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THE MORAVIAN SEPARATISM

Prohorevich A. (ITpoxopesuu A.A.), 1st Year Student, Faculty of History, BSPU, Minsk
Research Supervisor — Prystupa N., Candidate of Sciences in History, Associate Professor,
BSPU

Separatism has become a typical process for European countries, because in the end of XXth
century we can see some separate tends in different countries and regions e. g. Catalonia, Scotland,
Faroe Islands, Moravia and Silesia. So attempts of small regional groups to separate is considered
to be a natural political phenomenon.

Moravian separatism like other ones has been manifesting itself with different strength durir~
its history.

Thus, in 1830-1850 Moravian people tried to create their own language. The szieni sts
founded a grammar of this language. Then in 1945 Moravia got the autonomy at last, bc.in 194¢
lost it. In 1968 in Brno (central Moravian city) the “Community of Moravia and“silesi.” was
formed. Its aim was the fight for the autonomy for Moravia.

In 1986 Moravian people organized one more community for the autonemy, « it after 1990
such organizations started to lose their popularity [1]. Perhaps the main reason of that . 25 Velvet
revolution and the reforms followed it. However, it does not mean that Mor. “an 1 jion stopped
the attempts to get some autonomy in economic and political life.

Thus, the chairman one of the Moravian party Ivan Dii 1al said that they were not anti-
Czech, not chauvinists and not separatists, that they did not:ry to ake Moravia an independent
state, but on the hand they wanted some political and ecor’ mic inc>nendence. He added that
Czechoslovakia was not a mono-national state. Ivan Diima’‘also " anted .nat people abroad should
know that there were not only Czechs there [2].

Moravian parties tried to actualize the problem.. ey are  n_interesting subject of study for
two principal aspects: that of an experiment invok<2q a. ferent party and political identities and
forms of organization in the period of transiti>n tc plura st democracy in a post-communist
environment, and that of a link between ethno-reg. ‘al political actors and identity mobilization,
or a stimulator of a potential nation-buildirig pro. 'ss |

As soon as in the initial phase of re-demc sratization of Czechoslovakia and renewal of
political pluralism there were seveial “I. ravist’ or Moravian formations active in the post-
totalitarian environment of Moravia. In a broader sense, they were pro-Moravian oriented ones
trying to achieve political recosinition, i.>. to politicize the “Moravian issue” through their demand
for the territorial and administ . tive division of the state to be revised. However, only some of
those formations showed signs € transformation into genuine political parties or political
movements and of intzgzatic .in electoral competition, which primarily applied to the Moravian
Civic Movement (MOH »nd @ Movement for Self-Governing Democracy — Association for
Moravia and Silesia (HSD-N S) [3].

The Moravian « ‘vicNiovement (leader — Miroslav Richter) was formed in 1989 and was a
traditionalist, anti-con’ munist and Christian oriented movement with a background in Moravian
cultural“csocy tions /whose original ambition had been to form an influential pro-Moravian
pressire grocn within a relevant party or political movement. After the failure of negotiations with
the Ci e Forui ., MOH made up a pre-electoral coalition with the Christian Democratic Union, in
the nositi 0 of a junior partner. However, the result was far from satisfactory: in 1990 MOH only
dained ¢ne mandate in the Czech National Council (it was Zden¢k Smeélik). A split followed (with
p.t of ine members leaving for the Moravian National Party), as well as the loss of any political
pote.itial [3].

Unlike the Moravian Civic Movement, the Movement for Self-Governing Democracy —
Association for Moravia and Silesia was not exclusively anti-communist but rather aspired to
become a catch-all Moravian movement. It was formed by Boleslav Bérta in 1989/1990. The
HSD-MS platform was outlined in the Moravian-Silesian declaration calling for the establishment
of a self-government form of the Czechoslovak state based on “self-financing and natural
geomorphologic units”, i.e. the Czech, Moravian and Silesian lands (with their national) or ethnic
communities on the one hand and Slovakia on the other, unified in a federal republic of three
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countries. The association of the “rehabilitation of Moravia” with separatism or nationalism in this
context was a priori rejected (which was even easier because the concept of Moravians and
Silesians was rather vague and did not explicitly mean nations). The main issue for HSD-MS was
fiscal federalism and the central entity was Czechoslovakia. In case of disagreement of the Slovak
establishment to change the binary federation into a federate state of three entities, the HSD-MS
would have been ready to solve the “Moravian issue” within the Czech Republic provided the
status of the lands — the constitutive units of the state — were conferred to Bohemia, Moravia, but
also to Prague and Silesia [3].

It is worth to note that the Moravian parties repeatedly were part of the government. However
they were presented by a small number of members — from one to two percent of mandates wc. <
assigned to them. But since 1996 there have been no Moravian party in the parliament [4] We
have observed the decline of separatism in Czech.

As for nowadays the popularity of separate movement in Moravia has been lost.“11.> one o1
the reasons is their nationalist persistence. Some political scientists think if they got .'d of
separatism, chauvinism and hatred and transformed into a classic political party “oravians and
Silesians have their representatives in the parliament today.

Besides we can analyze the achievements and perspectives of Moraviia separatisi .'with the
scheme created by famous Czech scientist Miroslav Hroch. He defined three ¢ rono ogical stages
in the creation of a nation:

—  Phase A means that activists strive to lay the founditicn for a national identity. They
research the cultural, linguistic, social and sometimes historical attrio. *es of a non-dominant group
in order to raise awareness of the common traits;

—  Phase B means a new range of activists emergc¢ ' whe ~ougkhit to win over as many of
their ethnic group as possible to the project of creating 2 futt re nation ,

—  Phase C starts when the majority of the pop. ‘ation 1 7ns a mass movement and a full
social movement comes into conservative-clericaly e ral & ‘1 democratic wings, each with its own
program [5].

I think that the Moravian separate movemaant |bost it’s phase A and phase B. And probably it
will never cross to the phase C because t'iis mov. men. has not become mass and all the demands
such as liberty, equality etc. have be=n ' 'ready s tisfied. That’s why national interests have no
base to catch and develop.
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