechoslovakia led to minimal gains for peasants.  Romania, on the other hand, passed the most radical land redistribution legislation, partly on account that Bessarabia and its proximity to the Bolshevik Revolution was a territorial award after WWI.�  Land reform in Romania and Croatia weakened the aristocracy, thus causing the ruling class to be more bourgeoisie in character, involving middle class members of the civil service, commerce, and intellectuals.


	PolandÕs goals after WWI were to re-create a national consciousness and identity and to establish a state capable of protecting its independence and territorial integrity.  To accomplish these priorities, short term goals of agriculture and land reform and an eradication of the deep economic differences between the three post partition regions.�  The poverty of the peasants was not overcome by modest land reform measures.  By maintaining their meager incomes, the peasant population created little demand for manufactured goods.  After WWI, German, Austrian, and Russian markets for Polish goods disappeared with the onset of Polish independence.  In this regard, the failure of land reform and Polish independence hurt Polish industry.�


	In Hungary, Count Michael K‡rolyi, the Prime Minister, carried out land reform by dividing 50,000 acres of his private estate among the peasants and calling for universal suffrage for men aged 21 and women aged 24.  Still, democracy failed to take hold because the pre-1914 Magyarization policy under the Austro-Hungarian Empire had created such ethnic hatred throughout the country.�  Immediately following WWI, Bela KunÕs establishment of the Hungarian Soviet Republic failed to produce lasting changes.  Industry was socialized, church land and property was confiscated and SoldiersÕ, WorkersÕ, and PeasantsÕ Councils were established to govern the country.  After being ousted by Count Bethlen, a conservative dictatorship existed in Hungary between 1921-1931.  Land reforms ended with the death of Stephen Szabo«, President of the Small LandownerÕs Party.�


	Peasant movements, most notably in Yugoslavia, the Croatian Peasant Party founded by Stefan Radic«, in Bulgaria, The Agrarian Party of Stephen Stamboliiski, and in Poland, The          Party of          Witcos, labored to unify a people who lived in scattered villages.  Moreover, the peasants were suspicious of all townspeople, especially bureaucrats.  The eventual failure of these movements to provide gains for their peasant constituency was based on several factors.  The less educated peasants rallied to the initial success of these movements, but non-peasants soon joined the parties and diluted peasant platform.  Some movements had no clear aims and swayed from Left to Right on issues, once liberal fringe groups becoming conservatives and even reactionaries.  Finally, it was the kulaki, the Russian term for medium and large land holding peasants who held the power in these parties, not the more numerous poorer peasants.�


	At the Paris Peace Conference at the end of WWI, Wilson and Lloyd George knew little about the ethnic, linguistic, and cultural complexities of the region.  Pure national self determination would have factionalized Eastern Europe, and after the Communist Revolution in Russia, a buffer zone was deemed necessary to protect the countries of Western Europe.  Therefore, political compromises were made which failed to take into account these differences.  Multinational states emerged in Poland, Czechoslovakia, Romania, and Yugoslavia where minorities resented the ruling majority.�  


	Democracy allows for dissension, but when the source of conflict is artificially created by outsiders, in this case, the peacemakers at Versailles, the natural course of conflict and resolution may be considerably undermined.  Romania, during the Great War, had signed a separate peace with Germany, thus committing the sin that Russia had against its allies.  But Romania declared war again and thus became a Òvictorious ally.Ó  At Versailles in 1918, Romania received Bessarabia from Russia.  Recognizing the Western allies fear of Communist Russia, Romania exploited her geographic position to West as a bulwark against Bolshevism.�  Romania believed that they liberated their new provinces, Bukovina, Transylvania, Banat, and Bessarabia, but ethnic hostility spread as Romanians in Bukovina cooperated with the government against a Ukrainian and Jewish minority.  Although no democracies were established in the inter war period which survived the coming of the Second World War, it is interesting to note the relative success of Czechoslovakia as compared to all other Eastern European countries.  To state the democracy was simply not possible given the state of affairs in Eastern Europe would be to ignore the potential closeness that some nations were to achieving a free, democratic status.


	Czechoslovakia had a balance of social forces and a strength of liberal tradition that allowed for an achievement of some measure of true Democracy in the inter war period.�  Like Greece, the ruling class was strongly bourgeoisie in character, illustrating a balance of commercial, intellectual, and bureaucratic elements.  The civil service was recruited from both the peasantry and the industrial working class.�  On October 14, 1918, the Czechoslovakian National Council was recognized by the allies.  Professor T. G. Masaryk became the first President of the republic.  Dr. Karel Kam‡rö became the Prime Minister, and the National Democratic Party was formed.  The party was similar to the Polish Endeks, but they were opposed to church influence in politics.  Land reform and currency reform, with the creation of the new Czech crown, became the first policies of the nationÕs economic reform movement.�  An Agrarian Party, called the Czech Republican Party was formed by Antonia Sövehla and became the dominant party in the history of independent Czechoslovakia.  In the beginning, it served as a peasant party, but soon it took advantage of the democratic necessity of coalition politics and was comprised of many elements not of the peasant class.  This Agrarian party was sometimes related to the Legionary gangs in Poland, but the important differences were that the Czech government did not monopolize power, it was devoted to the traditional conception of parliamentary democracy, its leaders were morally superior, and that it ceased to become a party which solely represented peasant interests, thus avoiding the downfalls of group rights and interest group legislation.�  


	Masaryk, a Slovak himself, promised political and lingual autonomy for the Hungarian Slovaks in the country.  The Pittsburg Agreement of June 30, 1918 called for a Slovak Diet, autonomous administration and law courts, and that the Slovak language was the official language in schools and public affairs.  Even though this autonomy never actually occurred for the Slovaks or Ruthenes in Czechoslovakia, German dismemberment and occupation of the country in WWII interrupted what may have been its eventually successful implementation.�


	Czechoslovakia had the best preconditions for creating and sustaining a democratic government.  Nearly half, 48%, of its population was urban, and the countryÕs illiteracy rate was a mere 4.1%.  Owing to years under the Austro- Hungarian Empire, there was an absence of a native aristocracy.  It had a large middle class, and relative to the other countries of Eastern Europe, its economic development was substantial.�  As a result, it did not suffer as severely during the Great Depression.  The absence of Catholic political influence, usually reactionary, was beneficial.  And due to the liberal and humanitarian tradition of leaders like Tom‡sö Masaryk, the ruling class never resorted to violent oppression, even during economic conflicts between bourgeoisie and workers�, as exemplified by the legal status of the Czechoslovakian Communist Party.  The Petka, the five parties forming the majority of the government followed guiding principles of compromise and cooperation.�


	Unfortunately, CzechoslovakiaÕs western administrative tradition did not sit well with Slovak Catholic priests whose poor education and equating the Czechs as devils hindered ethnic reconciliation.  In addition, legislation involving group interests has historically been unsuccessful, and broken promises, such as those offered by the Pittsburg Agreement in 1918 damage the hope of democracy almost as much as overt oppression.  In short, differences in cultural and political tradition led to the downfall of the republic.  Historian Sharon L. Wolchik states, Ò...it was the ethnic conflict that ultimately provided the pretext for the breakup of the Czechoslovak Republic in 1938.Ó�  CzechoslovakiaÕs heterogeneous ethnic composition and policies with regard to ethnic issues created weaknesses that could be exploited by outside actions.  Konrad Henlein, the founder of the Sudeten German Party, a minority group in Czechoslovakia, was the most instrumental in using the countryÕs failure in cultural pluralism to dismantle the fledgling democracy.�


	The Great Depression of the 1930Õs was the clearest example of democracyÕs inability to provide a political solution to an economic dilemma.  ÒDuring the pre-Depression years, the peasantry was neglected by the Eastern European Governments, which devoted themselves to such economic activity as directly interested the ruling class.Ó�  The WWI peace treaties dismembered the Central European interdependent economic system formed under the Austro-Hungarian empire.  These new states chose specialization according to the principle of comparative advantages, as had been the case forced by monarchs of the empire.  But the successor states chose isolationism to achieve independence and autonomy.  Bans were placed on imports and exports, protectionist tariffs were enacted, and strict control of foreign exchange transactions occurred.�  ÒCentralization of government decision making due to the Great Depression doused the flames of fledgling representative institutions.Ó�  During and after the Depression, European governments began to interfere in industry and founded enterprises of their own.  This manipulation decreased the flow of foreign investments into these Eastern European countries at a time when they needed them most.  When investment did occur, it included so many conditions that state planning for industrialization was disrupted and foreign investors began to dictate policy.  Not only were these conditional investments resented, but the new governments lacked the freedom to decide upon public works projects to help the peasantry, if they were so inclined.�  Of course, industrialization, so important to these emerging nations, lay the heavy economic burdens on the masses.  For example, the Yugoslav Tobacco Monopoly charged a price of 20 times the cost to produce cigarettes.  Proceeds were spent on the ruling class, and social services, public works projects, and the peasantsÕ security diminished.  In Hungary, Bethlen’s government was on the road to rule of law and parliamentarianism, only to have his economic recovery measures, such as foreign loans, and internal gains, such as education and subsidies thwarted by a failure of the international economic system.�  This scenario was replicated throughout the region during the economically troubled 1930Õs.


	In Hungary, the scenario was just the opposite.  The Treaty of Trianon dismembered Hungary by removing two-thirds of its territory and population.  This was perhaps one of the greatest failures of self determination.  This social and cultural political goal was subverted by the wartime political goal of punishing the defeated enemy after the war.  Prior to the war, Hungary consisted of 138,000 square kilometers of land inhabited by Magyars, but only 93,000 square kilometers remained for independent Hungary after the treaty.�  FranceÕs desire to establish a buffer zone against Soviet Russia and defeated Germany influenced the harsh treatment of Hungary.  The land taken was given to Poland and Romania, both states hostile to Germany and Russia, respectively.  Even defeated Austria received Burgenland (…rsŽg) of Hungary to prevent a future German Anschluss of Austria.


	The question of PolandÕs status after the war regarded its incorporation, for it had not been a whole country since the second half of the 18th century.  A Great Poland would extend from the Baltic to the Black Sea, as many imperial-minded nationalists desired, and a Little Poland would be inhabited by areas with a Polish ethnic majority.�  Josef Pilsudski, born in the Russian Partition of Poland, believed that Russia was his countryÕs enemy.  In WWI, Poland fought with Germany and Austria-Hungary against Russia from 1914-1916 for the promise of independence for the German and Austrian controlled Partions, plus whatever was taken from Russia.�  The Polish question at the end of the war involved the existence of two legitimate governments.  Pilsudski, the moderate left leader of the Polish Socialist Party, granted universal suffrage in January of 1919 and the elected Sejm recognized him as leader.  The Allies, however, recognized the exiled Polish National Committee in Paris under the Endek (Nation Democrat Party) leader Dmowski.�  This political schism was only one in a series for the newly reformed nation.  The Polish ethnic population was divided along lines of the German, Austrian, and Russian Partitions and 150 years of foreign rule.  The Germanized western Polish were discriminated against by those of the East and South Partitions.  The highly organized and efficient government and economically sound German Partition had little or no Polish representation in the Reichstag.  The highly organized Austrian government, although less economically sound had a very high number of Polish representatives in the Reichsrat.  The Russian Partition had existed under tsarist autocracy and poor economic development.  In 1905, the first elections to the Duma produced some Polish representation.�  The politically and ethnically diverse Polish nation participated in the Polish Soviet War from 1919 to 1921 and the Treaty of Riga produced no victors, just a multinational state with a two-thirds Polish popular majority.  Poland embarked on a violent pacification of Ukranian and Belorussian minorities in the southeast.�  This event and PilsudskiÕs hatred of Russia would have ramifications during and after the Second World War.  Even though the liberal Polish Constitution, based on the French model, was established in 1921, the conflict with Russia added intolerance immediately to the political system and the S.D.K.P.L., the Polish Communist Party was outlawed.�


	On November 23, 1918, the combination of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes in the Yugoslav National Council was a questionable Allie creation.  Serbia was ÒgivenÓ Slovenia, Dalmatia, Croatia, Bosnia, and Macedonia, and those who cooperated received government posts.  Prince Alexander established the Karadjordevic dynasty, Nicola Pasöic became the Serbian Prime Minister and Father Korosÿec was named President.  Almost all elements of division existed in this alliance, ethnic groups, monarchs, and religious influence.  The Croation Peasant Party under Stephen Radicÿ distrusted Serbians and had voted against unification in 1918.  On October 9, 1934, King Alexander was assassinated in France and Serbians were outraged.  The Karadjordevic dynasty was their own.  Croat-Serb relations were at a crisis.  But Father Korosÿec Slovene Concordat with the Catholic Church in Rome brought Serbs and Croats together with the Sporazum of August 26, 1939.�


	In Eastern Europe, democracy became associated with all things anti-Communist.  Indeed, the people of the region had little experience in the democratic tradition, but this definition of what democracy was not (communist) failed to impart the very principles that it was, and what it stood for.  This inadequate definition had a profound impact on peasants and its negative reception hindered the establishment of democratic systems of government after WWI.  Injustice in the bureaucratic system marginalized all peasant complaints and protests as the work of communists.  The patriotic gendarmes word in court was taken above that of the subversive peasant.�  Administrative abuses by corrupt officials intensified older sources of conflict under autocratic monarchies or military feudalistic rulers.  If this corrupt system after WWI represented democracy, then potentially loyal peasants were driven to the promises of communism or separatism.�  Communist propaganda about Social Justice and revolution were easy for the uneducated peasantry to understand and had a large scale appeal.  Although the Communist Party existed in all Eastern European countries, it was only legal in democratic Czechoslovakia.  But repression by central governments after WWI against all things Bolshevik actually deteriorated support for democracy.  Communism became associated with civil liberties and those brave individuals who fought for freedom, asked for reforms, protested bureaucratic abuses, and resisted army repression.�  The extent of political negativism and intolerance varied in Eastern Europe.  It was least evident in urbanized and industrialized Czechoslovakia, and most evident in countries both penalized and rewarded by the allies after WWI, such as was the case with Hungary and Romania.�


	Bela KunÕs overthrow of the Karolyi government in Hungary was strengthened by returning prisoners of war from Russia who told tales of the great Bolshevik revolution.  The poor treatment of Hungary by the allies at the Peace talks in Versailles had been a major factor also.  The radical victory was short lived.  The Hungarian Soviet Republic was ousted when the Hungarian Red Army was defeated at the Tisza River by Romanian troops who later occupied Budapest on August 4, 1919.  An era of White Terror began as the ÒAwakening MagyarÓ counterrevolution tortured and killed former communists and Jews.  Thus the failure of both Bela KunÕs communist revolution and Mikl—s HorthyÕs reactionary government discredited both communism and democracy in Hungary.�


	The 1920Õs were a time of international peace and stability, but democracy did not take hold and flourish in any nation other than Czechoslovakia, to some degree.  The population of Eastern Europe generally accepted conservative authoritarian rule, as had been the case in its long history.  Democracy finally lost out to the effects of the Great Depression and Right Wing totalitarianism.�  During the Depression, pseudo parliamentarianism gave way to police dictatorships and fascist regimes.  The ruling class, frightened by its own people, reacted against New Left extremist movements.�  The political parties, such as the Agrarian Party in Czechoslovakia, the Liberal Party in Romania, and the Radical Party in Yugoslavia became increasingly conservative after WWI and lost the goal of helping peasants.  The anti Bolshevik position of the new ruling bourgeoisie was to blame.�


	In some countries, democracy was seen as too radical.  Bulgaria had entered WWI on the side of Germany, which was seen as a betrayal to Russia who had liberated Bulgaria from the Turks.  Alexander Stamboliiski became Prime Minister in October of 1919 and was leader of the Peasant Movement.  He was seen as a communist by Yugoslavia, his Pan Slav brothers.�  Stamboliiski stressed that the Agrarian Movement was narodovlastie, meaning democracy in essence.  He formed a coalition government with the groups on the right, instead of the socialists and communists in the National Assembly.�  His land, tax, and military service reforms caused the bourgeoisie, the army, and the Internal Macedonian Revolutionary Organization to join forces against him.�  In June, 1923, Stamboliiski was captured, tortured, had his right hand severed, was stabbed, and beheaded in a bloody overthrow of the peasant government which has dug an irreconcilable chasm in Bulgarian politics which remains to this day.  The oppression of peasants and worker uprisings began, signaling an end to Bulgarian democracy.�


	In Yugoslavia, after the assassination of Stephen Radicÿ in 1928, Alexander established a Royal Dictatorship on January 6, 1929.  Like Monarchs Carol in Romania and Ferdinand and Boris in Bulgaria, Alexander manipulated political parties against one another while maintaining control of the army.  In Serbia, the existence of many political parties aided him in this endeavor.  Nationalism in Yugoslavia became anti-Croatian, and the Yugoslav Idea fell prey to Great Serbism.  This became the nature of AlexanderÕs dictatorship.�


	In Hungary, the revision of its borders in the Trianon Treaty led to the growth of reactionary groups such as the Arrow Cross.  This ultra-conservative party was founded by Ferenc Sz‡lasi as the Hungarian National Socialist Party.  To combat the dangers of isolation caused by the Little Entente (Yugoslavia, Czechoslovakia, and Romania friendship pact), Prime Minister Gyula Gombos met with Hitler in 1932, as Bethlen had met with Mussolini of Italy earlier, to establish friendly ties between the two countries.�


	In Poland in May, 1926, Pilsudski, who had left political life in disgust after the adoption of the liberal 1921 Constitution, marched on Warsaw.  In the ensuing coup d« Žtat, PilsudskiÕs reactionary forces ousted the Endeks, led by Grabski, and the Peasant Party, whose leader Witos was Prime Minister.�  Historian Andrzej Korbouski believes that the declining influence of Western European democracies, the rise of Nazi Germany and fascist Italy, the escalating national minorities conflict, and the deteriorating economic situation in the Great Depression caused democracy to fail in Poland, after its initial establishment with the democratic constitution of 1921.�


	The struggles and scrambles for power after WWI were not concerned with helping Òthe peopleÓ of the new nations.  The ruling parties came to power by elections, pressure, bribery, and promises which had no or little intention of fulfilling.  Democracy, in this sense, had failed.  When the masses tried to organize and unify under democracy, rival factions would unify to defeat them.  When dictatorships were established, the hope of democracy ended.�  By the end of the 1920Õs, democratic structures, which had been mandated by the allies after WWI, were almost non existent.  Poland, Albania, Bulgaria, and Yugoslavia had become outright dictatorships.  Hungary and Romania democracies were limping along, soon to fall to HitlerÕs fascism.  Czechoslovakia alone, with its successful urban and industrial traditions and policies, was the only nation true to pluralistic parliamentary democracy.�  In 1938, the Western nations sold this success story to Hitler at Munich in 1938.
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