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A Word of Introduction

This joint summary report by the Czech-Liechtenstein Commission of Historians
represents an important milestone in the relations between both of our countries.
On the one hand, the Commission of Historians examined the joint history of
Bohemia, Moravia and Silesia, as well as the House of Liechtenstein, while on the
other, they looked at the relations between both our countries in the 20th century.
The commission’s findings have contributed greatly towards better mutual under-
standing and have created a valuable basis for the continued cooperation between
the two countries.

The depth and thoroughness of this three-year work by the Commission of
Historians is impressive, and this extensive publication sheds light on the remark-
able and still visible mark that the House of Liechtenstein left behind on Bohe-
mia, Moravia and Silesia. The Commission of Historians also examined complex
periods in the relations between our two countries and identified issues which
both sides see differently. It is therefore incumbent on both of our countries to
assess the wide-ranging results of the Commission of Historians and make them
accessible to the general public so as to deepen our mutual understanding and
overcome stereotypes. We share the Commission’s opinion that we should build
on the positive aspects of our shared history.

The Commission of Historians’ work represents the public image of the
positive development in the relations on both sides following the re-establishment
of diplomatic ties on 8 September 2009. Political, economic and cultural coope-
ration has reached a remarkable level over a relatively short period of time. The
atmosphere of trust creates room for even more fundamental cooperation and
allows for current issues of interest to be studied in more depth.

Jan Kohout Aurelia Frick
Minister of Foreign Affairs Minister of Foreign Affairs

Vaduz / Prague, 13th January 2014






Foreword

Following three years of work the Czech-Liechtenstein Commission of Histo-
rians presented its summary report to the people and governments of the Czech
Republic and the Principality of Liechtenstein.

In 2009 the Czech Republic and Liechtenstein established diplomatic ties,
thus ameliorating a situation which had lasted since 1945. In 2010 the governments
of both countries established a commission of historians in order to examine the
development of relations within the context of their rich history to the present day.

The basis of this report, which concluded the work of the Commission of
Historians in 2013, was formed by four, two-day academic workshops which were
attended by between twelve and eighteen speakers; this yielded the publication of
four books of conference proceedings with around sixty essays in a German and
a Czech edition. In addition, several academic projects were commissioned which
were either published as part of the conference volumes (projects commissioned
from the Czech contingent of the Commission), or as an independent publication
(the Liechtenstein contingent of the Commission). The results of the projects were
also included in the conference proceedings. Three German-language research
volumes were additionally published from the Liechtenstein work. Commission
members also carried out their own research work. They also collaborated with
various specialists and institutions, which mainly included archives, museums and
universities in Brno (Briinn) and Prague. Throughout the period, the Commission
was involved in discussing and assessing various issues regarding Czech-Liechten-
stein relations.

The Commission has presented the summary report in a concise, compact
and readable form in four main chapters. The Introduction (Chapter 1) contains
the basis, assignment and mandate of the Czech-Liechtenstein Commission of
Historians, as well as describing its activities from 2010 to 2013, the character and
scope of the sources and literature, and a summary of the methods used.

A historical overview of the Princely House of Liechtenstein (chapter II)
guides the reader through its ancestral history from the Middle Ages to the pres-
ent, following the continuity as well as historical upheavals that it experienced,
especially in the 17th and 20th centuries. From the 18th century on, the Liechten-
steins were also the reigning princes of the Principality of Liechtenstein, which
meant that Czech-Liechtenstein relations took on the character of relations be-
tween two states.



In the chapter entitled Main Issues (chapter III), historical images and stereo-
types are looked at as “sites of memory”, which interconnect Liechtenstein and
the Lands of the Bohemian Crown to this day. The next subchapter looks at art
and its place in the history of the Princely House of Liechtenstein as a means of
ancestral representation. Important and still current themes address the family’s
reaction to the foundation of Czechoslovakia, the introduction of land reform
after 1920, the attitude of the Liechtensteins both before and during the Second
World War, and during the post-war period of confiscation

On the basis of its research, the Commission formulated certain conclusions,
put forward open questions and research desiderates, also modest recommenda-
tions.

The Commission of Historians, consisting of four specialists each from
the Czech and Liechtenstein sides, worked independently, academically and in a
collegial atmosphere. The summary report was unanimously approved by all the
members of the Commission.

The Commission is grateful for the help and cooperation of all of the spea-
kers, authors, researchers, archives, institutions which held workshops, universi-
ties in Vienna, Prague and Brno, representatives from both governments, both
ministries of foreign affairs, and in particular the two Commission secretaries,
Sandra Wenaweser and Petra Sojkova.

The Czech-Liechtenstein Commission of Historians:
Peter Geiger / Tomds Knoz / Eliska Fucikovd / Ondyej Hordk /

Catherine Horel / Johann Kréiftner / Thomas Winkelbauer / Jan Zupani¢

Brno /Schaan, 31th December 2013
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Preface to the English Edition

In December 2015 the Czech-Liechtenstein Commission of Historians received a
new mandate given jointly by the governments of the Principality of Liechtenstein
and of the Czech Republic. One of the goals of this new mandate is to spread the
knowledge of the common history of both countries.

The Commission, partly renewed, has decided, among other activities, to
publish an English edition of its Summary Report in addition to the German and
Czech language versions. Thus, researchers, universities, media and interested
individuals all over the world will have an easier access to its content and to a
better understanding of the often unknown relations between the Czech Republic
and the Principality and family of Liechtenstein. These relations date back to the
Middle Ages and underwent dramatic changes during the 20th century, the conse-
quences of which are felt even at the present time.

The English version of the Summary Report has been translated and publish-
ed without changing the content of the already published language versions. An
index has been added.

The Czech-Liechtenstein Commission of Historians:
Peter Geiger / Tomds Knoz / Tomds Dvovdk / Eliska Fucikovd / Ondyej Hordk /
Johann Krdftner / Thomas Winkelbaner / Ferdinand Trauttmansdorff

Vaduz/Brno, 24th May 2019
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Summary Report

a. The Czech-Liechtenstein Commission of Historians and its activities
2010-2013

(1) Background, objectives

In Prague on 8 April 2009, the Liechtenstein Minister of Foreign Affairs, Aurelia
Frick, and the Czech Minister of Foreign Affairs, Jan Kohout, signed a “Joint
declaration on establishing diplomatic relations between the Principality of Liech-
tenstein and the Czech Republic.” In addition they issued a “Memorandum of
understanding on the future Co-operation between the two countries”. Among
other things this document also established a “joint Czech-Liechtenstein Commis-
sion of Historians,” which was to address “the joint history of Bohemia, Moravia
and Silesia and the Princely House of Liechtenstein, as well as relations between
the two countries during the 20th century,” with the objective of “contributing
towards the mutual understanding of their common history, their hopes and chal-
lenges, and in so doing, create a sustainable basis for future fruitful cooperation.”
The establishment of the Czech-Liechtenstein Commission of Historians
was an important part of the process of restoring diplomatic relations. The Com-
mission was to shed light on historical issues that left the situation existing since
1945 deadlocked.
On 7 April 2010, the ministers Aurelia Frick and Jan Kohout signed a special

“Memorandum of Understanding” in Vaduz, the subject of which was the estab-
lishment of the Czech-Liechtenstein Commission of Historians. The document
repeated the objectives and outlined work methods, financing and public relations.
The work of the Commission of Czech-Liechtenstein Historians was to be inde-
pendent of any political bodies.?

! Joint declaration from 8th of September 2009, in: Horéicka/Marxer (publications of the

Czech-Liechtenstein-Commission of Historians, vol. 7, Vaduz 2013, p. 236.
2 Memorandum of Understanding from 8th September 2009, ibid., pp. 237-239.
> Memorandum of Understanding from 7th April 2010, ibid., pp. 239-240.
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The Czech-Liechtenstein Commission of Historians and its activities 2010-2013

(2) Appointments, composition, establishment

The Commission was established for three years and the ministers appointed a
total of eight academics, with four from Liechtenstein and four from the Czech
Republic. Each then appointed one co-chairperson.

Liechtenstein:
PD Dr. Peter Geiger (Co-Chairman), historian, Schaan
Prof. Dr. Catherine Horel, historian, Paris
Dr. Johann Krdftner, art historian, Vaduz — Vienna
Prof. Dr. Thomas Winkelbauer, historian, Vienna
The Czech Republic:
Prof. PhDr. Mgr. Tomds Knoz, Ph.D. (Co-Chairman), historian, Brno
PhDr. Eliska Fucikovd, CSc., art historian, Prague
Doc. PhDr. Jan Zupanif, Ph.D., historian, Prague
PhDr. Marek Vareka, Ph.D., historian, Hodonin (until June 2012)
JUDr. Mgr. Ondrej Hordk, Ph.D., legal historian, Olomouc (from June
2012)
Each party appointed one commission secretary:
Liechtenstein: Sandra Wenaweser, translator, Schaan
Czech Republic: Mgr. Petra Sojkovd, specialist in German studies, Brno
The Commission began work in Vienna in December 2010. During its first
meeting it established rules of procedure, a study plan and timetable.

(3) Financing

Each of the participating countries bears the costs for its appointed commission
members and the work of researchers employed by the particular party. The prince
contributed towards half of the costs of the Liechtenstein commission.

(4) Work methods

Each year the Commission had between three and four work meetings, which were
organised and presided over by the co-chairmen. The Commission also organised

academic workshops and commissioned several research projects. Outside of the
meetings, the internal communication between the members of the Czech-Liech-
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Summary Report

tenstein Commission of Historians was mainly carried out in advance electroni-
cally, and in work meetings.

The Czech-Liechtenstein Commission of Historians regularly updated both
ministries of foreign affairs on their activities, also through annual reports.

The co-chairmen of the Czech-Liechtenstein Commission of Historians
occasionally informed the public of its activities through the media, both in Liech-
tenstein and in the Czech Republic.

The Czech-Liechtenstein Commission of Historians worked independently
and professionally in a friendly and collegial atmosphere.

(5) Work meetings
The inaugural session of the Czech-Liechtenstein Commission of Historians took

place on 16 December 2010 in Vienna, followed by the first work meeting on the
same day. Over the course of the three years there was a total of 11 work meetings:

Ist meeting ~ Vienna 16 December 2010
2nd meeting  Prague 10 February 2011
3rd meeting  Budovice 11 April 2011
4th meeting ~ Vienna 16 June 2011
5th meeting ~ Vranov u Brna 12 November 2011
6th meeting  Prague 6 February 2012
7th meeting ~ Vienna 18 June 2012
8th meeting  Brno 3 December 2012
9th meeting ~ Prague 25 April 2013
10th meeting ~ Schaan 27 September 2013
11th meeting ~ Prague 13 December 2013

(6) Workshops

The Czech-Liechtenstein Commission of Historians organised four academic
workshops. Each of these was attended by between 12 and 18 speakers as well as
other discussants.

11 — 12 November 2011, Vranov u Brna
Liechtenstein Places of Memory in the Bohemian Lands

17



The Czech-Liechtenstein Commission of Historians and its activities 2010-2013

18-19 June 2012, Vienna
The Liechtensteins: Continuities — Discontinuities

2—4 December 2012, Brno
The Liechtensteins and Art

26-27 April 2013, Prague
The Princely House of Liechtenstein, Liechtenstein and Czechoslovakia in the 20th
Century

More than 60 papers were given at the four aforementioned seminars. Other
leading academics were present at the workshops as lecturers and discussants. The
interdisciplinary approach of the workshops was guaranteed by inviting experts
from various academic backgrounds. In addition to historians there were also art
historians, sociologists, lawyers, political scientists, landscape architects, geogra-
phers and musicologists. The interdisciplinary approach and diversity of methods
infused discussions with a fruitful vitality.

The plurality of the institutions was also reflected in the institutions from
where the experts came: Masaryk University Brno, Charles University Prague,
Ostrava University, Palacky University in Olomouc, the Mendel University of
Agriculture and Forestry Brno, Universitit Wien, Universitit Zirich, the History
Department and the Department of Art History of the Czech Republic Academy
of Sciences, the Moravian Regional Archive, Liechtenstein-Institut Bendern,
Prague City Archive, Liechtenstein-The Princely Collections, Vienna-Vaduz.

The Czech-Liechtenstein Commission of Historians has published the
results of these workshops in four compact and comprehensive volumes in both
Czech and German.

(7)  Research projects

The Czech-Liechtenstein Commission of Historians commissioned a series of
specific research projects. The Liechtenstein section of the Commission initiated
and financed six extensive research projects which were published in German in
separate publications as part of the Liechtenstein version of the publication board
of the Czech-Liechtenstein Commission of Historians. The researchers also spoke
at the aforementioned Commission workshops. With the help of Masaryk Univer-
sity’s Faculty of Arts (Philosophy), the Czech section of the Commission initiated
and financed four smaller projects that were presented as part of the Commission’s

18



Summary Report

workshops and published in German and Czech in the four workshop volumes of

the Commission.

The aforementioned extensive research projects initiated by the Liechten-

stein section are:
- Christoph Maria Merki: Liechtensteinische Giiter und Rechte in Bohmen, Mah-

ren und Schlesien vom Spatmittelalter bis ins 20. Jahrhundert. Zur Besitz-
geschichte der grenziiberschreitenden Dynastie Liechtenstein [The land hold-
ings and rights of the Liechtensteins in Bohemia, Moravia and Silesia from
the Late Middle Ages to the 20th century. The history of the posessions of the
transboundary dynasty of the Liechtensteins.]

Josef Loffler: Die Verwaltung der Herrschaften und Giiter der Fiirsten von Liech-

tenstein von der Mitte des 18. Jahrbunderts bis 1948 [The administration of
the dominions and land holdings of the Princes of Liechtenstein in the Czech
lands from the mid-18th century until 1948].

Susanne Keller-Giger: Zwei Lander — ein Fiirstenhaus. Ein Beitrag zur wechsel-

vollen Geschichte der Beziehungen zwischen dem Fiirstentum Liechtenstein
und den bobhmischen Lindern, der Tschechoslowakei und der Tschechischen
Republik [Two countries — one princely house. A contribution to the rich and
eventful history of the relations between the princely house of Liechtenstein
and the Czech lands, Czechoslovakia and the Czech Republic.]

Rupert Quaderer: Liechtenstein und die Tschechoslowakei nach dem Ersten Welt-

krieg. Versuche einer Anniherung: Bodenreform — Errichtung einer Gesandt-
schaft in Prag — Volkerbund [Liechtenstein and Czechoslovakia after the
First World War. Attempt to reconcile different approaches on: land reform
— establishing a diplomatic representation in Prague — the League of Nations].

- Viéclav Hor¢icka: Die Enteignungen von liechtensteinischem Vermogen in der

Tschechoslowakei 1945 bis 1948 [Confiscations of holdings of Liechtenstein
citizens in Czechoslovakia between 1945 and 1948].

- Roland Marxer: Die Beziehungen Liechtensteins zur Tschechoslowakei und zu

deren Nachfolgestaaten seit dem Zweiten Weltkrieg. Nachwirkungen und
Entwicklungen bis heute [The relations between Liechtenstein and Czecho-
slovakia and its successor states since World War I1. Consequences and further
developments until today.]

19



The Czech-Liechtenstein Commission of Historians and its activities 2010-2013

The aforementioned smaller research projects initiated by the Czech section are:

- Michal Koneény: Lednicko-valticky aredl. Krajina paméti nebo odraz vzorni-
kové literatury? [The Lednice-Valtice Avea. The Landscape of Memory or the
Reflection of a Sample of Literature?

- Radka Miltovéd: Mytologickd tematika v moravskych rezidencich Liechtensteinii

jako souldst rodové paméti [Mythological Themes in the Liechtensteins’

Moravian Residences as Part of Ancestral Memory]

- Vladimir Manas: Hudba na dvove Karla I. z Lichtenstejna [Music in the Court of
Karl I von Liechtenstein]

- Karina Hofeni — AlZbé&ta Steinerova — Vojtéch Drasnar — Kamila Kohoutkovd:

“Vytvdreni Lichtenstejni”. Soucasny sociologicky diskurz o lichtenstejnské

otdzce v Cesku [“Creating the Liechtensteins”. A contemporary sociological

discussion on the theme of the Liechtensteins.]

(8) Publications by the Czech-Liechtenstein Commission of Historians

The Czech-Liechtenstein Commission of Historians has brought out four pub-

lications from the workshops (in German and Czech versions), three research

tomes (in German and Czech versions) and this summary report representing its

conclusions.

Workshop books

20

tome 1:

tome 2:

tome 3:

tome 4:

Peter Geiger — Tomd$ Knoz (eds.): Liechtensteini-
sche Erinnerungsorte in den bobhmischen Landern /
Mista Lichtenstejnské pameéti [Liechtenstein Sites of
Memory in the Bohemian Lands]. 2012.

Peter Geiger — Tomd$ Knoz (eds.): Die Liechten-
stein: Kontinuitaten — Diskontinuitdten / Lichtens-
tejnové: kontinuity — diskontinuity. [The Liechten-
steins: Continuities — Discontinuities]. 2013.

Peter Geiger — Tomd$ Knoz (eds.): Die Liechten-
stein und die Kunst / Lichtenstejnové a uméni [The
Liechtensteins and Art]. 2013.

Peter Geiger — Tomds Knoz (eds.): Das Fiirstenhaus,
der Staat Liechtenstein und die Tschechoslowakei
im 20. Jabrbundert / Lichtenstejnové, Lichtenste-
jnsko a Ceskoslovensko ve 20. stoleti [The Liechten-
steins, Liechtenstein and Czechoslovakia in the 20th
Century]. 2013.



Research books tome 5:

tome 6:

tome 7:

Summary report  tome 8:

(9) Summary Report

Summary Report

Christoph Maria Merki — Josef Loffler: Das Haus
Liechtenstein in den bohmischen Lindern vom Mit-
telalter bis ins 20. Jahrbundert — Giiter, Rechte, Ver-
waltung. 2013 [Czech edition 2016]. [The House
of Liechtenstein in the Czech lands from the Middle
Ages to the 20th century]

Susanne Keller-Giger — Rupert Quaderer: Das Fiirs-
tentum Liechtenstein, die bobhmischen Linder und
die Tschechoslowakei — Geschichte der zwischen-
staatlichen Beziehungen. 2013 [Czech edition 2016].
[The Principality of Liechtenstein, the Czech lands
and Czechoslovakia — History of the bilateral inter-
state relations]

Viclav Horéi¢ka — Roland Marxer: Liechtenstein
und die tschechoslowakischen Konfiskationen von
1945. Vom Zweiten Weltkrieg bis zur Gegenwart.
2013. [Czech edition 2016]. [Liechtenstein and the
Czechoslovak confiscation measures of 1945. From
World War IT up to the present days. 2013]

Peter Geiger — Tomas Knoz — Eliska Fucikovd -
Ondfej Hordk — Catherine Horel — Johann Krift-
ner — Thomas Winkelbauer — Jan Zupanié&: Liech-
tensteinisch-tschechische Beziehungen in Geschichte
und Gegenwart, Synthesebericht der Liechtenstei-
nisch-Tschechischen Historikerkommission, Vaduz
2014 / Czech Edition: Cesko-lichtenstejnské vztahy
v déjindch a v soucasnosti. Souhrnni zpriva Ces-
ko-lichtenstejnské komise historikli, Brno 2014.
[Liechtenstein Czech Relations Past and Present.
Summary Report by the Czech-Liechtenstein Com-
mission of Historians]

The Czech-Liechtenstein Commission of Historians prepared this summary

report jointly. The members of the Commission were divided into representative

pairs, who prepared individual parts of the report based on their academic profile.
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The Czech-Liechtenstein Commission of Historians and its activities 2010-2013

The Commission then undertook the final discussions and approved the report
unanimously.

The summary report has been provided to both foreign ministries of both
governments. It was then published by the Commission.

(10) Concluding work 2013

The Czech-Liechtenstein Commission of Historians concluded its work at the
end of 2013. Whether there will be any further projects carried out, as recommend-
ed by the Commission, will depend on the will and intentions of the governments
of both countries.
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b. Sources, literature, research, methods

(1) Sources

The sources in Czech and German were studied in various archives across many
countries — in the Czech Republic, Liechtenstein, Austria, Switzerland and Ger-
many. To be named in particular are the National Archive in Prague, the Moravian
Regional Archive in Brno (Briinn), the Provincial Archive in Opava (Troppau)
(and their subordinate district archives), the Archive of the Prince of Liechtenstein
in Vienna, the National Archive in Vaduz, the Federal Archive in Bern and the
Federal Archive in Berlin. Many other smaller, local archives were additionally
used, accessed by subject specialists and members of the historians” commission.

Amongst the sources were several legal testimonials from the 1920s relating
to land reform, as well as the period of confiscation after 1945 and the legal dis-
putes since the 1990s.

Sources also include buildings, memorials and monuments, illustrated mate-
rial, also newspapers, the media and records from oral history.

In certain circumstances the older literature can serve as sources, for example,
for the appropriate evaluation of historical events relevant to the time.

(2) Literature

Very extensive and varied specialist literature, though often scattered, exists on the
issues examined by the Czech-Liechtenstein Commission of Historians, mainly
in German and Czech. This applies to the history of the Liechtenstein Princely
Family, but also to the history of the Principality of Liechtenstein, the history of
the Lands of the Bohemian Crown and its successor states. The important task
here was to make use of the literature and revelations existing on both sides in a
cooperative review.

In recent times, Moravia in particular has provided literature on the Liech-
tensteins, which targets not only a specialist readership, but also the general public.
It records the rich cultural history which the Liechtensteins left in Moravia in the
form of chateaux and palaces, churches, vineyards, and so on.

23



Sources, literature, research, methods

(3) Research

Significant research achievements have been made in the overall complex of the
area under investigation by both Czech and Liechtenstein historians. These
have examined the reciprocal relations and problems between the Lands of the
Bohemian Crown / Czech lands and Liechtenstein, which were published as
separate works (e.g. Dallabona, Horak, Hor¢icka, Vateka), or as part of larger
works (e.g. Beattie, Geiger, Haupt, Knoz, Quaderer, Winkelbauer, Zupanic). The
Czech-Liechtenstein Commission of Historians was able to base its research on
these valuable findings

Current interest centres on the elucidation of the events in the twentieth
century, on one hand the process of Czechoslovak land reform in relation to the
Liechtenstein family and the Principality of Liechtenstein, on the other in parti-
cular the confiscations carried out based on the Decrees of the President of the
Republic (the so-called Bene§ Decrees) of 1945. The Commission did not set out
to judge the Decrees, but very much so the labelling of the Princes of Liechten-
stein and other citizens of Liechtenstein as “Germans”, although the Principality
was a neutral state in both the First and Second World Wars. Other things to keep
in mind were the context of the time and the national argumentations reaching far
back in history, likewise the grounds for the deadlock lasting decades in inter-state
relations until 2009.

(4) Methods

The Czech-Liechtenstein Commission of Historians formulated special historio-
graphical issues relating to the general topic. These included a chronological view
of the development of the Princely House of Liechtenstein and its property, from
its first appearance in Moravia in the Late Middle Ages until the abrupt break in
the twentieth century. It likewise examined the relationship between the Principal-
ity of Liechtenstein and the Bohemian lands, respectively Czechoslovakia and the
Czech Republic to the present day. To this end, the Commission proposed several
research projects. At the same time, seminars were organised by the Commis-
sion, which were attended by specialists from various fields who helped to answer
some of the Commission’s questions. The Commission set out the main areas of
research as “sites of memory”, “continuity and discontinuity”, “art and prestige”,
“land reform and confiscation”, also “repercussions lasting until the present day»”.
Various methods, depending on the topic, were used to examine the different iss-
ues: general historical methods, legal-historical approaches, reflections from art
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Summary Report

history and cultural history, and in individual cases approaches from sociology,
political science, cultural geography, landscape architecture and music history. A
comparative approach was also considered to be important.

The academic work of the members of the Czech-Liechtenstein Commis-
sion of Historians included looking for, evaluating and analysing primary sources
and the literature, oral presentations and academic discussions, written records of
the new findings, and finally publishing the results and conclusion

25
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a.  The Middle Ages and the Early Modern Age (c. 1100-1805)

The ancestors of the Liechtenstein princes came to the Bavarian March of Austria
in the latter part of the 11th century as free noblemen, retainers and vassals of the
Margraves of Cham and Vohburg.* The so-called Cham-Vohburgs, or Rapoto-
nen-Diepoldingers, were a Bavarian family from the upper nobility who in the
second half of the 11th century brought a “sufficient number of warriors desirous
of settlement™ to the short-lived Hungarian March on the Morava and Leitha
rivers, on an outpost to the east in front of the Austrian March. The future lords
of Liechtenstein may have entered the service (ministeriality) of the Babenbergs
shortly after 1080, when the Vohburgs withdrew from the power circle of the
Babenbergs as supporters of King Heinrich IV in the investiture controversy. At
any event, in 1142 the Austrian margrave, Heinrich II ‘Jasomirgott’, asked King
Conrad III to intervene on behalf of his ministerial, Hugo von Liechtenstein-Pe-
tronell. Hugo was the first well-known representative of the family,* who a few
years earlier had built the Liechtenstein castle near Modling and had received free
tenure of the Petronell estates on the Danube from the King of the Romans, which
until then he had held as a fief granted by Diepold III of Cham and Vohburg.
Around the year 1200, the Liechtenstein family split into three lines with
residences in Liechtenstein, Petronell and Rohrau, which the individual lines
began to base their names on. Midway through the 13th century, the Liechten-
steins became part of the Austrian Estate of Lords (ministeriales Austrie), which
after 1246, following the death of the last of the Babenbergs, Friedrich II ‘the
Quarrelsome’, “blocked off the social ladder”. In the period from the mid-13th
century to the start of the 14th century, the family lost the estates of Liechtenstein,
Petronell and Rohrau. The forefather of all the later generations of the family was
Heinrich I of Liechtenstein (died 1266), who from 1239 was recorded as being

The Austrian Liechtensteins took their name from Liechtenstein Castle near Modling, and the
Styrian Liechtensteins from Liechtenstein Castle near Judenburg. These are two families of
different origins which began to merge through marriage from the 13th century on.

5 Weltin, Max: Ascherichsbrogge. Das Werden einer Stadt an der Grenze. NOLA, Mitteilungen
aus dem Niederosterreichischen Landesarchiv 10, 19861987, pp. 1-42, here p.15.

Between 1130 and 1143, Hugo I is mentioned at least seven times with the attribute of “von
Liechtenstein” (six times in the Traditionscodex of the monastery in Klosterneuburg). Dopsch,
Heinz: Liechtenstein — Herkunft und Aufstieg eines Fiirstenhauses. In: Brunhart, Arthur (ed.):
Bausteine zur liechtensteinischen Geschichte, Studien und studentische Forschungsbeitrige.
Ziirich 1999, p.11.

7 Weltin, Max: Ascherichsbrugge, p.21 {f.
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the vassal of Duke Friedrich II. He built up a new complex of estates from the
castles of Altlichtenwarth and Neulichtenwarth (the latter was called St. Ulrich
since 1570). In the battle against the Hungarians at Leitha River in 1246, where the
Austrian duke lost his life, leaving no heirs, Heinrich I was the standard bearer of
the Austrian army.

In January 1249, Ottokar II, who had been the margrave of Moravia since
1247 and in 1248 had been chosen by the aristocratic opposition (who were in
revolt against his father, King Wenceslas I), as the “younger king of Bohemia” (rex
invenis Boemorum), transferred the village (villa) of Mikulov (Nikolsburg) in
southern Moravia to Heinrich von Liechtenstein with everything that belonged to
it (including a castle which is not explicitly mentioned in the charter), as a reward
for his services to Ottokar IT and his father (by his mediation during their conflict).
This conferring of a fief on an influential Austrian aristocrat (ministerialis Austrie)
based in the Moravian—Austrian border region was one of the measures which, if
not consciously prepared, then at least facilitated the takeover of Austria by Otto-
kar I in November 1251. Heinz Dopsch believes that during this seizure of power
in Austria by the Bohemian successor to the throne, Heinrich I von Liechtenstein
was pulling the strings.® In 1260 he was one of the leading figures in Ottokar IT’s
assumption of power in Styria. After acquiring Mikulov, Heinrich appears among
the nobiles regni Bohemie. From that time on, he and his successors were known
as “of Liechtenstein and Mikulov”. The acquisition of the Mikulov estate — or
rather the tenure of estates in both countries with different territorial lords, who
frequently waged war against one another and feuding nobles — forced the lords
of Liechtenstein to pursue a policy of mediation or manoeuvring between Mora-
via and Austria. “Mikulov enabled the Liechtenstein family to go on to pursue a
purposeful ‘see-saw policy’ [Schaukelpolitik] in the border region between Mora-
via and Austria, but also berween the Bohemian kings, the Moravian margraves
and the Austrian dukes — an opportunity which the Liechtensteins were to cleverly
exploit in subsequent centuries.™ The Liechtensteins’ “Moravian—Austrian double
vassalage” naturally entailed an “equal measure of risk and opportuniry”.'°

In the 1260s, the accord between Ottokar II and the provincial upper nobi-
lity, consisting of counts, free noblemen and former Babenberg ministerials, began
to break down, and in the early 1270s it turned into open conflict as a result of
the monarch’s curtailment of the power of the provincial aristocracy. The transfer

8 Dopsch: Liechtenstein — Herkunft und Aufstieg, pp. 27-29.

? Tbid. p. 28.

19 Lackner, Christian: Aufstieg und Fall des Hans von Liechtenstein zu Nikolsburg im 14. Jahr-
hundert, p. 253.
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of power in Austria to King Rudolph of Habsburg therefore took place relatively
smoothly. The Viennese peace treaty concluded between Rudolph of Habsburg
and Ottokar II in 1277 confirmed Friedrich von Liechtenstein, the eldest son of
Heinrich I, as the possessor of the estate of Mikulov. (In 1279 Heinrich II took over
the castle and estate of Mikulov from his brother Friedrich.) In 1278 the brothers
Heinrich II von Liechtenstein and Mikulov (died 1314) and Friedrich von Liech-
tenstein and Falkenstein (died 1290), the sons of Heinrich I, fought in the army
of King Rudolph at the Battle of Diirnkrut, in which Ottokar II fell. In 1295/96
there was a revolt by the Austrian provincial nobility and with it Heinrich I and
Friedrich von Liechtenstein against Duke Albert I. However, the uprising was
quickly suppressed. Heinrich II von Liechtenstein managed to reach a settlement
with King Albert and keep hold of the Mikulov estate. In contrast, the Falkenstein
estate in the Weinviertel, which the Liechtensteins appear to have inherited after
the dynasty of the same name died out (1228), was confiscated. In the 14th century
it passed into Liechtenstein hands once again as pawn.

Hartneid II von Liechtenstein (died 1350), the son of Heinrich II, secured
himself a largely independent and privileged position among the upper nobility
of Moravia and Austria in the battles between King of Bohemia Johann of Lux-
embourg and the Habsburgs Albert IT and Otto. In 1332 Johann of Luxembourg
exempted Hartneid’s Moravian property from provincial tax and freed Hartneid
himself from the authority of Moravian law (the provincial court). It appears
that the Liechtensteins renounced this privilege of their own free will, for if they
could not be summoned before the provincial court, “they themselves conld not
have anyone summoned, and that robbed them of participation in the provincial
community, which essentially represented a disadvantage for them.”! In 1334, in
return for his faithful (military) service — for example, in the wars against the Hun-
garian king and the Austrian duke — and also as compensation for the damage his
estates had suffered during those battles, the Bohemian king enfeoffed Hartneid
with the territorial lord’s castle of Dévicky (Maidburg, now a ruin), including the
small town of Strachotin (Tracht) and four villages in Moravia belonging to it, all
of which were incorporated into the Mikulov estate. Around the middle of the
14th century, the lords of Liechtenstein entered into an “on-off” coalition with
the territorial lords and provincial nobility which depended on the momentary
interests of the dynasty.!?

"' Jan, Libor: Die Anfange der liechtensteinischen Kontinuitat, p. 52.
12 Press, Volker: Das Haus Liechtenstein in der europdischen Geschichte, p. 19.
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The time of Johann (Hans) I von Liechtenstein (died 1397), whom the duke of
Austria Albert IIT of Habsburg appointed as his steward in 1368, seems to have
marked the beginning of an unstoppable rise for the dynasty in terms of social
status and property thanks to its close ties with the Habsburgs. In a short space
of time, Johann became by far the most influential advisor of Albert III, and
the number of castles and estates he held in both Moravia and Austria increased
enormously. In 1370 he managed to acquire the estate of Lednice (Eisgrub) in
southern Moravia. In 1385 he purchased the castle of Rabensburg in Austria with
all appurtenances, and he made it the centre of the estate for the villages which
were already in the possession of the Liechtenstein dynasty as well as those which
the family was to acquire in the future between the rivers Thaya and Zaya. In 1389
Margrave Jobst enfeoffed the brothers Johann, Hartneid and Georg von Liech-
tenstein with the estate of Bfeclav (Lundenburg) in southern Moravia on the river
Thaya. Under Johann, the Liechtensteins also gradually managed to secure the
estates of Valtice'® and Mistelbach in the north-eastern corner of Lower Austria.
In 1386 the King of the Romans and Bohemian king Wenceslas IV appoint-
ed Johann von Liechtenstein as his advisor, despite the fact that he was in the service
of another prince as steward to Duke Albert III, and gave him a house in the Lesser
Town (Mald Strana) of Prague, linking this with an express wish that Johann would
spend more time at the royal court in Prague. In the same year, Johann concluded
an inheritance contract with his brothers and nephews - the first Liechtenstein
family covenant. Individual members of the dynasty were not to have owner-
ship rights to the total property, but only usage rights. Under the formal pretext
of upholding the principle of the indivisibility of property, Johann was granted
significant privileges (especially in relation to the extra possessions he acquired).
From 1370 on Duke Albert III, who suffered from a constant lack of money,
gave his steward numerous castles, villages, towns and tolls in pledge. Over
25 years Johann von Liechtenstein appears to have paid the Austrian territorial
lord more than 100,000 pounds in pledges, purchases and loans.!* In addition, he
purchased numerous aristocratic and ecclesiastical estates. In 1394 he had in his
possession as many as 30 important castles, towns and estates in the Habsburg
lands as well as about 10 estates centred on Mikulov (Nikolsburg) in southern

The town of Valtice (Feldsberg) along with part of the territory of the former estate was ceded
to Czechoslovakia by Austria in 1919, as a consequence of the Treaty of Saint-Germain-en
Laye.

For comparison: the total annual revenue of the territorial lord of the duchy of Austria at that
time amounted to 33,000 pounds. Lackner, Christian: Hof und Herrschaft. Rat, Kanzlei und
Regierung der dsterreichischen Herzoge (1365-1406). Vienna 2002, p. 33.
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Moravia. In that year Johann and the other Liechtensteins suddenly fell out of
favour with Duke Albert III — perhaps as a result of some courtly intrigue. What
the Liechtensteins were accused of can only be surmised. Was it primarily their
close ties with “foreign” princes, i.e. the Bohemian king and Moravian margrave,
or the rather too ostentatious, brazen and (even by the standards of the time) not
always legal way in which they had accumulated wealth? In any event, the case
of the Liechtensteins was characterised by one of the leading experts as a “show
trial”.!* Some of their Lower Austrian possessions were confiscated, including (as
in 1296) Falkenstein, which was finally recorded as Liechtenstein property again
in an urbarium from 1414. In 1395, after the swift and unconditional surrender of
the Liechtensteins who had been imprisoned in autumn 1394, Johann and his bro-
ther Hartneid received Feldsberg (Valtice), which had previously been their free
property, as a fief from the Austrian duke. After his fall from grace, Johann spent
almost all of his time in Moravia. In 1408 Duke Leopold IV (Albert III having
died at the end of August 1395) converted the fief of Feldsberg (Valtice), conferred
upon his steward Heinrich von Liechtenstein, back into a free tenure. The nephew
of Johann I, Christoph I (died ca. 1412), was also to be found in the company of
Habsburgs again soon after the family catastrophe. In 1406 he was able to acquire
Wilfersdorf in Lower Austria from the lords of Maissau, and in 1407 Steyregg in
Upper Austria.

After his downfall in 1394, Johann I von Liechtenstein lost more than two
thirds of his property in Austria. Despite that, the financial balance sheet of his life
was an impressive one. “At no time before or afterwards in the history of the House
of Liechtenstein did such an extensive expansion of property occur within a single
generation. Jobann left his nephew a largely integrated complex of property that
he had created in the Moravian—Austrian border region, which was many times
greater than the legacy he himself had taken on.”'®

The resurgence of the Liechtensteins took place at a time of tension be-
tween Bohemia, Moravia, and Austria. When King Wenceslas IV, along with the
Moravian margrave Prokop, was arrested by his brother Sigismund, King of the
Romans, and they were handed over to the Austrian dukes Albert and William
as prisoners, Johann II (died ca. 1411), Heinrich V (died ca. 1418) and Hartneid
V (died 1426/1427) von Liechtenstein helped them to escape in 1403. Neverthe-
less, the Liechtensteins succeeded in maintaining good relations with the Austrian
duke William. Volker Press summed up the politics of the Liechtensteins in the

15 Lackner: Aufstieg und Fall, p. 261.
1o Dopsch: Liechtenstein — Herkunft und Aufstieg, p. 49.
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decades around 1400 as follows: “One of the consequences of the 1394 reduction
in property was that the dynasty concentrated its attention more on the Moravian
side, where [its] property remained undiminished — in the Lower Austrian dis-
putes at the beginning of the new century, the Liechtensteins held back. The fact
that Johann II sat on the council of the Moravian margraves Jobst and Heinrich V
and served as steward to Duke Leopold [IV] illustrates the dual anchoring of the
dynasty very clearly [...]. After Johann’s death, Heinrich became his successor as
governor in Znojmo (Znaim); [...]. The location of his estates made him the obvi-
ous choice to broker a truce in 1414 which brought to an end the conflicts between
Austrian and Moravian nobles that had devastated the land.”"

During the Hussite Wars, the Liechtensteins were among the most loyal
allies of King Sigismund and the Austrian duke Albert, who from 1423 was also
the territorial lord of the Moravian margraviate, and this resulted in the Liechten-
stein estates being laid waste by the Hussites several times. Hartneid V von Liech-
tenstein, who accompanied King Sigismund to Prague in 1420 during his coron-
ation expedition, was temporarily entrusted with overseeing the most important
Moravian castle — Spilberk (Spielberg) in Brno (Briinn). In 1422 King Sigismund
gave Hartneid, Georg, Johann, Christoph and Ulrich von Liechtenstein the town
of Podivin (Kostel) as a free holding, whereby they continued to consolidate their
southern Moravian possessions. However, in 1426 the Hussites managed to recap-
ture Podivin. During this campaign Bfeclav also fell into their hands; Feldsberg
(Valtice) in Lower Austria and Mikulov in Moravia were burnt to the ground.

When the Austrian provincial marshal Otto of Maissau was stripped of
power in 1430, not only was a competitor of the Liechtensteins in the Mora-
vian—Austrian border region eliminated, but some of the property of the lords of
Maissau also fell into their hands. Around the middle and second half of the 15th
century, the Liechtensteins continued their attempts to link their Austrian and
Moravian interests with considerable success. During the military conflicts be-
tween Emperor Friedrich IIT and his brother Albert VI, Heinrich VII von Liech-
tenstein (died 1483) was on Albert’s side. His brother Johann V (died 1473), on the
other hand, entered the fray as a Moravian lord with the Bohemian king George
of Podébrady in 1461 to liberate the emperor, who was under siege in the Viennese
castle. The background to this political split within the dynasty was that Hein-
rich’s family seat, Steyregg, lay within the power sphere of Duke Albert, whereas
Mikulov, Johann’s main seat, fell within the sphere of influence of the Bohemian
king. After the death of Albert VI (1463), Friedrich III granted mercy to the for-

17" Press: Das Haus Liechtenstein, p. 21 {f.
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mer aristocratic opposition, and with it Heinrich von Liechtenstein. In the early
1470s, however, Heinrich was involved in a conspiracy of nobles against Friedrich
II1. In 1473 he was named governor of Moravia by the Hungarian king Matthias
Corvinus, who also ruled the lands of Moravia and Silesia which bordered Bohe-
mia. Heinrich von Liechtenstein “was at that time a natural mediator berween
Friedrich 111 and the Austrian provincial aristocracy, between Viadislaus Jagiel-
lon and Matthias Corvinus”.'® In 1479 he was designated arbitrator in the border
dispute between Moravia and Austria. In 1487 his brother Christoph III (died
post-1506) was installed in the office of Austrian provincial marshal by Matthias
Corvinus, who in the mid-1480s conquered the eastern part of Lower Austria and
frequently resided in Vienna, and in 1489, after the lords of Pottendorf died out,
bestowed the office of Austrian arch-cupbearer upon him. After the death of the
king (1490) he lost these offices. However, Friedrich III soon became reconciled
with his former adversary, appointing Christoph his advisor and in 1493 provin-
cial marshal once again.

A Liechtenstein urbarium established in 1414' records nine estates located
north and south of the Moravian-Lower Austrian border: Mikulov (Nikolsburg),
Drnholec (Diirnholz) (in the possession of the Liechtensteins from the end of the
14th century) and Bfeclav (Lundenburg) in Moravia, and Valtice (Feldsberg), Fal-
kenstein, Rabensburg, Mistelbach, Hagenberg and Gnadendorf in Lower Austria.
The 15th and 16th centuries saw the formation of the Liechtensteins’ future large
estates through a process of gradual expansion. In comparison with the dynamic
expansion of property in the second half of the 14th century and in the days of the
Liechtenstein brothers Karl, Maximilian and Gundaker at the close of the 16th and
first half of the 17th century, however, the 15th century and first two thirds of the
16th century represented an epoch of “stagnation and crisis” in the development of
Liechtenstein property tenure.?

In the late Middle Ages “the dual anchoring in Austria and Moravia” (Volker
Press) afforded the House of Liechtenstein exceptional room for manoeuvre. “Ir
thereby joined the circle of European dynasties which were able to play a signifi-
cant role from peripheral territorial units, such as the Savoys on the French border,

18 Ibid., p. 25.

In general Christoph Maria Merki described this urbarium, not without justification, as
“something like a fideicommissum avant la lettre”, because it records the property of most
members of the dynasty. Merki, Christoph Maria: Liechtensteinische Giiter und Rechte in
Bohmen, Méihren und Schlesien vom Spatmittelalter bis ins 20. Jahrhundert. In: Merki, Chris-
toph Maria — Loffle , Josef: Das Haus Liechtenstein in den bohmischen Laindern vom Mittel-
alter bis ins 20. Jahrhundert. Giiter, Rechte, Verwaltung. Vaduz 2013, p. 32.

2 Merki: Liechtensteinische Giiter, pp. 47-58.
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the Oldenburgs and Holsteins in the north of Germany, and the Percys, dukes of
Northumberland, berween England and Scotland. The Liechtensteins thus estab-
lished a starting position for themselves for the modern age as ‘border barons’.”!
The political situation fundamentally changed in 1526-1527 after the death of
Louis II in the Battle of Moh4cs when Archduke Ferdinand I managed to link the
Austrian lands with the lands of the crown of St Wenceslas and St Stephen through
a personal union into a “composite state” (John H. Elliott et al.), or a “monarchical
union of estates-states (Stindestaaten)” (Otto Brunner) — or more precisely: into a
state composed of composite states, or a monarchical union of monarchical unions
of aristocratic states.

In 1504 the three branches of the house of Liechtenstein in existence at that
time concluded an inheritance agreement which newly emphasised the unity of
the dynasty (the establishment of seniority, the transferral of all the dynasty’s fiefs
to the oldest member of the family, an intra-dynastic retroactive or pre-emptive
right). Mikulov became the main seat and centre of the estates of Christoph III,
his nephews Georg VI (died 1548) and Erasmus (died 1524) obtained Steyregg,
and Feldsberg (Valtice) became the centre of the estates of Hartmann I (died 1542).
The Steyregg branch died out in the male line in 1548. The Mikulov branch, whose
members — Leonhard I (1482-1534) and his nephew Johann VI von Liechtenstein
(1500-1552) — allowed the Anabaptists under the leadership of Balthasar Hub-
maier to settle in Mikulov in the summer of 1526, had to sell the castle and estate of
Mikulov in 1560, became utterly impoverished and finally ceased to exist in 1691

From 1560 on, the Feldsberg (Valtice) branch of the lords of Liechtenstein
remained significant; it supported Lutheranism on its estates in Austria and the
Unity of the Brethren in Moravia and employed many evangelical pastors. In 1563
Hartmann II von Liechtenstein (1544-1585) was granted possessions in Austria by
feoffment. In October 1568 he married Anna Maria, Countess of Ortenburg, the
niece of Count Joachim of Ortenburg, a prominent leader of the Lutheran nobi-
lity in the Bavarian duchy who in 1563 introduced the Reformation to his county,
which was directly subject to the emperor, and thereafter had to wage fierce dis-
putes with Duke Albert of Bavaria for many years. The marriage resulted in five
sons, two of whom died in childhood, and four daughters, two of whom survived
into adulthood. In 1573 Hartmann served as the imperial commissioner who was
responsible for settling border disputes between Austria and Moravia. He was
advisor to Maximilian II and Rudolph II and an important creditor to these two
emperors. In 1575 he managed to recover the estate of Lednice, sold between 1572

2t Press: Das Haus Liechtenstein, p. 26.
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and 1573, from Wolfgang II of the Mikulov branch, thus laying the foundations
for the extraordinary expansion of Liechtenstein property in Moravia in the fol-
lowing generation. Hartmann concentrated the dynastic property in Moravia and
in Austria “below the Enns” [i.e. Lower Austria], as a result of which he sold the
estate of Steyregg in Austria “above the Enns” [i.e. Upper Austria] to the brothers
Helmhart, Wolfgang and Bernhard Jorger, the last of whom married Hartmann’s
daughter Judith. He died a staunch Lutheran in Lednice/Eisgrub in 1585. At the
time of their father’s death, his sons Karl, Maximilian and Gundaker were aged
only sixteen, seven and five, and his daughters Katharina and Judith thirteen and
nine. In his will Hartmann impressed upon their guardians that not only were his
children to be brought up in the Protestant religion but also that this creed was to
be maintained and disseminated among his subjects and “no pastor or other teacher
is to be suffered who will not contribute to this [creed), as far as I have the right to
command”. Hartmann further stipulated that as soon as it were possible his three
sons were to be encouraged to study and learn Latin and Czech (“Bebaimbisch”).
He placed a special emphasis on his sons learning to speak Czech fluentl , because
a knowledge of this language was necessary for attending sessions of the Moravian
Diet and provincial court.”? His widow, Anna Maria, relocated to Wilfersdorf and
outlived her husband by 19 years. Unlike her sons, she remained loyal to the Prot-
estant faith throughout her life, as did her daughters Katharina and Judith.

After the division of property in 1591 and the death of the oldest member
of the dynasty, Johann Septimius, in 1596, the Feldsberg (Valtice) branch of the
lords of Liechtenstein was mainly represented by the three sons of Hartmann II:
Karl (1569-1627), Maximilian (1578-1643) and Gundaker (1580-1658). On the
legal basis of an agreement about the division of the legacy concluded by the three
brothers in Feldsberg (Valtice) in 1598, the first-born Karl received the estates
of Feldsberg (Valtice) and Herrnbaumgarten in Lower Austria and the estate of
Lednice (Eisgrub) in Moravia from his parents” inheritance. The Lower Austrian
estates of Rabensburg and Hohenau went to Maximilian, and Wilfersdorf and
Ringelsdorf to Gundaker.

The preconditions for the Liechtensteins’ ascendancy into the exclusive
group of the three richest noble families in the Habsburg monarchy (together with
the Esterhdzys and Schwarzenbergs) were established by Karl von Liechtenstein,
“a solitary figure of historical greatness, who does not fit any mould and is feared

2 Testament in Czech (Eisgrub (Lednice), 23 June 1585) and in German (Vienna, 24 July 1585).
Sammlungen des Fiirsten von Liechtenstein, Hausarchiv (henceforth) LIECHTENSTEIN -
THE PRINCELY COLLECTIONS, Urkundensammlung (henceforth US); copies LIECH-
TENSTEIN - THE PRINCELY COLLECTIONS, Familienarchiv (henceforth FA), box 267.
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and hated, needed and envied by others”.* Karl was brought up as a Lutheran. At

the school of the Unity of the Brethren in Ivancice/Eibenschitz in Moravia, he
became friends with Charles of Zerotin, five years his senior, the future leader
of the Moravian Estates, with whom he undertook a joint Grand Tour to France
in 1587. In 1588 he studied at the University of Siena at the same time as Zdenék
Vojtéch Popel of Lobkowicz. In the years which followed, he appears to have spent
a period of time up until 1593 as chamberlain at the court of Archduke Matthias
in Vienna. After being elected supreme provincial judge of the Moravian margra-
viate for the first time in 1589, he held various offices on behalf of the Moravian
Estates, particularly after 1593. In 1595, a year before becoming the oldest member
and head of the House of Liechtenstein, he married Anna, one of the two daugh-
ters and heirs of Jan Sembera of Boskovice and Cerni Hora, who owned a mag-
nificent Renaissance chateau in Budovice (Butschowitz). In 1597 Karl’s brother
Maximilian married Anna’s sister Katharina. In the same year, they came into their
inheritance: Cernd Hora and Usov (Mahrisch Aussee) went to Karl, Butovice and
Pozofice (Posorschitz) to Maximilian. Through this inheritance, the brothers Karl
and Maximilian von Liechtenstein were “suddenly catapulted into the elite of the
Moravian nobility” > Both of them were linked by marriage to the tradition of the
Mikulov branch of the House of Liechtenstein. In the 16th century at least two
male members and two female members of this branch married women and men
from the House of the lords of Boskovice.

In 1599, 1600 and 1602 the brothers Karl, Maximilian and Gundaker con-
verted from Lutheranism to Catholicism, thereby clearing the way for themselves
and their descendants to secure influential positions at the Habsburg courts in
Prague and Vienna, in the imperial army and in the provincial and state adminis-
tration. In 1602 Karl von Liechtenstein purchased the Moravian estate of Plumlov
(Plumenau) with the town of Prost&jov (Prossnitz). In 1606, ten years after he
became the senior member of the Liechtenstein dynasty, he obtained the consent
of his brothers in Feldsberg (Valtice) to the establishment of a strict dynastic fide -
commissum through an inheritance agreement which meant that the “property of
the first-borns” formed an inalienable and indivisible whole with the rest of the
dynasty’s property in the possession of the three brothers and their descendants.
The head of the family (ruler of the dynasty) was no longer, as had been customary

% Press: Das Haus Liechtenstein, p. 49.

# Winkelbauer, Thomas: Reprdsentationsstreben, Hofstaat und Hofzeremoniell der Herren bzw.
Fiirsten von Liechtenstein in der ersten Halfte des 17. Jahrbunderts. In: Buzek, Viclav (ed.):
Zivot na dvorech a v rezidenénich méstech poslednich Rozmberkd. Opera historica 3. Ceské
Budéjovice 1993, pp. 179-198, here p. 181.
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until then, the oldest male member (the seniority principle), but the first-born
son of the ruling line (primogeniture, majorat). In the years of escalating conflict
between Emperors Matthias and Ferdinand II on the one hand and the Protest-
ant nobility in their lands on the other hand, the brothers Karl, Maximilian and
Gundaker managed to “position themselves optimally in the power game betrween
the Emperor and the separatist Estates and exploit the political situation to achieve
the visions and objectives of the dynasty”.® In 1612 the “ruler” of the house of
Liechtenstein at his written request was accorded first place (“precedence”) at all
the gatherings of Estate of lords of Austria below the Enns (here including the Bish-
op of Vienna) and Moravia (here with the exception of the Bishop of Olomouc/
Olmiitz). In 1622 Ferdinand II removed Prince Karl and his descendants in the
primogeniture as well as their servants and subjects from the jurisdiction of the
Moravian provincial court and granted him the right to collect tariffs, surcharges
and tolls on his estates just like the Bishop of Olomouc. In the following centuries,
the princes of Liechtenstein were always primi inter pares among the aristocracy
of Lower Austria and Moravia.

In May 1600 Karl von Liechtenstein, as a financial specialist adept in busi-
ness matters, was summoned to the privy council of Emperor Rudolph II. After
the dismissal of both leading privy councillors, Wolf Rumpf and Paul Sixt Traut-
son, in September 1600 he was provisionally entrusted with administering the
office of High Steward (Obersthofmeister) and presiding over the privy council
at the instigation of the influential imperial private secretary Johannes Barvitius.
Karl von Liechtenstein’s relationship with Rudolph II was evidently subject to
dramatic ups and downs. After enjoying a short period as a favourite and almost
omnipotent leading minister of the emperor, he fell out of favour in the summer
of 1601. However, he initially remained director of the privy council and adminis-
trator of the office of High Steward. After a dispute over precedence with Count
Friedrich of Firstenberg, who was summoned to the privy council in August
1602, Liechtenstein finally decided to leave the court at the end of October 1602.
This — at first merely short-term — “fall” by Karl von Liechtenstein in autumn 1602
is regarded as a victory for the Roman—Spanish party at the imperial court.?® In
December 1602, at a time when the financial crisis of the imperial court had reach-
ed a new height, Karl von Liechtenstein via facti reassumed his old offices as he

% Oberhammer, Evelin: “Viel ansebnliche Stuck und Giieter”. Die Entwicklung des fiirstlichen
Herrschaftsbesitzes. In: Oberhammer, Evelin (ed.): Der ganzen Welt ein Lob und Spiegel. Das
Fiirstenhaus Liechtenstein in der frithen Neuzeit. Vienna — Munich 1990, pp. 33-45, here p. 34.

2% Stloukal-Zlinsky, Karel: Karel z Lichtenstejna a jeho sicast na vlddé Rudolfa I1. (1569-1607).
Prague 1912, p. 79.
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was granted the authorisation to deputize for the emperor during his illness, when
he completely cut himself off from the outside world. In mid-August 1603 Karl
von Liechtenstein surprisingly departed for his Moravian estates without asking
to be discharged.

In January 1604, on the basis of a vote by the Moravian provincial judges and
the highest provincial officials, the emperor appointed him provincial governor
of Moravia, which meant that among other things Karl von Liechtenstein took
over command of the military defence of the country. In early May 1605 an upris-
ing which had broken out in Hungary in November 1604 under the leadership
of the Transylvanian (Siebenbiirgen) prince Stephen Bocskay due to the violent
Counter-Reformation measures of Rudolph II spread to Moravia, and Hunga-
rian divisions began to terrorize and set fire to southern Moravia. It was not until
early August that a large-scale counteroffensive by a united Bohemian—-Moravian
army began, which managed to temporarily put a stop to the incursions. In early
July 1606, after another incursion into nearby Brno (Briinn), the Hungarians were
defeated by divisions of the Moravian Estates under the command of Karl von
Liechtenstein and Weikhard of Salm.

In October 1606, after a two-and-a-half-year tenure as provincial governor,
Karl von Liechtenstein took over the running of the imperial court in Prague once
again after his conditions were accepted (appointment as High Steward rather than
just as administrator of the office of High Steward, presidency of the privy council
and unlimited access to the emperor). Karl now formed a closer attachment to the
Roman-Spanish camp. In the Habsburg fraternal feud he (at first secretly) favour-
ed Matthias’s side. Nevertheless, the emperor still bestowed a great palatinate
upon him on 30 March 1607 and on 8 August signed a princely diploma which he
laid aside for a long time but apparently then invalidated before it had been issued.
Karl von Liechtenstein tendered his resignation on 23 July but initially remained
in Prague. His successor as High Steward, or rather administrator of the office of
High Steward, was cardinal Franz Dietrichstein.

Archduke Matthias, for whom Karl von Liechtenstein now openly showed
his support, admitted him into his privy council in autumn 1607, and in December
1608 rewarded him, who together with Charles of Zerotin, the new provincial
governor, had brought the Moravian Estates over to Matthias’s side in the dispute
between the Habsburg brothers, with elevation to the rank of hereditary prince.
Prince Karl thus became the first “new prince” of the 17th century. As a result
of rivalry with the very powerful cardinal Melchior Klesl, in April 1609 Karl felt
himself compelled to withdraw temporarily from the political scene into seclus-
ion. From his estates (especially his seat in Lednice/Eisgrub) he tried to continue
hatching political schemes and maintaining contacts with other disaffected Catho-
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lic lords, such as Seyfried Christopher Breuner and Charles of Harrach, but also
with leading loyal representatives of the Protestant Estates (especially Charles of
Zerotin). The conflicts between Karl von Liechtenstein, the leading representative
of the disaffected Austrian and Moravian Estates, and Cardinal Klesl, the virtu-
ally omnipotent valido of the new emperor, intensified once again, especially after
Matthias’s election as emperor in 1612. Nevertheless, in 1614 Karl von Liechten-
stein was granted the duchy of Opava (Troppau) as a fief

During the Estates Uprising in 1619-1620, the rebels seized Karl’s Mora-
vian estates. After the Battle of White Mountain (Bild Hora; 8 November 1620),
Duke Maximilian of Bavaria designated Karl von Liechtenstein as his representa-
tive in the conquered Bohemian kingdom. Karl presided over a special court of
justice ordered by Emperor Ferdinand IT and the execution of the 27 leaders of the
Estates Uprising who had beenarrested on the Old Town Squarein Prague on21 June
1621. In January 1622 Emperor Ferdinand II designated him governor and viceroy
of Bohemia with almost unlimited powers. He held this office until his death
in 1627. In 1622 Karl was the first member of the house of Liechtenstein to be
admitted into the Order of the Golden Fleece and was granted the Silesian
duchy of Krnov/Jagerndorf as a fief. In addition, he received the estates (mostly
confiscated from Ladislav Velen of Zerotin) of Moravskd Trebovd (Mihrisch
Triibau), Zibieh (Hohenstadt), Sumperk (Maihrisch Schénberg), Kolstejn
(Goldenstein) [from 1948 on Brannd]) and Ruda (Eisenberg) in northern Moravia
as a gift from the emperor. In 1622 or 1623 Karl also purchased the large estate of
Langkroun (Landskron) in north-eastern Bohemia and the estates of Kostelec nad
Cernymi lesy (Schwarzkosteletz), Uhfinéves (Aufinowes) and Skvorec (Skworetz)
east of Prague, which had been confiscated from Albert of Valdstejn (Albrecht
von Wallenstein) and had originally belonged to the House of Smificky. In
subsequent years he expanded his property with a great many small estates through
arondation measures.

After the death of the Bohemian governor in February 1627, the following
year Ferdinand II ordered an investigation into alleged illegal transactions and
accumulation of wealth by Karl von Liechtenstein during his participation in the
Prague “coin consortium” of 1622-1623. After criticisms raised by many parties
were initially declared unfounded by the investigative committee, Ferdinand III
ordered that the investigation be reopened shortly after his accession to the throne
(1637). Following a stay of proceedings in 1640, it became apparent in 1654 that
long after the state bankruptcy of 11 December 1623 Karl von Liechtenstein had
paid for the estate of Kostelec nad Cernymi lesy/Schwarzkosteletz, which he
had purchased in August of that year, using “long” coins — which was, of course,
common practice among the “war profiteers” of those years. Thereupon Kostelec
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nad Cernymi lesy and the incorporated estates of Skvorec (Skworetz) and Ke-
nice (Kfenitz) were confiscated from Prince Karl Eusebius, the son and heir of
Prince Karl, and it was only after a settlement whereby Karl Eusebius undertook
to pay a sum in excess of a million gulden —i.e. to repurchase the estates — that this
property was returned to him. In May 1665 Emperor Leopold I finally granted
Prince Karl Eusebius von Liechtenstein a general release, according to which Karl
Eusebius agreed to pay 275,000 gulden in damages and in return was released from
any claims which could be brought against him because of his father. However,
the Liechtenstein case was finally brought to an end once and for all in Novem-
ber 1681 with the emperor’s decision to waive an additional debt amounting to
70,000 gulden which was claimed by the court chamber.

But let us return to the generation of Prince Karl Eusebius’s father. Karl’s
younger brother Maximilian (who was nine years his junior) made a career for
himself in the military. In 1608 he was promoted to chief artillery officer (Oberst-
feldzeugmeister) to Archduke Matthias. In 1613 he became imperial counsel and
chief equerry (Oberststallmeister). In 1620 he played a decisive part in the vic-
tory of the forces of the Catholic League and the emperor in the Battle of White
Mountain. In 1623 he was elevated to the rank of imperial prince at the same time
as his brother Gundaker. In settlement of the emperor’s debts he received the
estate of Zdéanice/Steinitz, south of Bucovice/Butschowitz, from the confiscated
property of Charles of Kounice (Karl von Kaunitz), which had already come into
his possession in 1597 by inheritance, as well as other small estates in Moravia. In
1633 he and his wife Katharina (née Semberové of Boskovice and Cerni Hora/
Cernohorskd von Boskowitz) founded a monastery of the strict reform order of
the Minims at the Marian pilgrimage church in Vranov u Brna (Wranau) as well
as a Liechtenstein family tomb as a final resting place for members of all the lines
of the dynasty (only Prince Gundaker and his direct descendants had themselves
interred at the parish church in Wilfersdorf). Prince Maximilian died without heirs
in 1643 at the Hungarian fortress of Gyor (Raab) as its commander and imperial
field marshal. His property was divided up between his brother Gundaker and
his nephew Karl Eusebius. In 1633 Prince Gundaker had the estates of Moravsky
Krumlov (Mihrisch Kromau) and Uhersky Ostroh (Ungarisch Ostra) in southern
Moravia, two confiscated “rebel estates” that he had purchased in 1622-1623, ele-
vated to the (short-lived) principality of Liechtenstein by Ferdinand II and the
town of Moravsky Krumlov (Mihrisch Kromau) renamed Liechtenstein. By the
time the Krumlov (Kromau) estate was handed over to Gundaker’s younger son
Ferdinand Johann in early 1647, the name of Liechtenstein had ceased to be used
for the town of Moravsky Krumlov, and a new division into two estates also dealt
a fatal blow to the aforementioned “principality”.
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The Liechtensteins were among the main beneficiaries from the profits of pro-
perty confiscations in the Lands of the Bohemian Crown after the Battle of White
Mountain. According to one probably slightly overvalued estimate, 41% of the
total acreage of the estates held by the princes of Liechtenstein around the year
1900 was acquired between 1620 and 1650.” During the Thirty Years War the
number of subject houses ruled over by the Liechtenstein dynasty in Moravia
alone increased from 4,758 to 16,156. After 1640 Karl Eusebius von Liechtenstein
had 9,349 serfs in Moravia, and his uncles Gundaker and Maximilian 3,906 and
2,204 respectively. In 1619, that is prior to the Battle of White Mountain, Karl had
3,672 serfs in Moravia, Maximilian 1,086 and Gundaker none. Up to the end of the
17th century, the number of Liechtenstein serfs in Moravia continued to grow to
a total of 19,110, which corresponds to approximately a fifth of all subject houses
in Moravia. In 1637 Karl Eusebius and his uncles Maximilian and Gundaker had a
total of 1,856 serfs on the estates in north-eastern Lower Austria. By the year 1667
the number of serfs of the Liechtenstein dynasty in the Weinviertel had risen to
1,871 and by 1701 to 2,055. In Bohemia, according to data in the tax roll around
the year 1655 “only” 1,112 “homesteads” (usedlosti — a unit of taxation) belonged
to Prince Karl Eusebius, which probably corresponds to approximately 1,700 to
1,800 subject homes of various categories. If we include the estates of Kostelec
nad Cernymi lesy (Schwarzkosteletz), Uhiinéves and Skvorec u Prahy (Aufino-
wes and Skworetz), from which the exchequer received revenues at that time, this
gives us a total of 1,510 “homesteads”, i.e. as many as 2,500 subject families in
Bohemia. The princes of Liechtenstein, by far the richest aristocrats in Moravia
and in Austria below the Enns, thus occupied eighth place in the “league table” of
noblemen in Bohemia in terms of the number of subjects on their estates.

Like his nephew Prince Karl Eusebius, “head and ruler” of the house of
Liechtenstein from 1632 on, Old Prince Gundaker, lived outside the imperial
court on his estates. That may have been why for a long time the dynasty failed
to achieve the desired objective of promotion among the imperial Estates, “a seat
and vote” on the princes’ bench of the Imperial Diet of the Holy Roman Empire.
Until approximately 1690 the Liechtensteins lacked the financial means for further
expansion of their property tenure. If we leave aside the repurchase of the Bfeclav
(Lundenburg) estate by Karl Eusebius in 1638 and various arondation measures
as well as the purchase of the northern Bohemian estate of Rumburk (Rumburg)
in 1681 by Prince Anton Florian, the grandson of Prince Gundaker, the Liech-

77 Pircher, Wolfgang: Verwiistung und Verschwendung. Adeliges Banen nach der Zweiten Tiir-
kenbelagerung. Vienna 1984, p. 38.
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tensteins did not acquire any new property worth mentioning during those years.
However, in 1641 Karl Eusebius still held nine estates in Moravia, five estates in
Bohemia and the duchies of Opava (Troppau) and Krnov (Jigerndorf) in Silesia as
well as Valtice (Feldsberg) in Lower Austria.

Prince Johann Adam Andreas (1657-1712), the son and successor of Karl
Eusebius and commissioner of two monumental Viennese palaces, is rightly con-
sidered a “financial genius”. He managed — undoubtedly aided by the general eco-
nomic boom - to significantly increase the revenues from his estates through a
radical reorganisation and rationalisation of administration and management (e.g.
personnel savings and — despite his subjects’ ultimately unsuccessful complaints to
the emperor — a drastic increase in compulsory labour services). He acquired the
estates of Sternberk (Mihrisch Sternberg) (1695-1699) and Karlovec (Karlsberg)
(1699) in northern Moravia as well as Hodonin (Goding) in southern Moravia
(1692), Judenau near Tulln (1701), Cerveny Hridek (Rothenhaus) in northern
Bohemia (1708) and other estates in Lower Austria and Hungary for probably at
least 3.6 million gulden. His rule also saw the further expansion of the art collec-
tions established by his grandfather and greatly enlarged by his father Karl Euse-
bius, especially the famous picture gallery.

Johann Adam also finally succeeded in purchasing two “islands of imperial
immediacy”, namely the lordship of Schellenberg (1699), which was subject to
the Empire, and the imperial county of Vaduz (1712), from the heavily indebted
family of the counts of Hohenems. With the death of Johann Adam in 1712, Karl’s
branch of the house of Liechtenstein died out in the male line. In 1713 his daugh-
ter Maria Theresia (1694-1772) married the nephew of Prince Eugene, the field
marshal Thomas of Savoy-Carignano, who died of smallpox in 1729. She left her
mark on history as the founder of the Savoy Academy in Vienna, which in 1776
was merged with the Theresian Academy (Theresianum) and the Savoy Institute
for Noble Ladies, still in existence today. After her death, the property she had
inherited and the purchased estates of Rataje nad Sizavou (Rattay) and Kounice
(Kaunitz) in Bohemia went to the majorat.

It is estimated that around the year 1710 the Liechtenstein estates and other
properties in Austria, Moravia and Bohemia (i.e. without the Silesian duchies and
properties in Hungary, Vaduz and Schellenberg) covered an area of about 1,750
km? — almost exactly ten times as much as around the year 1590. Around the year
1710, 74% of the property was located in Moravia, 17% in Bohemia and 9% in
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Austria. 120 years earlier (after the loss of Mikulov/Nikolsburg) 83% of the estates
had been located in Austria and only 17% in Moravia.?®

In 1713, Johann Adam Andreas’s heir of approximately the same age, Prince
Anton Florian (1656—1721) from Gundaker’s line, obtained a seat and vote in the
council of the imperial princes, but only ad personam, because in his will, owing
to personal antipathy, Johann Adam Andreas had bequeathed Schellenberg and
Vaduz not to him, the future ruler of the dynasty, but to Joseph Wenzel (1696~
1772), Anton Florian’s nephew, who had not yet come of age. In 1718 Joseph
Wenzel exchanged Schellenberg and Vaduz with Anton Florian for the Bohemian
estate of Rumburk, and in 1719 at Anton Florian’s request Emperor Karl VI ele-
vated Schellenberg and Vaduz to the imperial principality of Liechtenstein. Anton
Florian owed this success not least to the fact that — as the second-born son - he
was the first since the generation of the brothers Karl, Maximilian and Gundaker
to permanently enter the service of the Habsburgs, and in 1695 — after being recal-
led from Rome, where he had been imperial ambassador at the papal court since
1691 - he was entrusted with the very important offices of tutor (ayo) and High
Steward to the archduke and later Spanish king and emperor Karl. Even after the
death of Emperor Joseph I (1711) and Karl VI’s return to Vienna, Anton Florian
continued to hold the top-ranking courtly office of (now imperial) High Steward
until his own death.

In 1723, during the rule of the first member of the Gundaker line to lead
the dynasty, the house of Liechtenstein’s battle to secure a powerful voice in the
Imperial Diet (since 1663 in permanent session at Regensburg) — a battle which
Prince Gundaker had waged consistently but unsuccessfully from 1629 on — was
at last crowned with success. This finally removed a harmful stain on the family’s
prestige, since other hereditary princely dynasties — notably the Eggenbergs, Lob-
kowiczs, Dietrichsteins, Auerspergs and Schwarzenbergs — had established them-
selves on the princes’ bench of the Imperial Diet much earlier. This achievement
was ultimately “thanks to Anton Florian, who arranged, so to speak, higher ordi-
nation for Johann Adam’s financial transaction ¥’

Among the other princes who ruled in the 18th century, the most important was
the aforementioned Joseph Wenzel (who ruled from 1748 to 1772 after having
exercised guardianship over the underage Prince Johann Nepomuk Karl [1724-
1748] from 1732 to 1744). As a diplomat (1735/36 in Berlin, 1737-1741 in Paris),

2 Merki: Liechtensteinische Giiter, p. 102.
¥ Press: Das Haus Liechtenstein, p. 57.
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military commander and reformer of the artillery, he rendered great service to the
Habsburgs and the continuing existence of their monarchy. As director-general of
the Austrian artillery, an office which Joseph Wenzel took over in 1744, at the start
of the Second Silesian War and in the midst of the War of the Austrian Succession,
he made a decisive contribution — in part through his private property — to the
modernisation of the Austrian artillery. The outstanding merit of Joseph Wen-
zel was “establishing a new generation of field guns, howitzers and mortars of all
manner of shapes and dimensions of [strictly standardised] calibres, which in the
military campaigns of the following decades proved themselves to such an extent
that with only slight modifications they formed part of the standard equipment of
the Austrian artillery for more than a hundred years”>® During the Seven Years
War he also managed to more than double the number of guns in the space of four
years, from 202 in 1756 to 458 in 1760. “This prince, who was de facto head of the
family for 36 years, from 1732 to 1744 and from 1748 to 1772, was a stabilizing
pillar of the dynasty after the extinction of Karl’s line and an important figure in
its history. For as long as he lived, he managed to reconcile the various interests of
different members and lines of the family under a single banner. ™!

In 1772 the inheritance of Joseph Wenzel was taken over by his nephew
Franz Josef I (1726-1781), who was succeeded after only nine years by his son
Alois T (1759-1805). After a brief military career, Alois I concentrated “entirely
on managing his estates and through agricultural and industrial modernisation
showed that he was a far-sighted lord of the manor”.’? In 1783 he purchased the
estate of Radim in Bohemia, thus unifying the properties of Kostelec nad Cernymi
lesy/Schwarzkosteletz, Uhiinéves/Aufinowes, Skvorec/Skworetz, Rataje nad
Sdzavou/Rattay and Kounice u Prahy/Kaunitz near Prague) into a single complex.
He initiated extensive economic reforms on his estates in the lands of Bohemia
and Austria, and in 1787 he divided them into five “inspectorate districts”. The
inspectors, who represented a new level of authority between the central princely
administration and the individual estates, received extensive instructions entitled
“Economic Reform”, in which Prince Alois emphasised that his determination
to reform and innovate stemmed “not only from the mere necessity of supporting
our private welfare, but also the welfare of our subjects and officials, which will
also bring a certain benefit to the state”. In this endeavour, everyone was to keep

% Kunisch, Johannes: Liechtenstein, Joseph Wenzel. In: Neue Deutsche Biographie 14, 1985, p.
518 ff; cited here from the internet version: http://www.deutsche-biographie.de/sfz51267.
html (accessed 15 September 2013).
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in mind a basic tenet: “The example of the lord of the manor holds up a mirror to
his subject and promotes the welfare of both of them.” In 1792 two economic
advisors were appointed to coordinate the economic reforms. The organisational
structure created around the year 1790 “essentially, though of course with further
distinctions, remained in operation until the 20th century”>* Another of Prince
Alois I's innovations — inspired by Emperor Joseph IT’s reforms for civil servants —
was the introduction of so-called Conduitelisten (tables of all the officials on one
site with details of their education, language skills, duties performed and way of
life) and a pension system for officials on the estates and officials of the central
princely administration (1786-1787). From 1790 on, Alois I’s major building pro-
jects in Vienna, Lower Austria and Moravia were directed by the famous architect
and inventor Joseph Hardtmuth as the prince’s “court” architect. The bibliophile
prince founded the Liechtenstein fideicommissum library, which during his rule
became one of the largest and most valuable libraries in the Habsburg monarchy.
In the Majoratshaus in Vienna’s Herrengasse, Prince Alois I had erected a huge
library hall with a double row of columns, which soon came to be regarded “as an

outstanding Viennese sight>.»

3 Cited from Winkelbauer, Thomas: Haklich und der Korruption unterworfen. Die Verwaltung
der liechtensteinischen Herrschaften und Giiter im 17. und 18. Jahrbundert. In: Oberhammer,
E. (ed.): Der ganzen Welt ein Lob und Spiegel. Vienna — Munich 1990, pp. 86-114, here p. 95.

3 Loffle , Josef: Die Verwaltung der Herrschaften und Giiter. In: Merki, Christoph Maria —
Loffle , Josef: Das Haus Liechtenstein in den bohmischen Lindern vom Mittelalter bis ins 20.
Jahrhundert — Giiter, Rechte, Verwaltung. Vaduz 2013, pp. 169-208, here p. 42.
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b.  The 19th Century

In Paris on 12 July 1806, representatives of sixteen southern and western Ger-
man states signed the Treaty of the Confederation of the Rhine. No-one doubted
the fact that this was the swan song of the thousand-year Holy Roman Empire.
The signatories to the treaty, which established the Confederation of the Rhine,
seceded from the empire, gave up their titles which they used on these lands and
rejected the imperial laws. The French emperor, Napoleon I, became the protec-
tor of this new confederation, thus turning the Confederation of the Rhine into
his own satellite territory. The Confederation of the Rhine was an important ally
of France and according to the treaty an army of 63,000 men had to be raised, a
number which grew substantially as more states joined the confederation. The seat
of the confederation diet was in Frankfurt, a free imperial city, which managed to
preserve its importance even during the times of change at the start of the 19th
century. The new order was essentially a copy of the old relationship between
France and Austria, where it was characteristic of the first partner to find allies in
order to destabilize the position of the second. At the same time, the Illyrian Pro-
vinces were established under French patronage. Napoleon even tried to support
the Hungarian separatists, which naturally met with failure, as at that time it was
in the Hungarian nobility’s interest to support the Habsburg monarchy.

In light of these circumstances, according to the emperor Francis II there
was no sense in the continued existence of the Holy Roman Empire. The Habs-
burg ruler was convinced that the agony of the medieval empire should not be
prolonged and so on 6 August 1806 he announced that he was abdicating from the
Holy Empire’s throne and dissolving the empire. He also gave up his name and
henceforth was known as Francis I, Emperor of Austria. The Habsburg empire in
Central Europe was replaced by the empire of the Bonapartes.

One of the founding members of the Confederation of the Rhine was the
ruler of Liechtenstein, though it is interesting that, this aside, he never demons-
trated any kind of initiative. He was not present at any of the negotiations, either
in person or through an envoy. Johann I also never officially left the union of the
Holy Roman Empire. Nevertheless, this was an event of considerable significance.
While a number of larger states were dissolved and their territories were absorbed
by their more successful neighbours, at this time of violent change Liechtenstein
not only survived but became a sovereign state. Although its importance was
minimal, it was part of the Confederation of the Rhine and its representative sat at
the confederation diet in Frankfurt.
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Prince Johann I of Liechtenstein (1760-1836) was well aware of the principality’s
importance for his family’s standing. It was thanks to his tenure that the Liech-
tensteins remained among the high nobility, while subordination to another state
would obviously have meant the definitive loss of this expensively acquired status.
Therefore, as early as 1805 he tried to mediate through the French ambassador
in Vienna to ensure the safety of his country and avert the risk of annexation.
However, his position was far from easy — as an Austrian army officer he owed his
allegiance to the emperor, but as a ruler he had to prioritize the interests of Liech-
tenstein. Therefore, to prevent his subjects in the confederation army from fighting
against Austria he paid a Nassau duke to recruit and retain a unit of forty soldiers
to take the place of Liechtenstein soldiers in the confederation army. Liechtenstein
was also part of France’s strategy as it made a weak forward defensive position
for the Habsburg empire. Therefore, an alliance with Liechtenstein at that point
corresponded with France’s aim of weakening the power of Austria. In France’s
view, Liechtenstein was part of Central Europe, which also applied in the long run
to other German states such as Bavaria.

Johann’s position, however, had been made significantly easier by paragraph
VII of the Treaty of the Confederation of the Rhine, forbidding its individual
rulers from entering into the service of foreign powers. As the prince was an Aust-
rian general, a rank he was not willing to surrender, he passed on the throne to his
third son, Karl (1803-1871). It is a matter of debate why he omitted his first son,
Alois (1796-1858), and his second son, Franz (1802-1887). Perhaps by so doing
he wanted to emphasize the formality of such a step. Naturally, Prince Karl never
ruled over the principality from 1806 to 1813 as he was too young to be involved
in political or administrative matters. His reign was merely an insignificant epi-
sode and sometimes his name does not even appear on the lists of Liechtenstein
rulers. The events at the start of the 19th century were so precipitous and dramatic
that they called for a truly capable man and not an inexperienced child. Therefore,
despite the fact that Johann I had officially stepped down, in reality the reins of
government were still in his hands.

Here it is necessary to examine a complex and hitherto unanswered question
relating to the relationships between the Liechtenstein prince, Johann I, the French
emperor, Napoleon I, and the Austrian emperor, Francis I. It was of considerable
importance that the French foreign minister, Charles-Maurice de Talleyrand-Péri-
gord (1754-1838), was well-disposed towards the Liechtenstein prince. Evidently,
the two first met during discussions on the Peace of Pressburg, where Talleyrand
represented France, whilst Liechtenstein and Count Ignaz Gyulai (1763-1831)
led the discussions on behalf of the Austrian emperor. Shortly afterwards, Tal-
leyrand intervened on behalf of Johann with the emperor and helped to preserve
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the sovereignty of his principality. However, just as important was the fact that
Napoleon recognised and appreciated Johann I as an exceptionally capable mili-
tary leader. It is also possible that he saw him as his potential agent in the Viennese
court, and it is also possible that he considered him as a candidate for the German
throne should its leader prove to be too independent. On the other hand, Francis I
evidently considered Johann as his informer in the Confederation of the Rhine
and even around Napoleon.

Throughout the existence of the Confederation of the Rhine, Liechtenstein
was a calm province which was unaffected by war. The end of French dominance
came with the three-day “Battle of the Nations” at Leipzig from 16 to 19 October
1813, where Napoleon I was defeated and his German satellite structure fell like a
house of cards, thus ending the period of rapprochement between Liechtenstein
and France. Liechtenstein once more turned towards Austria. It was no longer
part of Central Europe for France, while the Danubian monarchy began to see it
as a shield against the unification of the German regions *

Bavaria had left the confederation even before the Battle of Leipzig, and
several other states, including Liechtenstein, were to follow its example. Johann
now carried out this step in his own name and not that of his son, Karl, meaning
he was once more in charge of the government. The Liechtenstein prince also took
part in the Viennese Congress, which from November 1814 to May 1815 met in
the Austrian capital to discuss the future configuration of the European continent.
When in February 1814 Napoleon left the island of Elba for the French coast to
restore his empire, the Liechtenstein contingent was among those armies which
contributed towards his final defeat at the Battle of Waterloo. On 8 June 1815,
shortly before his capitulation, the great powers approved the Treaty of the Ger-
man Confederation, which gave rise to a new territorial unit on the lands of the
former Holy Roman Empire. The Principality of Liechtenstein entered into the
German Confederation as a full member and it remained an integral part of it until
the Austro-Prussian War of 1866.

One of the outcomes of this conflict was the end of the German Confed-
eration, which signalled the end of Austrian dominance in this area, and was a
fundamental step towards the creation of the German Empire in 1871. After the
breakup of the confederation, its states were given full sovereignty (those which
had not been annexed by Prussia). This also applied to diminutive Liechtenstein,
and immedjiately its ruler was confronted by a number of new issues. These did

3 Horel, Catherine: Cette Europe qu’on dit centrale. Des Habsbourg a intégration enropéenne
(1815-2004). Paris 2009, p. 40.
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not only relate to the delegation of certain state affairs to the principality in the
Danube monarchy, but also to the position of the ruling dynasty within Aus-
tro-Hungary. After centuries the Liechtensteins were among the highest aris-
tocracy of this empire and the majority of their property was to be found there.
While the dynasty owned only 189 hectares of land in the principality,” in Austria
in 1913 the size of their estates reached 207,959 hectares, placing them amongst
the richest landowners in Europe. In first place were the Esterhdzys in Hungary,
who thanks to their lines of princes and counts were the largest landowners in
the Habsburg monarchy. In second place were the Schwarzenbergs, whose estates
were mainly to be found in Bohemia. The Liechtensteins were in third place.*
The largest part (Ca. 160,000 ha) of this property was to be found in the Lands
of the Bohemian Crown. However, the Liechtensteins also owned small estates
in Hungary (96 ha), Saxony (169 ha) and Prussia (164 ha).*® The majority of the
estates belonged to the reigning prince, but some belonged to other branches of the
family. This applied to Moravsky Krumlov/Mihrisch Kromau, which was owned
by the secundogeniture of the family from 1771 until it came to an end in 1908.%°

Whilst the status of the members of the non-reigning branches was clearly
defined *! the status of the reigning prince and his closest relatives in the monarchy
was not consolidated until the mid-19th century following several supreme rulings
by Emperor Franz Joseph, some of which later became enshrined in the law.

This mainly concerned the right of extraterritoriality. This was a privilege
for members of the Habsburg-Lorraine house and was rarely bestowed, even in a
monarchy with members of the reigning family or families which had previously
ruled.” These privileged people were not subject to the normal courts of the mon-
archy, but only to the office of the supreme court marshal, and this also applied to
their moveable property. However, extraterritoriality did not extend to real assets

Of which only 11 hectares were arable land. The rest consisted of forest.

Horel, Catherine: Die Enteignung des Adels in Ungarn nach 1945. Eine vergleichende Per-
spektive. In: Liechtensteinisch-Tschechische Historikerkommission (ed.): Das Fiirstenhaus,
der Staat Liechtenstein und die Tschechoslowakei im 20. Jahrhundert. Vaduz 2013, p. 105.
These were parts of estates which spread into neighbouring states: Rumburg/Rumburk (Sax-
ony) and Jagerndorf/Krnov (Prussia).

From 1802 Gross-Ullersdorf (Velké Losiny) was also part of the property of this side of the
family. After the line of Rudolph (1838-1908) died out, Mihrisch Kromau (Moravsky Krum-
lov) was inherited by his relatives from the family of Kinsky princes, Gross-Ullersdorf (Velké
Losiny) went to a member of the primogeniture line, Prince Alois (1869-1959), father of the
future reigning prince, Franz Josef II.

They were part of the Austrian aristocracy and their position in the court derived from Habs-
burg traditions and regulations.

During the 19th century this privilege was also acquired (in addition to the Liechtensteins) by
the Bourbon (family of King Charles X), Braganza, Cumberland and Sachsen-Weimar families.
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(land ownership including fideicommissum), which continued to be subject to the
normal imperial courts and offices. In this respect, Liechtenstein was unique in the
Habsburg monarchy. On the one hand, it was a sovereign state, while on the other,
its reigning prince belonged to the nobility of the Habsburg monarchy.

The Liechtensteins were granted the right of extraterritoriality by a supreme
ruling from Emperor Francis Joseph on 30 July 1851 (and a decree by the ministry
of justice no. 183 from 10 August of the same year incorporated into the impe-
rial code). However, this right only applied to the reigning prince, his wife and
children. Therefore, this only applied to Alois II and his successor in the office
of Liechtenstein ruler, i.e. only the reigning prince’s immediate family. As this
privilege did not even extend to the successor of the Liechtenstein throne once he
had reached adulthood, in 1880 Johann II asked the Austrian emperor to extend
the privilege of extraterritoriality to all members of the house and also to extend
the privileges of the prince himself. Extraterritoriality was also to be extended
to the princely residency, his means of transport (horse and carriages) as well as
his immediate passage through customs inspections. However, these claims were
rejected outright by the Austro-Hungarian foreign minister, Baron Heinrich Karl
von Haymerle (1828-1881), who was only willing to accept the extraterritoriality
of the family palace on Bankgasse. However, Prince Johann II did not stay very
often in Vienna, prioritizing his rural estates in Feldsberg (Valtice) (at that time
Lower Austria) or Lednice in Moravia. It is therefore of little surprise that he
tried to extend the extraterritorial rights to this chateau, and in the end he was
successful. On 24 October 1880, Baron Haymerle announced to the prince’s
representative that a supreme ruling by the emperor on 3 October 1880 extended
the extraterritorial privilege, which until then had applied only to the palace on
Bankgasse, to other residencies of the sovereign Liechtenstein rulers.

Johann IT was less successful in matters concerning other family members.
This was why the request for extraterritoriality was restricted to two of his sib-
lings: Princess Theresia (1850-1938) and Prince Franz (1853-1938), later Franz
I. When the decree was issued, Theresia was his only unmarried sister (in 1882
she married the Bavarian prince, Arnulf), then Franz, as the only brother of the
childless Johann II, inherited the Liechtenstein throne, which he took up in 1929.
Haymerle recommended a revised request and Emperor Francis Joseph approved
it with a supreme ruling on 3 October 1880. The extension of extraterritorial rights
became publicly known through a decree by the imperial minister of justice no.
134 on 5 November 1880.

However, in the case of Prince Franz, the privilege of extraterritoriality
caused certain misgivings. Unlike his brother, who exercised his authority as the
reigning prince and maintained a distance from Vienna, he had been in the Aus-
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tro-Hungarian diplomatic service since 1878 and was, therefore, a state employ-
ee of the Danube monarchy. This was evidently why he was not recognised in
Austria after the disintegration of the empire in 1918, unlike his brother, as his
privileged status was not based on the norms of international law, but solely on
ceremonial and diplomatic recognition of him as an individual.

The issue of citizenship was also complicated as all the members of the
Liechtenstein family were citizens of Liechtenstein. Although it was possible to
hold dual citizenship based on the laws of the Principality, according to Austrian
law you lost Austrian citizenship if you accepted nationality of another country.
Despite the fact that both countries had been so closely linked since the mid-19th
century, there was a considerable legal problem at work here. The situation was
resolved in 1887 when the status of Liechtenstein citizens was modified by a speci-
al decree by the Austro-Hungarian foreign minister, Count Gustav Kélnoky. This
stated that the members of the Liechtenstein family from the first sovereign leader,
Johann I, were not Austrian citizens, and only possessed those rights which were
accorded to citizens of the Austrian empire.”

Therefore, the members of the Liechtenstein primogeniture constituted
quite a remarkable group of Austrian citizens-noncitizens. They had the same
rights as citizens of the empire, though in reality they were not Austrian citizens.
The majority of the family members was subject to imperial law, but some of them
had the right of extraterritoriality and therefore had the same status as members of
the Habsburg-Lorraine dynasty. The exclusive status of the dynasty was further
strengthened by a supreme ruling by Emperor Francis Joseph from 1903. At the
wedding of Prince Alois (1869-1955) and the emperor’s niece, the archduchess
Elisabeth Amalie (1878-1960), the emperor announced that this was bringing
together two ruling dynasties, thus raising the Liechtensteins above the other
princely families of the Habsburg monarchy.*

In addition to the legal status of the Liechtenstein family members, there
was also the complicated issue of the Liechtenstein property. The right of extra-
territoriality applied to the moveable property of the ruler and his nearest family,
while the non-moveable property located in Austro-Hungary naturally remained
an inseparable part of the monarchy. Therefore, all of the Liechtenstein estates on

However, this privilege only applied to the Liechtenstein primogeniture. The secundogeniture
in Mihrisch Kromau (Moravsky Krumlov) and Gross-Ullersdorf (Velké Losiny) had no such
rights.

Elisabeth Amalie was the youngest daughter of the emperor’s brother, Karl Ludwig (1833—
1896) and his third wife, Maria Theresia of Braganza (1855-1944). She was therefore the
half-sister of the heir to the throne, Francis Ferdinand d’Este (1863-1914) and the aunt of the
future emperor, Charles I (1887-1922).
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the territory of the Austro-Hungarian monarchy were subject to the local laws
and the princes had to pay the appropriate taxes and fees for them. The ruling
prince only had full sovereignty over his property in the Principality. According
to imperial law no. 61 from 1868, the issue of fideicommissum (in particular their
creation, confirmation, substantive changes, etc.), was a matter for government
ruling and had to be approved by the imperial council, and it was in this way
that some property matters of the Liechtenstein dynasty were dealt with in the
mid-19th century. Law no. 62 from 16 May 1874 was an expansion of the ancestral
fideicommissum of the ruling princes of Liechtenstein relating to more estates in
Bohemia and Moravia, and on 12 January 1893 a Liechtenstein family agreement
announced by Prince Alois IT in August 1842 was incorporated as law no. 15/1893
into the Cisleithanian Code.

The law from 1893 was to be a matter of the greatest importance for the
dynasty, and the issue of how it was incorporated into the Czechoslovak legal
system became the subject of a long-running court case which the Liechtensteins
had with the Czechoslovak Republic after 1918. There were several aspects to
the document. Most importantly, it confirmed the validity of the older family
agreements: the fideicommissum negotiated by the brothers Karl, Maximilian and
Gundaker von Liechtenstein from 1606, and the will of Prince Hartmann von
Liechtenstein from 1672.

The first agreement from 1606 introduced the so-called fideicommissum
substitution, or a means of inheriting property and prohibiting the transfer of
the Liechtenstein estates away from the family. The succession was based on the
principles of primogeniture, which excluded women and clergymen, including
members of knightly orders. They could only manage the ancestral estates after
obtaining a papal dispensation allowing them to return to laity. Hartmann’s will
from 1672 further strengthened the powers of the head of the family and estab-
lished the rules of succession. The inheritor of the family fideicommissum could
only be a member of the family who had concluded an equal marriage (i.e. a mar-
riage to someone from an equally elevated aristocratic family), approved by the
ruling prince and the other Liechtensteins, and on the condition that they were of
the Catholic faith.*

Alois IT’s family agreement supplemented and further developed these two
documents. It modified the status of the princely family as a ruling dynasty, it
linked the office of Liechtenstein ruler to the function of head of the family and

# Hartmann’s will only related to the Gundaker side. It applied to the whole family only after
the older (Karl’s) line died out in 1712. All the property (including Vaduz and Schellenberg)
was thus transferred to the Gundaker side.
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enshrined the rules of succession based on the principles of fideicommissum from
1606. The Liechtenstein throne was thus inherited according to the rule of primo-
geniture for the descendants of Prince Johann I (1760-1836), and if this line were
to die out in the men’s stem, the right of succession was transferred to the younger
Moravsky Krumlov / Mahrisch Kromau side. If the whole family were to die out,
then the rights of rule and inheritance passed to the women and then to their male
descendants, if they came from an old aristocratic family.

An extremely important element of the agreement from 1842 was the section
dealing with the economic aspect of the exercise of ruling rights. An integral part
of the Principality of Liechtenstein was in fact capital, which enabled the rulers to
lead a reasonably aristocratic life. Revenues from the local princely demesne had
been too low and were not even enough to cover the costs of managing the Princi-
pality. Originally the entire capital was deposited in the bank of the Swabian Circle,
but on the basis of an agreement from 1754, part of it was transferred to a cash
fideicommissum secured by returns from the Moravian estates of Usov (Mahrisch
Aussee), Sternberk (Sternberg) and Karlovec (Karlsberg). After the demise of the
Holy Roman Empire, an agreement from 1809 meant that the remaining Swabian
capital was invested in Austrian government bonds with an annual interest rate
of four per cent. According to an agreement from 1842, both funds represented
grants to the Liechtenstein Principality and could not be reduced or further trans-
ferred. The proceeds from the bonds and the cash fideicommissum could only
be used to cover the costs of managing the Principality, to extend its territory, to
modernize the country, or to further increase its capital.

The exclusive holder of all these assets and revenues was the reigning prince,
not the other members of the family. He was also obliged to maintain the territo-
rial integrity of Liechtenstein in its entirety (which also meant the capital and cash
fideicommissum from the Moravian estates), and to expand the territory of his
country further if possible. If in the future it were feasible to expand the Principa-
lity through a peace treaty, international agreement or marriage, then that area and
its inhabitants would constitute an integral part of Liechtenstein.

However, the status of the ruling prince of Liechtenstein also raised many
issues within the Habsburg chamonarchy. In terms of international law, the ques-
tion of hereditary membership of the House of Lords was a particularly thorny
issue. The groundwork for the creation of this institution was Schmerling’ques
(February) constitution of 1861. An Imperial Council edict not only established
the Chamber of Deputies, with delegates sent by individual diets elected on the
basis of curial law, but also the House of Lords with members appointed by the
emperor. The bicameral system was maintained even after the enactment of dua-
lism and the acceptance of the December Constitution in Cisleithania in 1867. With-

55



The [9th century

in the European monarchies, the Austrian House of Lords constituted a special
form of upper chamber, which was similar to the British House of Lords. It was
not only for adult members of the Habsburg-Lorraine dynasty, the landowning
aristocracy and members of the high clergy, but also for those appointed by the
monarch; the so-called lifetime members were men who had rendered outstand-
ing merits to state and church, sciences and arts. Ancestral aristocracy was deter-
mined by inherited membership, which no untitled Austrian citizen could aspire
to. On the basis of Section 3 of the “Constitutional law on Imperial representa-
tion” of 26 February 1861, the privilege of hereditary membership was restricted
to “adult members of local noble families with extensive land property to whom
the emperor granted the hereditary title of Imperial Counsellor”.* The reigning
prince of Liechtenstein, who during the entire constitutional rule in Austria had
been Johann II, received this dignity immediately after the issuing of the February
Constitution in 1861. Already in his lifetime this matter attracted extraordinary
attention. Johann II was the only ruler of a sovereign state who was also a member
of parliament of another country.*’

Although at the time these laws and decrees strengthened the status of the
Liechtensteins within the monarchy, after the outbreak of war in 1914, and espe-
cially after the demise of the Austro-Hungarian Empire, they were to become
more of a millstone as they appeared to demonstrate a large dependency on
Vienna. Moreover, in 1880 the Liechtenstein prince gave his formal consent for
the interests of the Principality abroad to be continued to be represented by the
Danubian monarchy. This step raised the question among many foreign politicians
and lawyers as to whether the Principality was indeed independent, when in fact
it was only confirming the status quo. Most of the time the Liechtensteins toed
a pro-Austrian line, and with respect to their ties to the Vienna Court and taking
into account the small military-economic importance of the state, the notion of
any independent foreign policy was illusory. The sovereignty of Liechtenstein,
like that of other German states, was not associated with factors of political power.

#  Paragraph 3 of the Constitution of 21 December 1867, which changed the wording of the
Constitution of 26 February 1861, read as: “Hereditary members of the House of Lords are
representatives of those domestic noble families who own estates lying within the kingdom and
lands represented at the Imperial Council and on whom the emperor conferred the hereditary
dignity of Imperial Councellor.”

It was not such a problem for the other family members. In 1871 hereditary membership from
the primogeniture was acquired by Prince Franz (1802-1887), which was then inherited by
his son, Alfred (1842-1907), and then by his grandson, Franz (1868-1929). From 1861 this
privilege was then given to the head of the Mihrisch Kromau (Moravsky Krumlov) secundo-

geniture. Several members of the dynasty were appointed lifetime members of the House of
Lords.
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The country had no major geopolitical significance for Austria or for any other
neighbouring state. It itself had no ambitions regarding the surrounding lands,
while it was not viewed for possible annexation by other countries. Moreover,
even during the existence of the German Confederation, when the Principality
kept an envoy at the seat of the German Confederation in Frankfurt, in certain
cases the prince would ask for the assistance of Austrian diplomats. For example,
when in 1860 the young Johann II wanted to visit Queen Victoria, he asked
Count Rudolf Apponyi, the Austrian ambassador at the British royal court, to
mediate. He then turned to the state secretary of the foreign office, Lord John
Russell, emphasizing that he was asking for his help as a foreign minister rather
than the royal court directly because Johann II was not just an Austrian aristocrat,
but above all an independent ruler.

There was also some confusion (especially abroad) caused by the fact that
even though the capital of the Principality of Liechtenstein was Vaduz, the major-
ity of the central offices were situated in Austria, particularly in Vienna. The
prince’s residences included three Viennese palaces (a city palace on Bankgasse, a
summer palace in Rossau and a palace on Herrengasse,* the chateaux at Feldsberg
(Valtice) and Lednice (Eisgrub) (the prince had no grand residence in Liechten-
stein until the reconstruction of Vaduz Castle), while the final resting place of the
prince and other members of the dynasty was traditionally the family tomb in
Vranov (Wranau) near Brno (Brtnn).

The de facto government of the Principality, which was subordinate to the
provincial administration in Vaduz, was located in the capital of the monarchy.
Most of the Liechtenstein central bodies were to be found in Vienna in the city
palace with windows opening onto Bankgasse and Minoritenplatz, which was
located near the Austro-Hungarian foreign ministry. The country’s administra-
tion was dealt with almost exclusively by citizens of the monarchy, some of whom
were later given honorary Liechtenstein citizenship or (very rarely) were ennobled
by the prince. The most important office was that of the Court Chancellor at the
head of the authorised court council, which represented the central administrative
body of the princely estates in the Danube monarchy. In addition to the court
council, he was a member of the court of chancery and the privy council, whose
responsibilities usually included supervising matters concerning the Principality
of Liechtenstein. There was also the seat of the political appellate for the Prin-
cipality of Liechtenstein and the appeal court for the Principality of Liechten-
stein. Both institutions were appellate bodies. The first of these dealt with appeals

# This palace was pulled down in 1913 and replaced by a modern building.
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against decisions by the Liechtenstein provincial government, and the second dealt
with decisions of the provincial court in Vaduz. The prince’s cabinet chancellor, as
well as the familiy archives, a remarkable picture gallery and extensive fideico -
missum library, were all located in the summer palace on Fiirstengasse. However,
the princely accounting department was situated outside of Vienna, in the castle
at Bucovice (Butschowitz) in Moravia. It functioned as the central accounting and
audit office for all the princely estates, as an audit office for the princely funds, and
the supervisory institution for Liechtenstein’s 22 administrative and 24 forestry
offices. Only the office of the local princely estates was located in Vaduz, but this
did not have a great role to play due to the small size of the crown assets in the
country.

This situation remained the same until the outbreak of the First World War.
As in the past, some members of the Liechtenstein family continued to work in
the diplomatic service, while other members of the family fought as officers of the
Austro-Hungarian army at the front. The end of the war and the collapse of the
Austro-Hungarian Empire brought no territorial change for the Principality of
Liechtenstein. In contrast to Austria, Hungary and Germany, Liechtenstein did
not experience any revolutionary unrest. However, domestic politial innovations
and a reorientiation towards Switzerland followed. The profound changes in the
transformation of Central Europe after the war touched the country indirectly,
the princely house very directly.
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The 20th Century

(1) Historical turning points

The twentieth century was characterised by trauma and dislocation: two world
wars, revolutions, the collapse of empires, the emergence of new nation-states, the
heightening of ethnic tensions, the Cold War, democratic revolutions. It is within
this context that the history of the Czech lands, the Principality of Liechtenstein,
the Liechtenstein family and their relationships unfolded.

The Lands of the Bohemian Crown entered the First World War as part of
the Austro-Hungarian Empire. After the defeat of the Central Powers and the col-
lapse of the Danube monarchy, the Czechoslovak Republic was founded in 1918.
From 1938, however, it existed in a truncated form — Slovakia separated in 1939
and the rest of the territory was occupied by the Germans as the ‘Protectorate of
Bohemia and Moravia’ from 1938-1945. After the re-establishment of Czechos-
lovakia in 1945 followed the communist dictatorship since 1948. It ended decades
later with a democratic revolution in 1989. In 1993, Czechoslovakia split into two
separate states: the Czech Republic and the Slovak Republic.

One specific problem in the Lands of the Bohemian Crown, and subse-
quently in Czechoslovakia, was the occasionally conflictual coexistence of Ger-
mans and Czechs. In the 19th and early 20th centuries, attempts were made to
address the issue of the coexistence of Czechs and Germans, though these were
not of lasting success. During the interwar period in Czechoslovakia, a part of
the Sudeten Germans demanded greater autonomy, but eventually these demands
amounted to the annexation to Hitler’s Germany of those areas, where the Sudeten
Germans were settling. This quest, spearheaded by the Sudeten German Party and
taken up by Hitler, lead the signatories of the Munich Conference to approve the
secession of the Sudeten lands from Czechoslovakia and their absorption by Ger-
many. The Munich Agreement and the subsequent brutal period of occupation of
Bohemia and Moravia decisively deepened the gulf between Czechs and Germans.
After the liberation in 1945, a solution has been seen in depriving “Germans” (and
“Magyars”/”Hungarians”) of citizenship, and to expel them from Czechoslovakia
while confiscating their property — all of which was based on Edvard Benes’s presi-
dential decrees. These measures were based on the principle of collective respon-
sibility, without guilt or innocence being individually proven based on the rule
of law. The decisive factor was a desire for punishment and retribution, which
was understandable after the experiences from the period of occupation. Expul-
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sion and confiscation were obviously problematic both in terms of the fundamen-
tal rights enshrined in the Constitution of 1920 (particularly part VI), as well as
the principles of the Charter of the United Nations, which Czechoslovakia under-
took to respect with its signature in June 1945. As for the displacement of “Ger-
mans” and the confiscation of their property, the Communist government later
rubber-stamped this Czech nationalist solution. Successive governments since
1989 have also stood by this position, albeit with certain conditional exceptions.

In marked contrast, the parallel history of Liechtenstein unfolded much less
dramatically. The small, unarmed, neutral country was not involved in either of
the world wars, nor was it affected by Nazi occupation or communist dictatorship.
However, during the First World War it suffered economic hardships, as did the
population of Austria-Hungary, with whom it had shared a customs and monetary
union since the 19th century. After the First World War, Liechtenstein inclined
towards Switzerland in the form of a customs union, the use of the Swiss franc
as its currency, and the use of the Swiss post. Switzerland also represented Liech-
tenstein diplomatically during the interwar period. Nevertheless, Liechtenstein
was affected by the economic crisis, the result of which was unemployment and
political unrest. During the period when Hitler took over Austria in 1938 and
subsequently the whole of Europe, there existed in Liechtenstein from 1938-1945
a small, spirited Nazi party called the “Volksdeutsche Bewegung in Liechtenstein”
(the German National Movement in Liechtenstein). It was not represented in
parliament and was rejected by a large majority of the population, the govern-
ment and the prince. Liechtenstein benefited during the Second World War from
the national economie supply by Switzerland, and soon became part of Western
economic expansion after the war.

Through the prince of Liechtenstein and his family, this country on the Alpine
Rhine was still closely linked to the distant Czech lands in the first half of the 20th
century, and after 1918 the prince and other family members were closely linked
to Czechoslovakia as influential propertied aristocrats since the Late Middle Ages.
There were two phases which led to the complete loss of this property - firstl , they
lost more than half from 1920 to 1938 as a result of Czechoslovak land reform (with
financial compensation), and they lost the rest after 1945 through confiscation

The fate of the Czech (Bohemian) lands, Czechoslovakia and its population
in the first half of the 20th century had repercussions for the Principality of Liech-
tenstein and the Liechtenstein princely family. The prince was both the head of
state and the head of the family. He gradually lost 90% of his assets as a result of
land reform and confiscation in Czechoslovakia. From the 1920s to the 1960s the
prince and his family were plagued by financial difficulties. Soon it became impos-
sible to follow the princely tradition of helping in an emergency when the country
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had financial problems.* On the other hand, the principality very rapidly gained
in importance for the prince. The centre of princely life, which had previously
been his Moravian residences and Vienna, became the previously marginal areas
on the Rhine: In 1938 Vaduz became the permenant residence of the prince.

(2) Four princes

Four princes from the Liechtenstein family reigned during the 20th century:
Johann IT from 1858-1929, his brother Franz I from 1929-1938, his nephew Franz
Josef II from 1938-1989 and his son Hans-Adam II since 1989.

Jobann IT

Prince Johann II (1840-1929) resided at the Feldsberg (Valtice) chateau and in
Vienna. He had numerous possessions in Moravia, Bohemia and Silesia, and was
respected as a patron of cultural and religious institutions. Feldsberg (Valtice),
which was originally located in Lower Austria, became part of Czechoslovakia
in 1919 as a result of the new border demarcation set out by the peace treaty of
Saint-Germain. Prince Johann II was unmarried and childless, and as a devout
Catholic led a solitary life. He ruled the Principality and the Liechtenstein family
for seven decades, during which he administered the large, widely scattered prince-
ly estates. He devoted himself to collecting art and he founded and supported
cultural and scientific institutions. He also helped countless churches. He paid
off the considerable debt which the Principality had run up with Switzerland for
food during the First World War. He also took on the huge loss suffered by the
state-owned bank, Liechtensteinische Landesbank, in 1928 as a result of fraud.

As a young 22-year-old prince in 1862, Johann signed the first constitution
defining the Principality as a constitutional monarchy, and he also ratified a more
modern constitution in 1921. This constitution, with numerous modifications,
still applies to this day. Since 1921 it has defined the government of the Principa-
lity as a “hereditary constitutional monarchy with a parliamentary and democratic
basis” (art. 2). In terms of legislation, the people elect a parliament — Landtag — (15
MPs, today 25), while the prince has the right to veto laws. Since 1921, the direct
democratic rights have included the right to vote and the right to propose legisla-

* Quaderer, Rupert: “Die Sehnsucht nach Deinem Geld ist unermesslich”. Das Fiirstenhaus als
finanzieller Nothelfer Liechtensteins in den Jahren nach dem Zweiten Weltkrieg. In: Liechten-
steinisch-Tschechische Historikerkommission (ed.): Das Fiirstenhaus, der Staat Liechtenstein
und die Tschechoslowakei im 20. Jahrhundert. Vaduz 2013, pp. 25-42.
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tion and call a referendum on the constitution and laws. During Johann IT’s reign,
after 1918 and the defeat and disintegration of the Austro-Hungarian monarchy,
the tax and customs union with Austria was annulled and agreements were made
with Switzerland. These related to a customs union, the Swiss franc and the dip-
lomatic representation of Liechtenstein by Switzerland and not Austria as it had
been until then. Liechtenstein had its own embassy in Vienna from 1919 to 1923,
as well as in Bern from 1919 to 1933, and then again from 1944.

The relationship with Czechoslovakia, founded in 1918, was complicated,
both for the prince personally and for the Principality. The Czechoslovak govern-
ment did not approve of Liechtenstein’s intention to open an embassy in Prague,
while at the Paris Peace Conference, the foreign minister, Edvard Benes, also work-
ed to prevent Liechtenstein’s admission to the conference. Prague also wanted
to prevent Liechtenstein’s acceptance into the League of Nations, though in this
case this was in agreement with the other members of the League, apart from
Switzerland, which voted to accept them. The Czechoslovak government did
not recognize Liechtenstein as a sovereign state after 1918, principally owing to
the land reform, which affected the Liechtensteins’ extensive possessions. Land
reform was, therefore, easier to implement if the Czechoslovak state was negoti-
ating with the Liechtensteins as landowners and not Liechtenstein as a sovereign
state and its representatives. Liechtenstein was only recognised by the Czecho-
slovak government in July 1938 once land reform had been carried out.

Johann II’s demands, which attempted to prevent the land reform or mode-
rate it, or at least to receive some compensation corresponding to the value of
nationalizing and forcibly selling his property (instead of approxymately one-fifth
of its value), was not accepted. The Czechoslovak state and the interested parties
from the Agrarian Party pushed to have the agricultural land distributed to the
peasantry. For Czechoslovakia this was a revolutionary and complex business.
Compensation to the full amount was beyond its financial means and so the nego-
tiations surrounding the surrender and division of the property and compensation
stretched on for years.

Despite this, the relationship between the prince and Czechoslovakia was
not unfriendly. Prince Johann II, as with his brother, Franz I, “attempted to
have a non-conflictual relationship with Czechoslovakia”*® In the communities
of the Liechtenstein estates, the German- and Czech-speaking inhabitants lived

% Dvorék, Tomas: Grenzverschiebungen und Bevolkerungstransfers auf den ehemaligen liech-

tensteinischen Herrschaften in Siidmdhbren und die Frage der regionalen Identitat. In: Liech-
tensteinisch-Tschechische Historikerkommission (ed.): Die Liechtenstein: Kontinuititen —
Diskontinuititen. Vaduz 2013, p. 222.
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together more or less harmoniously and different types of loyalty were interlinked

— Moravian (provincial patriotism), Czech or German-Austrian (language identity)
and Liechtensteinian (loyalty towards the princely family). President Tomas G.
Masaryk visited Feldsberg (Valtice) in 1928. The visit was in the spirit of the equal
coexistence of ethnic groups. The organisers and residents of the communities all
contributed towards this, as did Masaryk’s speech, which was partly in German
and partly in Czech.’! Johann II “the Good”, as people called him, died in 1929.
His final resting place is in the Liechtenstein tomb below the pilgrimage church in
Vranov near Brno (Wranau bei Briinn).

Several years earlier, Johann had already settled the question of the succes-
sion with the agnates of the family. The first heir to the throne was Prince Franz,
the younger brother of Johann II. The other two legitimate princes had with-
drawn from the succession (one being Alois, the father of Franz Josef). Therefore,
Johann’s first successor in line was Franz, followed by their young nephew, Franz
Josef. When determining the succession, the main concerns were to avoid additio-
nal costs resulting from inheritance tax.

Franz I

The urbane Prince Franz von Liechtenstein (1853-1938) was the Austro-Hunga-
rian ambassador in St Petersburg in Tsarist Russia from 1894-1898, which was one
of the most important diplomatic posts in the Danubian monarchy. Afterwards,
as a versatile patron and an Austrian member of the Order of Malta during the
First World War, he was an influential adviser to his princely brother, Johann. In
his later years he exercised the office of reigning prince from 1929 to 1938. His
Jewish wife, Princess Elsa, née von Gutmann, and Prince Franz married officially
shortly after the death of Prince Johann, but they had been unofficially married by
a priest a few years earlier. Franz I was a philanthropist and a good-natured man
of peace, who opposed both the Communists and the Nazis. He appointed his
successor, Franz Josef, at theend of March 1938,and died on 25 July 1938. ARequiem
Mass was said in the parish church in Feldsberg (Valtice), and he was buried in the
Vranov tomb. President Bene§ sent Jan Cerny, Governor of Moravia and Silesia
and a former prime minister, to the funeral ceremony.

51 Ibid., p. 222.
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Franz Josef 1T

Prince Franz Josef II (1906-1989) was in charge of the princely agenda as prince
regent from 30 March 1938 when he was 32. He ruled from 25 July 1938 until his
death in 1989. He was born in 1906 in Styria, the first son of Prince Alois von
Liechtenstein and the Austrian archduchess, Elisabeth Amalie Habsburg-Lor-
raine. He lived with his parents in the Liechtensteins’ castles, and in Velké Losiny
(Gross-Ullersdorf) in northern Moravia from 1911 to 1914. He attended the
Schottengymnasium in Vienna, where he graduated in 1925. He then studied
forestry at the Agricultural University (Hochschule fiir Bodenkultur) in Vienna,
where he graduated as a forestry engineer in 1929. Before taking up the succession
in 1938, he managed the princely estates in Czechoslovakia which still belonged to
the Liechtensteins after the land reform. This mainly concerned forestry.

When Hitler was ready to declare war on Czechoslovakia in September 1938
and only refrained from doing so because of the Munich Agreement, which gave
him the Sudetenland, Franz Josef II sent a telegram to the Imperial Chancellor
on 1 October 1938: “[I am sending you] also in the name of the Liechtenstein
Principality my congratulations on this great feat carried out for world peace and
my sincere thanks”. This telegram, sent in consultation with the cabinet offices in
Vienna and the government in Vaduz, was an expression of relief.”

Franz Josef had no sympathy for National Socialism, but he did have in mind
the interests of his Principality which was threatened with forced integration into
Germany, as well as the interests of the Princely family’s property, which had been
reduced by half by the Czechoslovak land reform. After the Third Reich occupied
Austria in March 1938 and Czechoslovakia in September 1938 and March 1939, it
appeared that the Liechtensteins had the opportunity to ask for the return of some
of their property which had been confiscated by the Czechoslovak state as part of
the land reform, under the condition that the Liechtensteins return any compen-
sation awarded, or rather that they would surrender claims for any compensation
which had not yet been paid. This process began in October 1938 and continued
until spring 1941. The negotiations partly involved Berlin and partly involved the

“Reichsprotektor” and the land office in Prague. The Prince entrusted the negotia-
tions to Prince Karl Alfred and the German lawyer Albrecht Dieckhoff.>

52 Hausarchiv Liechtenstein, Vaduz-Vienna, Korr. Kabinettskanzlei, 1938/172 — LLA RF
183/239. — Geiger, Peter: Krisenzeit. Liechtenstein in den Dreissigerjabren 1928-1939. Vaduz
— Ziirich 22000, Bd. 2, p. 243.

5 Geiger: Krisenzeit, Bd. 2, pp. 242-249. — Geiger, Peter: Kriegszeit. Liechtenstein 1939 bis 1945.
Ziirich 2010, pp. 240-244.
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Based on reports by General Otakar Zahdlka, in the literature there appears a
general statement that following the post-Munich demarcation of the borders,
members of some aristocratic families whose property lay in the border areas, for
example the Liechtensteins and the Schénborns, attempted to have the situation
reviewed in favour of the Third Reich, partly because of fears concerning unfin
ished land reform. However, these measures also had economic justifications *The
attempts to change the borders have been documented in the case of the Liechten-
steins, for example at Lanzhot (Lanshut), which remained within the Protectorate
of Bohemia and Moravia, and was thus separated from the estate in Bfeclav (Lun-
denburg).”® The motivation for such actions has to be viewed not only from the
perspective of Liechtenstein estate management, but also from the perspective of
the everyday life of its inhabitants (destroyed infrastructure, loss of jobs in Bfeclav,
no access to the hospital in Feldsberg (Valtice), etc.).

The prince would have liked to buy back the following properties: the
Lanskroun (Landskron) estate in the Sudetenland (his expropriated part),
Rumburk (Rumburg), Ruda nad Moravou (Eisenberg), HanuSovice (Hansdorf)
and several forestry areas, including those near Pozofice (Posorschitz). In addition,
after the Protectorate was established in 1939, he tried to reacquire the Kostelec
nad Cernymi lesy (Schwarzkosteletz) estate near Prague. The prince was mainly
concerned with forestry. Together it made up some 29,000 ha and accounted for
nearly one-third of the property which the prince had lost as a result of land
reform.”® The efforts to reacquire the lost land were unsuccessful and by March
1941 at the latest had been deferred “until after the war”, as Dieckhoff stated.”

Franz Josef spent the war in Vaduz, where he married the countess Georgine
von Wilczek in March 1943. He also often spent time in Vienna and with his
parents in Velké Losiny (Gross-Ullersdorf). The property which was still owned

> Another of his reports provides information that, for example, Schonborn asked that his estate

remain in its entirety, either on one or the other side, but not torn apart. Mnichov v doku-
mentech I1. Prague 1958, p. 316. — Cf. Hor¢icka, Viclav: Einige grundlegende Probleme des
Wirkens der Familie Liechtenstein in den bohmischen Landern wihrend des Zweiten Weltkrie-
ges. In: Liechtensteinisch-Tschechische Historikerkommission (ed.): Liechtensteinische Erin-
nerungsorte in den bohmischen Lindern. Vaduz 2012, pp. 123-137. Czech version: Hor¢icka,
Viclav: Ndstin problematiky piisobeni rodu Lichtenstejnii v Ceskych zemich v obdobi drubé
svétové vdlky. In: Geiger, Peter — Knoz, Tomas (eds.): Mista Lichtenstejnské paméti. (Casopis
Matice moravské 131, 2012 — Supplementum 3). Brno 2012, pp. 107-121.
Hor¢icka: Einige grundlegende Probleme, pp.129 {.
Geiger: Krisenzeit, Bd. 2, pp. 247 {. — Keller-Giger, Susanne: Bodenreform vor Souveranitat.
In: Liechtensteinisch-Tschechische Historikerkommission (ed.): Das Fiirstenhaus, der Staat
Liechtenstein und die Tschechoslowakei im 20. Jahrhundert. Vaduz 2013, p. 48.
57 Compilation by Dr. Albrecht Dieckhoff, Hausarchiv Liechtenstein, Vaduz, Korr. Kabinetts-
kanzlei, 1944/16. — Geiger: Kriegszeit, Bd. 2, p. 242 {.
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by the Liechtensteins after the land reform — forests and agricultural, industrial
and entrepreneurial businesses — was also managed by the prince during the Pro-
tectorate with some assistance from staff who had worked here earlier and spoke
mainly Czech, and less German.*

Occasionally the prince would give donations in aid of emerging Nazi units

— the Hitlerjugend, the SA and the SS, as well as to the “Winter aid relief” founda-
tion, which was part of the “National Socialist Welfare Organisation” (NSV-Win-
terhilfswerk) — in the “Ostmark” (Eastern March, the Nazi name for Austria)
immediately after the Anschluss, in the Sudetenland after the occupation, always
on the lands of the princely estates. For example, following a request in autumn
1938, Franz Josef agreed to a one-off contribution towards establishing the SA in
Krnov, Opava, Zibieh, Bfeclav, Sternberk, Moravskd Tiebova, Karlovec, Felds-
berg (Valtice) and Lanskroun (Jagerndorf, Troppau, Hohenstadt, Lundenburg,
Sternberg, Mihrisch-Triibau, Karlsberg, Feldsberg and Landskron). This was
mainly for providing uniforms. In November 1938 at the request of the SS the
prince gave 15,000 reichsmarks towards establishing SS standards in Sumperk
(Mahrisch-Schonberg), Krnov and Opava. The prince promised 12,000 reichs-
marks in 1938 and then again in 1939 to the aforementioned “Winter aid relief” in
the Sudetenland — always for the needs of the lands on the prince’s estates. From
1942-1944 he also donated 30,000 reichsmarks annually towards the Red Cross
war aid. The social donations were to alleviate poverty, the donations of political
character were to placate larger as well as smaller overlords.*

As the war dragged on it became increasingly obvious that Hitler would
be defeated and Soviet troops would enter into eastern and central Europe. The
Liechtensteins, therefore, began to fear that they would lose all of their princely
property in Czechoslovakia as well as in Austria. Franz Josef II was concerned
that, under the influence of the Soviets, the Liechtenstein property could be con-
fiscated. From 1943 on, he personally tried to make contact with British and Amer-
ican diplomats in Switzerland and with the Swiss government in order to ensure
that Liechtenstein property would not be treated as “enemy” property, but as
the property of members of a neutral state, and that the property would be left
untouched. It was this objective which led to the reopening of the Liechtenstein
embassy in Bern, which had been closed in 1933 for economic reasons according

8 Loffle , Josef: Die Verwaltung der Herrschaften und Giiter der Fiirsten von Liechtenstein in

den bohmischen Landern von der Mitte des 18. Jahrbunderts bis 1948. In: Merki, Christoph
Maria — Loffle , Josef: Das Haus Liechtenstein in den bohmischen Lindern vom Mittelalter bis
ins 20. Jahrhundert — Giiter, Rechte, Verwaltung. Vaduz 2013, pp. 169-372.

% Cf. Geiger: Kriegszeit, Bd. 2, pp. 235-237.
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to the Liechtenstein government. In December 1944 it was once again reactivated.
Prince Heinrich, Franz Josef’s 24-year-old brother, became Liechtenstein’s chargé
d’affaires in Switzerland. Franz Josef also sought to assign his brother, Prince Karl
Alfred, to the Swiss general consulate in Prague as the Liechtenstein attaché, who
was to represent Liechtenstein’s interests in post-war Czechoslovakia. However,
the foreign ministry in Berlin — while it was still making decisions in Prague — for-
bade it, though Bern, pragmatically agreed with the assignment of Karl Alfred.*®®

On 14 May 1945, a few days after the German capitulation, Prince Franz
Josef sent a telegram of congratulations (in the diplomatic language of French)
to President Edvard Benes, who had returned from exile: “A loccasion du retour
de votre Excellence @ Praha, mon peuple et moi font des voeux sincéres pour votre
Excellence et le bonheur futur du peuple Tchécoslovaque / Francois Josef Prince de
Liechtenstein.” The telegram was written as a communiqué between prince and
president, or between two heads of state at the same level.*!

However, Czechoslovakia did not recognise Liechtenstein as a sovereign
state. It argued that Switzerland had cut off diplomatic ties with Czechoslovakia
in 1939 and that this, therefore, also applied to Liechtenstein who, like Switzer-
land, had also failed to maintain links with the Czechoslovak government in exile.
While Switzerland and Czechoslovakia quickly resumed diplomatic ties, Czecho-
slovakia refused to do likewise with Liechtenstein. The reasoning was the same
as it had been during the interwar period — the desire to expropriate the still
considerable property still held by the prince.

The confiscation decrees of the president of the republic, which lumped
together all “Germans”, “Hungarians”, “enemies” and “traitors”,*> were also
applied to the prince, other members of the Liechtenstein family and to other citi-
zens of Liechtenstein. All of them were included among “Germans”. Everything
was taken and then confiscated. Complaints, testimonials, court actions all came

0 Geiger: Kriegszeit, Bd. 2, p. 268 ff., p. 284 {f.

¢t LIECHTENSTEIN — THE PRINCELY COLLECTIONS Vaduz, Korr. Kabinettskanzlei 1945/14. —
Geiger: Kriegszeit, Bd. 2, p. 492 ff..

¢ The decrees are published in the Czechoslovak collections of laws: Sbirka zdkonii a navi-
zeni republiky Ceskoslovenské. Prague 1945-1948; Shivka zdkonii a natizeni stitu Ceskos-
lovenského. Prague 1945. Important parts of the decrees are published in German as an
appendix in Hor¢icka, Viclav: Die Enteignungen von liechtensteinischem Vermogen in der
Tschechoslowakei 1945 bis 1949. In: Hor¢icka, Viclav — Marxer, Roland: Liechtenstein und
die tschechoslowakischen Konfiskationen 1945. Vom Zweiten Weltkrieg bis zur Gegenwart.
Vaduz 2013, pp. 122-139.
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to nought. The Communist government, which seized power in 1948, ratified this
confiscation ®

Both the princely family and Liechtenstein as a state refused to recognise the
confiscation in 1945, for which they received no compensation, and continued to
reiterate their property demands.

Hans-Adam 11

In 1984, Franz Josef II appointed his son, Prince Hans-Adam, as his successor
and executor of governmental rights. Since 1989, Hans-Adam II (born 1945) has
been the reigning prince of Liechtenstein. He grew up in Vaduz, graduated from
the Schottengymnasium in Vienna and the gymnasium in Zuoz, where he passed
his final examination in 1965. After working in banking in London he studied
business economics and economics at the University of St Gallen. He graduated
in 1969 with a Licentiate. From 1970, on the authority of Prince Franz Josef II,
he reorganised the administration of the ancestral property which had been trans-
ferred to the “Prince of Liechtenstein Foundation” — similar to the fideico -
missum of old. One central pillar of the princely economy became the “Bank in
Liechtenstein”, today’s “Liechtenstein Global Trust” (LGT). Apart from his prin-
cely duties, Prince Hans-Adam II did not act as a landlord, but as a manager and
banker, and successfully too.* In 2004 he appointed Prince Alois (born 1968)
as his successor and executor of governmental rights, and then published a book
entitled The State in the Third Millennium in 2010.%

(3) Confl cting opinions on confi cation

In terms of the Liechtenstein property in Czechoslovakia, although prince
Johann IT and prince Franz I considered the surrender of property as a result of
the enforced land reform to be an unreasonable act, it was finally accepted under
the pressure of circumstances. However, the confiscations from 1945, which were

¢ Horéicka: Die Enteignungen von liechtensteinischem Vermogen in der Tschechoslowakei 1945

bis 1949. In: Hor¢icka, Viclav — Marxer, Roland: Liechtenstein und die tschechoslowakischen

Konfiskationen 1945. om Zweiten Weltkrieg bis zur Gegenwart. Vaduz 2013, pp. 9-139.

Merki, Christoph Maria: Besitzverschiebungen. Vom Grundherrn zum Privatbankier. In:

Liechtensteinisch-Tschechische Historikerkommission (ed.): Das Fiirstenhaus, der Staat

Liechtenstein und die Tschechoslowakei im 20. Jahrhundert. Vaduz 2013, pp. 13-23.

¢ Liechtenstein, Fiirst Hans-Adam von: Der Staat im dritten Jahrtausend. Triesen 2013 (first
edition 2010). — Czech edition: Liechtenstein, Hans-Adam von: Stat ve tetim tisicileti. Prague
2011.
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never compensated for, were still considered to be unlawful by Prince Franz Josef
IT and other members of the family. This position was also shared by the state of
Liechtenstein, which has to represent its citizens, prince, members of the Liech-
tenstein dynasty and others who were affected by confiscation.

On the other hand, the Czechoslovak side maintains its position that the
confiscation of the Liechtenstein property was carried out in accordance with the
law. These diverging, contradictory legal views concerning the confiscation of
property in 1945 continue to this day.

(4) The diplomatic blockade

One of the consequences was that Liechtenstein and Czechoslovakia — and sub-
sequently its successor states of the Czech Republic and the Slovak Republic -
mutually denied formal diplomatic recognition. Contrary to expectations, this

situation continued even after the revolution of 1989. Although both parties were

willing to see this unusual situation resolved, certain conditions always had to

apply: Czechoslovakia only wanted to recognise Liechtenstein sovereignty by
establishing diplomatic ties ex nunc, and not from 1918 or 1945, and it only want-
ed to discuss the issue of confiscation after these diplomatic ties had been establis-
hed. Liechtenstein, meanwhile, wanted confirmation of its sovereignty dating back
to 1806 or to the foundation of Czechoslovakia (1918), and the issue of confisc -
tion was to be resolved prior to establishing diplomatic ties, or at least to obtain a

binding promise that serious negotiations would follow. Neither of the parties was

prepared to compromise on their conditions. The promising start of the 1990s and

the turn of the millennium came to nought.

(5) An illustrative dispute — “Scene around a Roman Limekiln”

The dispute surrounding Pieter van Laer’s small picture “Scene around a Roman
Limekiln,”® which passed through three different courts, exemplarily illustra-
tes the complexity of the situation. This work of art belonged to the prince until
1945 when it was confiscated, and since then it has been the property of the Czech
state in the chateau at Feldsberg (Valtice). In 1991 the National Heritage Insti-

* Valtice (Feldsberg), chateau inventory, no. 724/597. — Cf. Mrizek, Josef: Obraz Velkd vipenka
a majetkopravni naroky Lichtenstejni vici CR. In: Pravni radce 9, 2001, no. 9, pp. I-XII.
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tute in Brno (Briinn) loaned the picture to an exhibition in Cologne. The prince
started an action in the German courts, and then (1998) at the European Court of
Human Rights, all without success, and finally (2001) there was an action by the
Liechtenstein Principality against Germany at the International Court of Justice in
The Hague. This action was brought forward because the German Constitutional
Court had argued that the Liechtenstein property had been confiscated in Czecho-
slovakia as part of German reparations. Liechtenstein put forward the defence that
as a neutral state during the war it could not be included in German reparations. The
International Court of Justice did not hear the case because during the time when
the incriminating events occurred it did not yet exist, and therefore ratione temporis
was not applicable. The basis of the Liechtenstein case was, therefore, left unaddres-
sed — to the relief of the Czech party and to the disappointment of the Liechtensteins.

(6) Lifting the blockade, diplomatic relations since 2009

More intensive personal contact helped to develop trust between the two states
and they came to the conclusion that it was necessary to find a pragmatic way to
re-establish relations. The Liechtenstein family and the Liechtenstein state no long-
er linked the issue of confiscation and compensation to the issue of recognition
and diplomatic ties. The hitherto differing interpretations of the historical proces-
ses and their influence on the present were to be jointly researched by a commis-
sion of historians. And so in 2009 diplomatic ties could be renewed.

The Czech ambassador in Switzerland is also accredited for Liechtenstein,
just as the Liechtenstein ambassador in Vienna has been for the Czech Republic
since April 2011. Since that time, there have been multilateral contacts on vari-
ous levels.”” The Czech-Liechtenstein Commission of Historians (with an equal
number of Czechs and Liechtensteiners) was established in 2010 and finished its
work at the end of 2013.

87 Marxer, Roland: Die Beziehungen Liechtensteins zur Tschechoslowakei und zu deren Nachfolge-

staaten seit dem Zweiten Weltkrieg. Nachwirkungen und Entrwicklungen bis heute. In: Horcicka,
Viclav — Marxer, Roland: Liechtenstein und die tschechoslowakischen Konfiskationen von 1945.
Vom Zweiten Weltkrieg bis zur Gegenwart. Vaduz 2013. - Hor¢icka, Viclav: Die Enteignungen
von liechtensteinischem Vermaigen in der Tschechoslowakei 1945 bis 1949. In: Hor¢icka, Viclav
— Marxer, Roland: Liechtenstein und die tschechoslowakischen Konfiskationen 1945. Vom Zwei-
ten Weltkrieg bis zur Gegenwart. Vaduz 2013. — Cf. also the articles of Viclav Hor¢icka and
Roland Marxer. In: Liechtensteinisch-Tschechische Historikerkommission (ed.): Das Fiirsten-
haus, der Staat Liechtenstein und die Tschechoslowakei im 20. Jahrbundert. Vaduz 2013.
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a.  Sites of memory and constructing a historical image
of Liechtenstein

(1) A sites of memory model

Pierre Nora created a sites of memory model,®® although it is debatable how his
concept could be applied to the historical conditions in Central Europe and to the
history of the House of Liechtenstein in Central Europe. Nora very quickly estab-
lished that what was relevant for France was not necessarily relevant for other
countries, particularly multinational states. In the Habsburg monarchy it is possible
to talk about different, or mutually competing, cultures of memory. Here the area
of the empire is also a traditional theme: imagines memoriae must adapt to the loci
memoriae. In this sense, different sites have their hierarchy: sites of culture (muse-
ums), sites of remembrance (cemeteries and monuments), sites of identity for indivi-
dual groups, and finally sites of memory where emotion has to give way to reason.
In the Habsburg monarchy the same site could very often represent com-
peting landscapes of memory.®” This spatial turn is a particularly interesting issue
for us because the Habsburg monarchy created from its territory with its great
size and resulting ethnic-national diversity the topos of a whole state. This is of
great significance for the historical and present-day borders within the monarchy
and beyond. The movement of the borders in central, eastern and south-eastern
Europe after 1918 altered the identity of the regions, because one important
element here is the memory of the stability of the Habsburg lands. The collective
identity of the region or crown land may collide with the identity of the state as a
whole, the more so as in the Habsburg monarchy one common state was shared
by several groups. Therefore, there emerges a collective consciousness on various
levels. In 1925 the French historian Marc Bloch cast doubt on Emile Durkheim’s
thesis that representation, mentality, consciousness and memory are the sum of a
collective process. What would happen, asked Bloch, if people migrated or con-
verted? These were very common phenomena in the Habsburg monarchy, partic-
ularly after 1867, and this great geographical and social mobility left its mark on
identity. Entire groups were assimilated by the “dominant culture” (Leitkultur),

6 Nora, Pierre (ed.): Les lienx de mémoire. Nora, Pierre: Realms of memory: rethinking the
French past. New York 1996-1998.

¢ This concept was formulated by Rudy Koshar as memory landscape, cf. Koshar, Rudy: Die
deutsche Erinnerungslandschaft 1870—-1990. In: Martini, Wolfram (ed.): Architektur und Erin-
nerung. Gottingen 2000, pp. 191 ff.
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which in turn altered their collective memory. However, it is debatable whether
or not they became “loyal servants to their master”, because even with their
assimilation they adopted a national culture, which did not necessarily identify
with the culture of the Habsburg dynasty.”
Nation-building demanded distancing from the Habsburg monarchy, if
not its outright rejection. There developed discussions about its role as the
“prison of nations” and coloniser. National history was written and staged as anti-
type. According to this view, the non-Germanic nations had been the victims of
Habsburg rule for centuries. Historiography concentrated primarily on the period
before Habsburg rule, emphasizing the defeats in key battles followed by repres-
sion and everything that separated their own nation from the Habsburg monarchy.
The long shared history was criticised and rejected by parts of Czech historiogra-
phy. Naturally, after the Second World War this trend became even stronger. The
German language was taboo, Germans were expelled, and the small Jewish com-
munity and the various national minorities were discriminated by the communist
regime. The erstwhile multiculturalism of the Habsburg monarchy died out and
with it its most important legacy.

(2) Liechtenstein sites of memory

In this context, sites of memory can essentially be perceived in two ways. The
first is abstractly thought as “locations in the human mind” which are used in
constructing and deconstructing the past. The second is concrete, “points on a
map”, which are connected with the subject of memory in one way or another
and mediate its historical memory.” These perceptions merge with one another
on a number of levels: the memory created by the subject itself and the creation
of a memory on a given subject (in this case, the Liechtensteins’ memory and
remembering the Liechtensteins), and the place on a map with the location in the
human mind (in our case, a monument connected with the Liechtensteins and the

7 Horel, Catherine: Die Habsburgermonarchie. Ein transnationaler Evinnerungsort? In: Liech-

tensteinisch-Tschechische Historikerkommission (ed.): Liechtensteinische Erinnerungsorte in
den bohmischen Landern. Vaduz 2012, pp. 33-48. Czech version: Horel, Catherine: Habsbur-
skd monarchie: transnaciondlni misto paméti? In: Geiger, Peter — Knoz, Tomds (eds.): Mista
Lichtenstejnské paméti. (Casopis Matice moravské 131, 2012 — Supplementum 3). Brno 2012,
pp. 7-22.

Hlavacka, Milan — Mares, Antoine (eds.): Pamét’ mist, udalosti a osobnosti. Historie jako iden-
tita a manipulace. Prague 2011. — Cf. Halbwachs, Maurice — Namer, Gérard - Jaisson, Marie:
Kolektivni pamét’. Prague 2009.
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historical memory that its mediation helps to create in the form of a collective
consciousness).”

The presence of the Liechtenstein family in the history of Central Europe
can be characterised by the concept of la longue durée,”® which brings with it a
long-lasting and complex construction of the memory of this aristocratic family.
When observing the sites of Liechtenstein memory, several defining features can
be detected:

The Liechtenstein memory goes beyond the closed dimension of the memory
of an aristocratic family and operates in an open space as a general memory. It
influences the general memory and is influenced by it. The general historical
memory reacts to the Liechtenstein memory, and the Liechtenstein memory reacts
to the general memory. They have a reciprocal influence on one another, which
leads to various types of deconstruction and reconstruction of memory. Liech-
tenstein sites of memory are, therefore, relatively complex configurations, the
characterisation of which requires the use of different “objects, approaches,
methods” (objets, approches, méthodes).”* This also applies to sites of Liechten-
stein memory as “points on a map” (whether that be a construction of the memory
of the Liechtensteins or a construction of the Liechtensteins’ memory).

The memorial site at White Mountain, the crosses marking the site where the
Bohemian lords were executed on Old Town Square, the monumental unfinish
ed castle at Plumlov (Plumenau), the intricately shaped Valtice-Lednice (Felds-
berg-Eisgrub) Cultural Landscape including the “Border Castle” in Hlohovec
(Bischofswarth), the grave at the Pauline Monastery in Vranov (Wranau), Karl
von Liechtenstein’s cenotaph in Opava (Troppau), these are all memorials which
are not only part of the Liechtenstein ancestral memory, but part of the memory
of Czech and Central European history.”

2 Knoz, Tomds: Liechtensteinové, Morava a Valtice v 1. poloviné 17. stoleti. (Zakledni obresy
problematiky). In: Kordiovsky, Emil (ed.): Mésto Valtice. Valtice 2001, pp. 301-315.

75 Braudel, Fernand: La longue durée. Annales E.S.C. No. 4, octobre-decembre 1958, pp.
725-753.

7 Le Goff, Jacques — Nora, Pierre (eds.): Faire de I’bistoire. Nouveaux problémes. Nonveaux
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(3) The image of the Liechtenstein family in Czech society

Questions relating to the construction and development of the image of the Liech-
tenstein family, as well as its role in Central European and Czech history, can only
be answered through research into those areas of the media which fostered this
image. The construction of the image is not only limited by the type of medium
(each of which has its own political goals, social engagement and target group), but
also by the specific time context. Therefore, the image of the Liechtensteins can
be spontaneously, or more artificially construed and implied, at the same time it
can also be more of a group image than an individual one. In terms of the media,
it seems necessary on one hand to question historiographical output. Superfic -
ally this seems to be designed for a relatively strictly defined and narrow circle
of recipients, whereas in reality it plays a fairly important role (expert opinions
from the political and legal worlds (Josef Pekaf), popularizing works creating a
generally perceived image of the particular theme, transporting the results of his-
torians” work to the general public through media, etc.). Then it is necessary to
look at the crucial area of education (textbooks), the image constructed by Liech-
tenstein monuments (guide books and texts), and the image portrayed by the mass
media (newspapers, radio and television, and more recently electronic media). As
was shown by the historical-sociological research carried out by the Czech-Liech-
tenstein Commission of Historians, it is precisely these media that over the past
hundred years have not only communicated and transferred the image of the
Liechtensteins in the Czech lands, but also have significantly influenced and even
helped to create it.”

In Czech historical memory, the princely Liechtenstein family is perceived
as belonging to an aristocratic dynasty that tends to be problematic and even
negative. This circumstance has been reflected in Czech historical output over
the last two centuries, while on the other hand historiography reshaped historical
memory. Why were Liechtenstein-owned Mikulov/Nikolsburg and the oldest
eras of their Moravian domination practically ignored in Czech literature, when
for some 700 years they had left their mark on the political-power map of the
Moravian-Austrian border regions? There have been many books which have exa-
mined the changes to the Bohemian and Moravian nobility and their estates in the
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in Tschechien. In: Liechtensteinisch-Tschechische Historikerkommission (ed.): Das Fiirsten-
haus, der Staat Liechtenstein und die Tschechoslowakei im 20. Jahrhundert. Vaduz 2013, pp.
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13th century, but why was there no focus on a family which from the start had
been one of the most important and had achieved exceptional standing within
Moravian aristocratic society? One explanation could be that the Liechtensteins
belonged to those families which upset Czech historiographical notions of the
Czech ethnic character of the Bohemian and Moravian nobility in the High and
Late Middle Ages. From the mid-13th century until the Modern Age, the Liech-
tensteins, as a German-speaking family with its main residence in the Moravian
borderlands, were a very prominent exception to the accepted thesis, which is
perhaps why their significance in South Moravia in the 13th and 14th centuries
was never given any particular emphasis.”

A considerably more important site of memory is connected with the Early
Modern Ages, the period of the Battle of White Mountain and Karl von Liech-
tenstein (1569-1627). Karl von Liechtenstein owned extensive estates in Moravia
and Austria, and later also in Silesia and Bohemia, and he was the first member
of the family to be raised to the status of prince. From the last decade of the 16th
century to the first quarter of the 17th, he enjoyed a distinguished career in the
Margraviate of Moravia, in the court of Rudolph II in Prague, after 1608 in the
court of Rudolph’s brother Matthias in Vienna, and after 1620 in the service of
Emperor Ferdinand. Volker Press characterised him as being a key figure in the
ancestral history, “as a lonely figure of historic proportions, who does not fit into any
pigeonholes, and who was also feared and hated, needed and envied”.”® In Czech
national memory and in a large part of Czech historiography since the mid-19th
century, Karl von Liechtenstein is seen first and foremost as the imperial governor
in the Czech kingdom following the Battle of White Mountain on 8 November
1620, and as the chairman of an extraordinary tribunal which tried the participants
in the Czech Estates’ Uprising and reached its savage peak on 21 June 1621 with
the public execution of 27 nobles and burghers on Old Town Square in Prague.
Along with the economic profiteering from the White Mountain confiscations, the
Old Town execution is a historical event which has determined Karl von Liechten-
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stein’s negative historical image within the family as well as the role of lynchpin
between old and modern history. Disregarding the type of media (whether it be
academic historical literature, popularizing literature, political publications, etc.),
and also disregarding the era and political form of the image, it is Karl von Liech-
tenstein who personifies the anti-Czech (German) and “reactionary” (Catholic)
principles in histories of the Lands of the Bohemian Crown, which to a certain
degree disregards historically proven facts about his life and work. Anton Gindely
(1829-1892), the son of a Hungarian German and a Czech mother, was bilingual
and published in both languages. Until his death he held the position of a supra-
national Great Austrian and in his standard work on the Czech Estates’ Uprising
and the first years of the Thirty Years’ War, which was published in 1880 based
on primary sources, he reached the conclusion that after being appointed as the
imperial governor in Bohemia in mid-January 1622, Liechtenstein “took full res-
ponsibility for the views of the ruling party there [...]. While until then he had
moderated the many harsh orders [from the emperor] which had been given to
him, from that moment he became one of the worst oppressors of the country [i.e.
Bohemia]. There was to be no opposition to the draconian measures which would
lead to its destruction. The minting contract which he concluded with the emperor
[...] revealed his insatiable lust for money and set him on the path of criminaliry.”
Although Gindely was far from being a typical representative of Czech national
historiography, he determined the general view of Liechtenstein as the personifi-
cation of the post-White Mountain era as a “period of darkness”, social suffering
and the Germanisation of the Czech nation along the lines of the stereotypical
“we suffered for three hundred years”. This concept and contextualisation of the
image of Karl von Liechtenstein (often short on facts but emotionally charged)
also made its way into the history textbooks at the time, which perhaps had even
more of an influence on the construction of the memory of the Liechtensteins than
academic historiography. Within this context, around the year 1918 and then later
around 1945 the idea emerged in Czech political society that the legal, political and
property actions taken against the Liechtenstein family were “revenge for White
Mountain”. On the other hand, this naturally led to a reaction from Liechtenstein
and non-Czech historians who created another stereotype which apologetically
characterised a positive image as being factually correct, whereas the negative

image had been the result of a politically motivated falsification of histor .7

7 Winkelbauer, Thomas: Karl von Liechtenstein und das “Prager Blutgericht” vom 21. Juni 1621
als tschechischer Erinnerungsort im Spiegel der Historiographie. In: Liechtensteinisch-Tsche-
chische Historikerkommission (ed.): Liechtensteinische Erinnerungsorte in den bohmischen
Lindern. Vaduz 2012, pp. 51-71. Czech version: Winkelbauer, Thomas: Karel z Lichtenstejna
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During the communist era the image of Karl von Liechtenstein constructed by
Czech historians — both in academic publications, but mainly in those intended
for the general public — remained basically the same. If anything, the addition of
Marxist theory on class struggle produced an even more negative image. As part of
the Commission of Czech-Liechtenstein Historians project, Petr Elbel disco-
vered that even serious historians at this time, including Josef PoliSensky, sha-
red these ideas about the role of the Liechtensteins in Bohemian (Czech) history:
“The bank-ruptcy allowed for the greater concentration of estates in the hands of
the largest looters: Waldstein, Liechtenstein, Dietrichstein and the likes. Although
Waldstein may have lost his possessions several decades later, the possessions of
the other looters would be held together for centuries. The fraudulent machina-
tions of Liechtenstein were discovered and his posthumous trial stretched out over
nearly a century before being quietly forgotten. For three centuries, Liechtenstein’s
descendants were able to benefit from the sweat and calluses of tens of thousands
of peasants on their extensive estates in Moravia and Silesia. It was their toil which
gave rise to palaces in Vienna and elsewhere, which were maintained by the arti-
ficially created “independent” Principality of Liechtenstein, today a centre for tax
evaders. It was only with the victory of the people’s democracy that the exploita-
tion by the descendants of the bloody swindler, Karl von Liechtenstein, came to
an end.” In his evaluation of the political application of this historiographical
myth, Petr Elbel reached these quite fundamental conclusions: “This quotation
from Josef PoliSensky represents the crudest form of placing the White Mountain
myth in historiography, and is instructive in several respects. Here, on the basis of
Karl von Liechtenstein’s ‘fraud’, the entire Liechtenstein family from the 17th to
the 20th century is condemned. Everything the Liechtensteins created in this period
is considered to be the result of Karl’s recklessness and frand. This gives rise to the
glorification of the presidential decrees, which Polisensky regards as an appropri-
ate and just punishment for Karl’s crimes.”! As in the previous period, the afore-
mentioned stereotypes also made their way into textbooks and other popularizing
texts, influencing the public at large with its description of the aristocracy and the
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church as the two elements in society which most exploited the common peo-
ple of the Czech lands. Although this image of the Liechtensteins was subject to
revision and demystification in the Czech lands after 1989, the older stereo-
types still survived, perhaps influenced partly by the renewal of disputes between
the Czech Republic and the Principality of Liechtenstein. Thomas Winkelbauer’s
analysis of an essay by Roman Vondra published in the rather influential journal
Historicky obzor (Historical Horizon), aimed at history teachers, shows that older
stereotypes have survived. To a certain degree, this is also seen in the recent docu-
mentary of 2013 Pod ochranou Zerotinii (Under the Protection of the Zerotins).
Although on one level the film describes the origin and fate of the Kralice Bible,
the atmosphere of the White Mountain period is constructed through two op-
posing characters — the positively presented Charles the Elder of Zerotin, and the
negatively portrayed Karl von Liechtenstein.*?

While the Baroque period left Liechtenstein stereotypes and myths in the
form of architectural and artistic sites of memory, during the Second World War
the construction of the image emphasised a coming to terms with the White
Mountain era. In order to properly understand the issue, it is necessary to remind
ourselves of a fact which has already been mentioned in another context — namely
that the era of the White Mountain and the Second World War were two mutu-
ally linked elements in myth creation. Modern references to the historical acts
of the Liechtensteins not only helped in the construction of contemporary ideas
about the character of the family, but they also determined specific legal measures.
In terms of the later development of Czechoslovak-Liechtenstein relations, there
were some very important statements made by the Czechoslovak minister of agri-
culture shortly after the Second World War which justified placing the property
of the Liechtensteins under National Administration and the accusations made
against the head of the family (since 1938 Franz Josef IT) . The decision made on 26
June 1945 by the minister of agriculture to impose National Administration and
appoint a national administrator included historical arguments. After stating that
according to § 3 and 4, paragraph 1 of Decree no. 5 by the President of the Repub-
lic from 19 May 1945, which imposed administration, there then followed a histor-
ical interpretation: apparently the Liechtensteins had stolen their property from
the original Czech owners as reward for services to the emperor and had therefore
become “enemies of the Czechoslovak nation”. It was also very important to point
out that in the recent past the Liechtensteins had identified themselves as belong-

2 Pod ochranon Zerotinii [Under the protection of the Zerotin]. Czech historical documentary
film. Vista-Film Praha for Czech Television, 2013. Based on an idea by David and Lenka
Rafael. Scriptwriter and director, Lubomir Hlavsa.
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ing to the German nation. Allegedly during the war, the predominantly German
administration of their property pursued partisans and provided information to
the German army, they were accommodating towards the occupiers” demands (for
example, in personnel) and were willing to provide war supplies. It is clear that
this image differed in many respects from the actual facts (for example, according
to the data, the Liechtensteins in the Protectorate of Bohemia and Moravia (Pro-
tektorat Bohmen und Mihren) on 1 April 1945 had a total of 215 employees, 191
of whom were Czechs and 24 Germans, while in the period of crisis at the turn of
the 1930s Germans did not receive any preference over Czechs in the Liechten-
stein administration or businesses), which were complicated and ambiguous, and
often conditioned by the legal norms and regulations of the period (e.g., the right
to choose a specific nationality in the census), or the interests of the prince given
the circumstances of the time (presenting a Liechtenstein nationality to the Czech
authorities before the war and after it, a cautious approach towards the German
authorities which did not display any overt resistance at all to the perception of
being part of the German nation). The Principality of Liechtenstein and the Prince-
ly House also had a complicated relationship with the legal system of the Third
Reich, from which, on the one hand, the Liechtensteins expected the restitution
of property that had been confiscated during the first land reform, though on the
other hand, they did not recognize the Third Reich’s annexations legally.®

This complicated situation in the period immediately following the Second
World War was combined with an absence of information concerning any family
members” anti-Nazi activities (unlike the well-known acts and activities of other
members of the Czech nobility) and with the proclamations coming from the
ministry of agriculture, which at that time was run by the Communists; all this
reinforced the stereotype of the Liechtensteins as an entity which had stood
against the Czechoslovak nations and people over a long period. This stereotype
also created some of the aforementioned simplistic shortcuts between Karl I von
Liechtenstein as one of the main actors in the White Mountain national tragedy
and the current roles of the family members. Naturally, after the Communist Party
seized power, this stereotype was strengthened by the theory of class struggle pre-
sented by the official state using all the methods of state propaganda (textbooks,
guidebooks to aristocratic monuments) as well as state power (local organisations
and security services following the mood of citizens, the criminalisation of posi-
tive attitudes towards members of the “exploiting classes”). Nevertheless, such an

8 Geiger, Peter: Bemiihungen um Riickgewinnung und Rettung fiirstlicher Giiter 1938 bis 1945.
In: Liechtensteinisch-Tschechische Historikerkommission (ed.): Das Fiirstenhaus, der Staat
Liechtenstein und die Tschechoslowakei im 20. Jahrhundert. Vaduz 2013, pp. 63-80.
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approach contained within it a certain assumption of defiance, which even in these
difficult periods led to a partial deconstruction of these stereotypes.

In comparison with other countries from the former monarchy which found
themselves under the Soviet sphere of influence after 1945, the issue of Czecho-
slovakia and the Liechtensteins represents a special case. Although in Poland and
Hungary the aristocracy were also stigmatised for their feudal legacy, they were
not perceived and presented as a national enemy. In the case of the Hungarian
aristocracy, for example, no-one ever doubted their patriotism. Here, unlike the
situation in Czechoslovakia, their nationality was never an issue.** To a certain
extent a similar situation could be found in Croatia, but firstly aristocratic families
are a minority, and secondly the percentage of the Hungarian population is too
low. The Croatian Hungarians were thematised as enemies of the nation, but this
stigmatisation was never as important as it was in Czechoslovakia (in Slovakia the
Hungarian aristocracy also played this role). In this context the Liechtensteins are
a unique case as they are a foreign element which has dual significance - they are
seen both as Germans and as irredentists, because, like the Germans and Austrians,
they have their own state.

(4) The image of the Czech Republic and the Czechs in Liechtenstein society

Regarding the construction of the image of the Czech lands and the Czech Repub-
lic in modern Liechtenstein society it also thematizes the relationship between the
populations of the two countries based on the continuity and discontinuity in the
fate of the House of Liechtenstein in the Bohemian/Czech lands and the political
turning points in earlier history and most of all in the modern period. Reports on
Austria-Hungary as a neighbouring state also covered its various Lands including
Tyrol and Lower Austria and also the Lands of the Bohemian Crown, particularly
when the Liechtensteins were living there and had property there.

According to Peter Geiger, an “image” formed in Liechtenstein is based on
reports in the local press which gave rise to a certain view of the Lands of the
Bohemian Crown, Czechoslovakia, the Czech Republic and the people who lived
there. However, this was never a differentiated image. Knowledge about the lands
and people was at first circulated from the 1860s until 1918. Thereafter the “image”
or the “images” have been changing until today: from the Lands of the Bohemian
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Crown as “a remote but familiar part of the Danubian monarchy”; to “Czechos-
lovakia, an enemy of the church and a land-reformist Republic” after 1918; “a Ger-
man Protectorate” from 1938 to 1939; a short-lived “new Republic of expulsion”
in 1945; and a “repressive communist state in the Eastern Bloc” from 1948 on, to
a “free Republic” after the political changes in 1989.

From the viewpoint of readers in Liechtenstein, the persons forming these
“images” ranged from President Tomd§ Garrigue Masaryk to Edvard Benes, Kle-
ment Gottwald and Antonin Novotny, to Alexander Dubéek, Gustdv Husék, to
the representatives from the present day.

The ideological “images” varied constantly — from the hope of Czech-Ger-
man reconciliation to criticisms of the land reform and the revanchist nationalist
Benes decrees with their expulsions and expropriation, the totalitarian communist
regime and the inability of post-revolution governments to come to terms with
the past. An atmosphere which had once been sympathetic towards old Bohemia
(Czechs) was followed by eighty years of frosty relationships, which was then
transformed by the current, normalising relations and growing friendly interests,
though reports never stopped being sometimes critical or containing the above-
mentioned issues of the relationship between Czechia and the ruling Liechtenstein
family, the handling of its property during the land reform and especially the com-
plete expropriations following the Second World War.

The sketchiness of the “images” that the local media had in Liechtenstein is
demonstrated by the fact that although they wrote about political events and issues,
they mostly reported about culture, art, music, literature or science. According
to Geiger, an obvious reason for this lies in the simple fact that in Liechtenstein
practically no-one spoke or speaks Czech. It is possible to point to several people,
places, topics and issues in connection with the “sites of collective memory” of
the Liechtenstein people relating to Czechoslovakia. Of the people represented in
this memory the most important are “President Masaryk, the founder of the state”,
“Benes, the decrees president”, “Dubéek, the reformer of the Communist Party”
and “Havel, the dissident president”. Then there are the Liechtenstein princes
connected with the Czech lands. Places include the princely grand chateaux at
Lednice (Eisgrub) and Valtice (Feldsberg), the tomb at Vranov (Wranau), and
cities such as Prague and Brno (Briinn). Frequent themes are the Sudeten Germans,
land reform, Liechtenstein expropriation based on the decrees aimed at “Ger-
mans”, Czechoslovak Communism, the Prague Spring, the democratic revolution,
the peaceful separation of Czechoslovakia into the Czech Republic and the Slovak
Republic, and in general the welcoming of normalised relations with Liechtenstein.
Some of the issues which remain open in the collective consciousness are the prin-
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ce’s claims for his expropriated property, while more to the background are the
ethnic expulsions, which are still felt strongly in human terms.®

(5) The role of sites of memory in constructing an image
of the Liechtensteins

The size of the Liechtenstein family’s historical property in the Lands of the Bohem-
ian Crown and their relationship towards creating sites of memory also contains
within it a level of “objectifying” the presence of the family and remembering it
through sites of memory. It is perhaps not surprising to find that even the image
constructed through sites of memory contains a certain internal conflict. One
example of sites of memory working in contradiction are the crosses at the site of
the execution of the “Bohemian lords” on the Old Town Square in Prague, while
another is the chateau and cultural landscape at Lednice/Eisgrub.

In June 2011 there was an event on the Old Town Square in Prague which
brought attention to this site of memory of the Czech nation. On the cobbles of
the Old Town Square near to the Old Town Hall the art group Ztohoven added
another cross to the 27 existing white crosses on the cobbles, which commemorat-
ed the 27 “Bohemian lords” executed in 1621. According to the group’s spokes-
person, the cross on the cobble was to symbolize the role of the Prague burgher,
Martin Fruhwein, who was one of the radicals involved in the Estates’ Uprising
and who had only escaped execution on the Old Town Square because he had
died earlier in prison. Although the art group’s act may seem to be a marginal one,
nonetheless it was a unique test of how a site of memory — which has evolved and
has been visited under entirely different historical conditions — functions in the
present.®® Today’s perception of the crosses on the Old Town Square as a kind of
site of sacralisation, where in 1621 the activists from the Czech Estates’ Uprising
were executed, was viewed in the past within the context of the whole area of the
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square as the centre of the kingdom and connected to the monument to Magister
Jan Hus. The two monuments symbolize the rise and fall of two reformist waves
in the Lands of the Bohemian Crown, and in terms of the “struggle for the mean-
ing of Czech history” they also symbolize the “contact and conflict” between
Czechs and Germans. Even more recently the idea of the Old Town Square as a
site of memory has taken on new significance with arguments over the rebuilding
of the Marian Column which originally stood near to the place of execution. The
placing of the crosses and the removal of the Marian Column symbolised the vic-
tory of the Reformation over the Catholic Church and the victory of Czechs over
Germans, while according to its opponents, rebuilding the column would negate
this victory.?” One important fact to be considered is that the “negative” personi-
fication of this site of memory was not reflected on the cardinals Harrach and Diet-
richstein, the Prague Jesuits or even Emperor Ferdinand II, but only on Karl I von
Liechtenstein as the head of the execution committee and disregarding his actual
historical role. Liechtenstein was not a representative of the “foreign nobility” and
a considerable part of his life (until 1599) pertained to non-Catholic Moravian
estates. In any case, these stereotypes, along with the historical perception of the
role of the Liechtensteins and the Dietrichsteins during the post-White Mountain
confiscations, were apparent around the years 1918 and 1945 (“revenge for White
Mountain”), as can be seen in Josef Pekaf’s criticism of the land reform in general,
though he concluded that it was necessary in the case of the Liechtensteins.®

The antithesis to the crosses on the Old Town Square as a negative site of
memory could be places which reflect the cultural activities of the Liechtensteins,
such as Lednice/Eisgrub and the surrounding cultural landscape. This site has long
been one of the most frequently visited monuments and landscape areas in the
Czech Republic. The cultural landscape between Lednice and Valtice (Eisgrub and
Feldsberg) is one of the most significant projects of its kind in Europe, and since
the Baroque period has been the showcase of the Liechtenstein princes’ power and
prestige. The summer palace in Lednice, rebuilt during the reign of Karl Eusebius
von Liechtenstein and then by his son, Johann Adam Andreas, had an entirely
different function as architectura recreationis, despite the fact that Lednice also
had a crucial role in ancestral power. It was the only piece of Moravian property

87 In evidence here is the so-called damnatia memoriae, as a consequence of change: In Czecho-

slovakia soon after 1918 several monuments and memorials celebrating the Catholic Church
or the Habsburg empire were demolished. They were the victims of the foundation of the
Czechoslovak Republic as they symbolized the power of the Habsburgs, who were juxta-
posed against the idea of the “Hussite” nation.

Petrany, Josef: Staroméstskd exekuce. Prague 1971. — Pekaf, Josef: Omyly a nebezpeci pozem-
kové reformy. 2nd edition. Prague 1923.
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which remained in Liechtenstein hands after the sale of the original family pro-
perty centred in Mikulov/Nikolsburg in 1560. As Michal Koneény points out, this
property right did not become truly significant until the end of the 18th century
when it finally began to resemble the Eisgrub-Feldsberg (Lednice-Valtice) cultural
landscape. In relation to this it is necessary to emphasize that in Lednice the gar-
den, in terms of its function, was probably more important than the chateau buil-
ding, which remained the case until the Neo-Gothic renovations in the mid-19th
century. During this time the architecture of Lednice chateau, as a site of ancestral
memory, was programmatically shaped, and in this respect not only alluded to
the Baroque and Theresian stages, but in particular to Hardtmuth’s Neo-Classical
notion of the architecture surrounding Lednice. The chateau was quite radically
rebuilt, though some of the central older rooms were left, which were to symbol-
ize the dynastic principle and the antiquity of the family. These elements were
also expressed by the historicizing architecture, which referred to specific histor-
ical periods in the family’s history, and also by the interior furnishings which
consisted of real or quasi-historical objects (medieval armour) and works of art
(pictures depicting the family’s Late Medieval festivities), as well as heraldry and
portraits of historically important members of the family. An important role in
the ancestral memory was also played by the arts and crafts used in all of these
renovations and modifications ¥ In order for the Lednice cultural landscape to
work as a site of memory, it is important that visitors always used to come here for
a predominantly positive experience, and that these positive emotions were then
transferred to the (symbolic) evaluation of the role of the House of Liechtenstein
as developers of the local area, as was shown in the aforementioned sociological
study.”

In this way the Liechtenstein sites of memory have together created the char-
acter of the landscape over a long period of time, particularly in Moravia. At the
same time, a significant number of these sites were deliberately created by the
Liechtensteins to demonstrate the family’s ties to the land. The most important
place in this respect is undoubtedly the Liechtenstein tomb in Vranov (Wranau)

Gersic, Miroslav: Lednice a Liechtensteinové. In: Kordiovsky, Emil (ed.): Méstecko Lednice.
Lednice 2004, pp. 192-202. — Kroupa, Jifi: Lednicky zamek doby barokni a klasicistni. In:
Kordiovsky, Emil et al.: Méste¢ko Lednice. Lednice 2004, pp. 355-385.

% Koneény, Michal: Die Landschaft zwischen Eisgrub (Lednice) und Feldsberg (Valtice). In:
Liechtensteinisch-Tschechische Historikerkommission (ed.): Liechtensteinische Erinnerungs-
orte in den bohmischen Lindern. Vaduz 2012, pp. 141-148. Czech version: Kone¢ny, Michal:
Krajina mezi Lednici a Valticemi jako misto paméti. In: Geiger, Peter — Knoz, Tomas (eds.):
Mista Lichtenstejnské paméti. (Casopis Matice moravské 131, 2012 — Supplementum 3). Brno
2012, pp. 123-130.
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near Brno. This was a grandiose construction where the bodies of the deceased
ancestors were close to God (they deliberately chose to place the remains of the
Liechtenstein ancestors somewhere with a distinctly spiritual function, and not a
parish chapel in the family’s residential town or a castle chapel), and at the same
time a building large enough to last the family a long time (when building the new
tomb at the start of the 19th century, consideration was given to the possibility of
providing space for as many family generations as possible). Another significan
component is, therefore, the creation of a common site of memory for the whole
family, leading to the construction of a distinctive dynastic consciousness. Unlike
the sepulchral ideas of other aristocratic families, who preferred a system of separ-
ate graves according to individual lineages, from the outset the Liechtensteins
wanted to express unity. The tomb’s function as both a religious family
sepulchre, a work of architectural beauty, and also a general site of memory
demonstrates that the Liechtensteins were interested in making the pilgrimage
to Vranov/Wranau (their ancestors were laid to rest under the floor of the
Marian pilgrimage shrine), as well as the local parish administration’s interest
in maintaining contact with the Liechtensteins and on following the tradition
of burying the deceased in Vranov, which the records show also continued
during the communist era. The issue has also been raised concerning whether
the remains of those family members who were buried in other places or in
other countries could be moved to Vranov. In this respect the position of the
Liechtensteins is unique amongst other aristocratic families in exile because
they were buried in their own country and not abroad. However, this phe-
nomenon would need to be examined in greater detail.”

In Moravia, and to an extent in Bohemia, Silesia and Austria, it is possible to
find a great number of Liechtenstein sites of memory which were either built by
the Liechtensteins in the past as a deliberate message to the next generation about
the family’s importance, or sites where this message was only of secondary import-
ance. These include various different types of architectural and natural monu-
ments, or identifiers attributing them to the Liechtenstein family. One example
of a primary monument is Karl von Liechtenstein’s cenotaph in Opava/Troppau;
or, using interpretive signs, the architecturally interesting commemorative chur-
ches (e.g. Balzers) as well as the small memorials in forest trails (e.g. the hunting

' Knoz, Tomds: Erinnerungsorte der Liechtenstein: Einleitende Thesen. In: Liechtenstei-

nisch-Tschechische Historikerkommission (ed.): Liechtensteinische Erinnerungsorte in den
bohmischen Landern. Vaduz 2012, pp. 11-32. Czech version: Knoz, Tomds: Mista lichtens-
tejnské paméti. Uvodni teze. In: Geiger, Peter — Knoz, Tom§ (eds.): Mista Lichten3tejnské
paméti. (Casopis Matice moravské 131, 2012 — Supplementum 3). Brno 2012, pp. 23-47.
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grounds at Vranov u Brna / Wranau), commemorating the anniversary of the reign
of Johann II von Liechtenstein. Elsewhere this could include heraldry identifying
the builder and former owner of an important architectural or cultural monument
(e.g. the coat of arms on the fagade of the former Jesuit church in Opava (Troppau),
the coats of arms on the castles in Uhersky Ostroh (Ungarisch Ostra), Rabensburg
and in Wilfersdorf), which served as indicators of his legal, social, economic and
cultural level (ranking indicator). Similarly, there are charts with specific sites in
the Moravian karst which not only refer to the presence of a specific family mem-
ber in a particular place, but also to their interests and the part that they played in
creating the local cultural landscape. If these identifiers are to be found at different
types of monuments over a widespread area, as is the case of the Liechtensteins,
then there is no doubt about their significance. It is possible to think of the border
stones of the Liechtenstein estates and the forest hunting grounds as examples of
sites of memory which had not primarily been intended as a message for subse-
quent generations, though were later to become this. This was especially the case
when they were located in such a place as to attract widespread attention, such as
the border stones of the former Liechtenstein estates on the ridge of the Jesenik
mountains. Here there is an extensive complex of monuments which show the
size of the former property and global reach of the Liechtenstein family within the
history of the Czech-Moravian-Austrian lands. Naturally, in the case of building
a primary site of memory it is possible to talk about a certain level of stylisation
of such a site of memory, and that the image or stereotype generated by such a site
of memory depends on how it is interpreted at the time as a “symbolic centre”, or
how such an interpretation might be manipulated (in a different interpretation a
monument designed specifically to show the cultural level of the owner might be
seen as evidence of exploiting their subjects). Nevertheless, the sociological survey
carried out for the Czech-Liechtenstein Commission of Historians showed that
despite all the upheavals of the 20th century, the Liechtenstein sites of memory
provide a mainly positive picture of the family, whether this is a realistic evalua-
tion or secondary idealisation.”? This is still in evidence today when the chateau
spaces of the former nobility, including the Liechtensteins, are presented as wit-
nesses to intimate family life in history, without having to exaggerate their beauty

%2 Vacha, Zdenék: Das Bild der Liechtenstein und die mahrischen Denkmdler. In: Liechtenstei-
nisch-Tschechische Historikerkommission (ed.): Liechtensteinische Erinnerungsorte in den
bohmischen Landern. Vaduz 2012, pp. 195-214. Czech version: Vicha, Zdenék: Obraz Lich-
tenstejnii a moravské lichtenstejnské pamatky. In: Geiger, Peter — Knoz, Tomas (eds.): Mista
Lichtenstejnské paméti. (Casopis Matice moravské 131, 2012 — Supplementum 3). Brno 2012,
pp. 183-202.
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and vanity. Unlike in the recent past, the chateau is presented as a residence and
not as a centre of power and a place where subjects were oppressed.

(6) Culture and art as a Liechtenstein site of memory and as an image of the
Liechtenstein family

The above example of the chateau cultural landscape in Lednice/Eisgrub shows
how the image of the Liechtenstein family during the communist period could
be altered when its activities in culture and art were taken into consideration, and
not just those within the socio-political sphere. After being nationalised in 1945,
many important Liechtenstein monuments were frequently used for purposes
other than residential or cultural ones (barracks, agricultural buildings, stores).
This situation then started to change towards the end of the 1950s when the for-
mer aristocratic estates, including the Liechtensteins’ palaces, gradually began to
function as museums describing life in historical times. In accordance with the
theory of monument conservation of the time, some of the movables were re-
stored to their original state, and in some cases these collections were used to create
an artificial form of a chateau, often based on specific artistic styles (Bucovice/
Butschowitz as a museum of the Renaissance and Mannerism, Valtice/Feldsberg as
a museum of the Baroque, Lednice/Eisgrub as a museum of Romanticism).

Even in this respect, however, the communist period was not a unified one
and the image of the Liechtensteins was subject to contextual transformations (the
more liberal sixties, the blunting of ideological principles in the eighties), and it is
possible to detect a positive evaluation of the Liechtenstein family as supporters
of culture, as a family which was continuously focused on changing the landscape
and creating valuable architecture. Culture therefore took on a secondary political
role as it significantly modified the negative image of the Liechtensteins as a family
connected with the violent Counter Reformation, far removed from national feel-
ings and socially alienated from the majority of the population of the Czech/
Bohemian lands. When creating its image of the memory of the Liechtensteins
(from time to time strengthened by individual actions), it was typical for the offi-
cial ideological view of socialist society to face contradictions, and not only with
the correcting views of experts or well-read visitors with their romantic views of
the cultural monuments, but also the conflictual economic interests of the nascent
tourist industry, building on people’s interest in history and cultural monuments.
Various media at the time created this image of the Liechtensteins (and the aris-
tocracy as a whole) as supporters of culture: academic and popularizing publica-
tions in history, art history and conservation; guide texts written by conservation
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researchers and read out by professional and part-time guides at Liechtenstein
monuments, which were expanded upon in booklets published by conservation
institutes, as well as various radio and television documentaries and even enter-
tainment programmes (some of which had educational goals as well as trying to
increase tourism, which to a significant degree eliminated the critical-ideological
view of a family).”

Some situations often arise with a seemingly absurd effect that stands in
opposition to this image of the Liechtensteins. For example, critical commentaries
on the historical role of the aristocracy in the Czech/Bohemian lands were written
into texts by a centrally run ideological commission. It is evident that the content
in the 1950s was strongly biased in ideology, as we see from the introduction to
the guided tours, binding at the time, which was always to be presented at the
start of the tour through the objects with the intention of influencing the visitors’
opinion of the former Liechtenstein palace owner during the tour.: “After the vic-
tory of the famed Red Army in 1945 and after the victory in February 1948, the
parasite caste of the aristocracy was forever removed from our country. The entire
shape of our state was transformed from the bottom up, and the people’s awareness
was also fundamentally transformed. The builders of socialism became our heroes,
our workers and farmers, our activists and our innovators, etc.”* In the 1950s and
early 1960s, similar introductions could also be found in booklets about individual
monuments or collections of monuments, even in the case where the authors of
the history and art-history texts were obviously experts whose political beliefs
were not overtly positive towards communist philosophy or socialist rule e.g. Jar-
mila Vackovd in her booklet on Kromé#iz (Kremsier).

Even though these openly ideological criticisms of the aristocracy, or speci-
fically the Liechtensteins, began to disappear or became more covert (criticisms of
the aristocracy’s lifestyle, its life in luxury, highlighting the work of artists or even
the peasantry, who through their innovation or labour participated in the building
of the monuments and art works), they never disappeared entirely. In the opening
dialogue to the light-entertainment programme Dostavenicko v Lednici [Rendez-
vous in Lednice], which was made by the Brno studio of Czechoslovak Televi-
sion in 1984 (the year before Gorbachev announced glasnost and perestroika), the
presenters announced in a fictional stage-type dialogue that the programme was
in no way a celebration of the patrons of art and architecture from the Liechten-

% Dra$nar, Vojtéch: Obraz Lichtenstejnii v privodcovskych textech na moravskych zdmcich.

Unpublished bachelor thesis 2012 (History Department, Faculty of Arts, Masaryk University
Brno).
% Uhlikovd, Kristina: Narodni kulturni komise 1947-1951. Prague 2004.
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stein family, but more an appreciation of the work of the artists in their service.
According to the commentary, the Liechtensteins® [...] knew how to benefit from
the position of their chatean and feudal privileges, the favours from their rulers,
backroom politics and even confiscations during the post-White Mountain era,
so it could be said that the history of the chateau is in fact the history of the Liech-
tensteins [...]. In my opinion, however, history is more about the workers, artists
and builders here [...]” ). However, in the programme that followed consisting of
songs and romantic sketches, the Liechtensteins are presented in a positive light
for creating the Lednice/Eisgrub cultural landscape and its romanticizing architec-
ture, and Lednice/Eisgrub is even described as the pearl of South Moravia.”” This
attitude was not only presented in this programme, but was the general case for
the whole period, and in a fundamental way shows that even in an era which failed
to objectively assess the Liechtensteins’ role in the history of the Czech lands, it
projected the image of them by stating what they had achieved in terms of collec-
ting art, constructing various types of cultural landscapes and building useful as
well as ornamental architecture.

Johann Kriftner and Herbert Haupt have both shown how involvement in
art and culture can act in the long term as a positive element in the construc-
tion of a positive image, which also applies to family members who are other-
wise liable to general criticism, personified by the aforementioned Karl I von
Liechtenstein. Already on the shadow of Rudolph II, Karl was a commissioner
of art works and a collector. After Rudolph’s death in Prague in 1612, interest
in collecting art waned under his successors Matthias and Ferdinand. Artists and
workshops no longer had any clear idea about their future, and so Karl took over
the role previously occupied by Rudolph II. Commissions for works by Adriaen
de Vries and mosaics made in pietra dura and created in Prague by Ottavio and
Dionysio Miseroni, attained great importance in a collection of art objects that
would be the foundation for subsequent princes of the Liechtenstein family (at
the same time it is interesting that some of the works in Karl’s collection are sites
of memory from the Battle of White Mountain). With his architectural commis-
sions, Karl I von Liechtenstein managed to continue in the style of Renaissance
architects and builders, and here, too, he laid the foundations which his son, Karl
Eusebius I, could build on, continued even more successfully by his grandson,
Johann Adam Andreas I, with his grandiose architectural commissions during the
Baroque period, and Johann II von Liechtenstein during his reign in the later 19th

* Dostavenicko v Lednici [Rendez-vous at Eisgrub]. Light-entertainment music programme.
CST Brno, 1984. Specialist advisor PhDr. Miroslava Novikové. Screenplay by Frantisek
Briistl. Directed by Jan Eisner.

91



Sites of memory and constructing a historical image of Liechtenstein

century.” The Liechtensteins long-term activities as collectors always bore fruit
during those difficult times in the family’s history when crisis loomed. After the
end of the Second World War, when the princely family with the loss of pro-
perty in Czechoslovakia and the need to focus on developing their statehood
on the Upper Rhine, exhibitions of art collections in Switzerland helped to
construct a new family image. The exhibitions of the Liechtenstein Princely
Collections which have been held in recent years in Moscow, Prague, Japan and in
Singapore, and as exhibition projects in Beijing, Shanghai and again in Moscow
in 2014 (to commemorate the 20th anniversary of the establishment of diplomatic
ties between the Principality of Liechtenstein and the Russian Federation), are
significant expressions of the Liechtenstein family’s sites of memory and the con-
struction of their positive image. It is no coincidence that one important episode
in the relationship between the Liechtensteins (and then the Principality of Liech-
tenstein) and the Czech Republic was a dispute over the painting Scene set around
a Roman Limekiln after 1989. This was followed by a positive turning point in
relations connected to the establisment of diplomatic ties in 2009 and the organ-
isation of the exhibition “Classicism and Biedermeier” at the Waldstein/Wallen-
stein Riding School in Prague from May to October 2010.” This last example
might serve as a positive model for a site of memory and the construction of an
image which might be possible to build upon in the future.

% Kriftner, Johann: Die Familie Liechtenstein als Kunstsammler und Mdazene. In: Liechtenstei-

nisch-Tschechische Historikerkommission (ed.): Die Liechtenstein: Kontinuititen — Diskonti-
nuititen. Vaduz 2013, pp. 263-274. — Haupt, Herbert: Fiirst Karl I. von Liechtenstein, Oberst-
hofmeister Kaiser Rudolfs II. und Vizekionig von Bobhmen. Hofstaat und Sammeltatigkeit.
Edition der Quellen aus dem liechtensteinischen Hausarchiv. Textband. Quellen und Studien
zur Geschichte des Fiirstenhauses Liechtenstein. 1/1. Vienna — Cologne — Graz 1983.
Kriftner, Johann: Das Liechtenstein Museum im 20. Jahrhundert. In: Liechtensteinisch-Tsche-
chische Historikerkommission (ed.): Das Fiirstenhaus, der Staat Liechtenstein und die
Tschechoslowakei im 20. Jahrhundert. Vaduz 2013, pp. 159-174. — Kriftner, Johann: Liechten-
stein Museum Wien. Biedermeier im Haus Liechtenstein. Die Epoche im Licht der Fiirstlichen
Sammlungen. Munich 2005, pp. 126—127. — Mréazek, Josef: Obraz Velkd vipenka a majet-
koprdvni ndroky Lichtenstejnii vici CR. Pravni ridce 9, 2001, no. 9, pp. I-XIL. — Kriftner,
Johann — Vondracek, Roman (eds.): Klasicismus a biedermeier z kniZecich lichtenstejnskych
shirek. Exhibition catalogue. Prague 2010.

9;

N

92



Summary Report

b. The Liechtensteins and art

(1) The Middle Ages

By the 14th and 15th centuries, members of the Liechtenstein family were already
important figures in central European royal courts. Although their residences
and estates are well known, little is known about what the exteriors looked like
and most especially their interior decoration and furnishings. Apart from a few
exceptions, documentation is lacking about the role played by art as an important
aesthetic and prestigious element. This omission can only be remedied with inten-
sive research in the future.

Such research can lead to some interesting results, as is the case with the
decoration of the Castello del Buonconsiglio in Trento. Georg III (II) von Liech-
tenstein (died 1444), the son of Hartneid IIT and Anna of Sternberk/Sternberg,
with their residence in Mikulov/Nikolsburg, reached the pinnacle of his career in
1390 when he was made Bishop of Trent. His residence until 1407 was the Castello
di Buonconsiglio, where he had the hall in the Eagle’s Tower decorated in 1406
to 1407. The murals show scenes from the lives of noblemen and villagers over
the 12 months of the year.”® The paintings, which among other things depict the
first snowball fight, have long been famous. What is less known was that these
extremely interesting scenes were inspired to a considerable extent by art from the
Bohemia milieu at the court of King Wenceslas IV. It is possible that the painters
who worked on this fresco decoration in Trent may have come from Bohemia.”

Theuncle of GeorgI11, Johann Ivon Liechtenstein, steward to Duke Albert ITI
of Habsburg, also had close contacts to the Bohemian milieu and one of the lead-
ing courtiers to Margrave Jost of Luxemburg, who placed a house at his disponal on
Brno’sFishMarketin1365,and thenanotheronthe Upper Marketin 1396.1%JohannI
was also a counsellor to King Wenceslas IV, who placed a house at his disposal on

% Kurth, Betty: Ein Freskenzyklus im Adlerturm zu Trient. Jahrbuch des Kunsthistorischen Ins-
titutes der k. k. Zentralkommission fiir Denkmalpflege 5, 1911, pp. 9-104. — Rasmo, Nicolo:
Die Fresken im Adlerturm zu Trient. Rovereto 1962.

% More in VSete¢kovd, Zuzana: Biskup [iri z Lichtenstejna a nasténné malby v tridentské Orli
v6Zi v kontextu malivstvi Ceskych zemi na prelomu 14. a 15. stoleti. In: Geiger, Peter — Knoz,
Tomis (eds.): Lichtentejnové a uméni. (Casopis Matice moravské 132, 2013 — Supplementum
5). Brno 2013, pp. 227-248.

10 Baletka, Tomas: Dviir, rezidence a kanceldr moravského markrabéte Josta (1375-1411). A col-
lection of archival works 46, 1996, pp. 444 {.
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Prague’s Lesser Town Square opposite the St Nicholas presbytery in 1394. Johann
IT von Liechtenstein also lived in this house.!® The location of these houses is
important as the Liechtensteins were to live in these places for the centuries that
followed.

The sources pertaining to the older generations of Liechtensteins and their
relationship towards art are still awaiting treatment by historians and experts and
as for the monuments themselves there will surely be several surprising discoveries
in the course of their revitalisation and/or restoration. Neither are there any signif-
icant documents to be found from the subsequent decades detailing the extensive
architectural work of the Liechtensteins and their art-related activities. It was only
towards the start of the 17th century that this situation would significantly change.

(2) The Early Modern Age

After the death of Hartmann II von Liechtenstein (1544—1585) and his brothers
Georg Erasmus (1547-1585), Heinrich IX the Younger (1554-1585) and Johann
Septimius (1558-1595), their inheritance bequeathed Hartmann’s three sons
represented considerable wealth: Valtice (Feldsberg), Lednice (Eisgrub) and
Herrnbaumgarten in Lower Austria made Karl one of the richest nobles in
Moravia; his brother Maximilian (1548-1645) inherited Rabensburg and Hohenau
in Austria, Gundaker (1580-1658) inherited Wilfersdorf and Ringelsdorf.!®> Over
the subsequent decades the brothers put intensive effort not only into increasing
their inherited property, but also shoring up their newly won political and social
status also with the prestige endowed by art.!®®

Karl von Liechtenstein (1559-1627), son of Hartmann II von Liechten-
stein-Feldsberg (1544-1585) and his wife, Anna Marie von Ortenburg (1547-
1601), together with Charles the Elder of Zerotin, was educated in Basel and in
Geneva in the Protestant-Lutheran faith. He converted to Catholicism along with
his brothers Maximilian and Gundaker in 1599. His marriage to Anna Maria of

101 Zemek, Metodéj — Turek, Adolf: Regesta listin z lichtenstejnského archivu ve Vaduzu z let
1173 az 1526. A collection of archival works 33, 1983, p. 216: 18th October 1386.

12 Haupt, Herbert: Fiirst Karl 1. von Liechtenstein, Obersthofmeister Kaiser Rudolfs II. und
Vizekonig von Bohmen — Hofstaat und Sammeltdtigkeit. Edition der Quellen aus dem liech-
tensteinischen Hausarchiv. Wien 1983, Textband, pp. 12-13.

195 See also the paper by Knoz, Tomas: Lichtenstejnskd zameckd sidla v kontextu moravsko-ra-
kouské renesance a manyrismu. Zamek Rabensburg. In: Geiger, Peter — Knoz, Tomas (eds.):
Lichtenstejnové a uméni. (Casopis Matice moravské 132, 2013 — Supplementum 5). Brno 2013,
pp- 83-125.
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Boskovice/Boskowitz, the daughter of Jan Sembera Cernohorsky/Johann Schem-
bera von Cernahora, not only meant a significant increase in his property, but also
the likelihood of acquiring part of his father-in-law’s art collection. In the same
way, Maximilian von Liechtenstein probably also received a considerable inven-
tory of art when he married Sembera’s/Schembera’s second daughter, Katharina.

Karl von Liechtenstein was greatly involved in the Moravian provincial insti-
tutions until the end of the 1590s. Emperor Rudolph IT brought him to his court in
Prague in 1600. As part of the emperor’s privy council he now belonged for some
years to the closest circle of imperial counsellors. Rudolph’s privy council secre-
tary, Johann Barvitius, recommended him for the vacant post of Chief Steward.
Rudolph II had already taken an interest in the young convert three years previ-
ously, who at his wish had willingly given him those art works from his collection
in Usov/Aussee that he had inherited from Jan Sembera/Johann Schembera.!®*

In Prague, Karl von Liechtenstein lived in a house on the corner of Lesser
Town Square, probably in the aforementioned building. From the surviving dip-
lomatic correspondence with the Gonzaga court in Mantua, it appears that as part
of his duties arising from his courtly duties, Karl von Liechtenstein also took part
in discussions surrounding the formation of the emperor’s collections.!®

In 1602 the emperor Rudolf II presented Karl with “einen Garten und
Zubansung” — a homestead with a garden in Pohofelec/Prague-Pohoreletz, which
he purchased from the widow of Jacob Kurz von Senftenau, and had expensively
fitted out for the astronomer Tycho Brahe to live in and observe the skies. The
new resident was not Tycho’s successor, Johannes Kepler (Tycho died in 1601), as
would have been expected, but Karl von Liechtenstein.

We can imagine the house in Pohotelec on the outskirts of the town in a gar-
den as perhaps a very comfortable suburban villa, which the new owner probably
only used occasionally. Among those who visited here while they were in Prague
was Duke Henry Julius of Brunswick.!® Rudolph II’s two illegitimate sons, Mat-
thias and Charles, stayed here with their guardian, Paul of Krausenegg, in 1605.1

1% Haupt, Herbert: Fiirst Karl I. von Liechtenstein, Obersthofmeister Kaiser Rudolfs I1. und
Vizekonig von Bohmen — Hofstaat und Sammeltdtigkeit. Edition der Quellen aus dem liech-
tensteinischen Hausarchiv. Wien 1983, Textband, p. 13.

Venturini, Elena: Le collezioni Gonzaga. Il carteggio tra la corte cesarea e Mantova (1559-
1636). Milano — Mantova 2002, p. 476 ff., reg. 800-828.

Haupt, Herbert: Fiirst Karl I. von Liechtenstein, Obersthofmeister Kaiser Rudolfs II. und
Vizekonig von Bohmen — Hofstaat und Sammeltdtigkeit. Edition der Quellen aus dem liech-
tensteinischen Hausarchiv. Vienna 1983, Textband, p. 102, footnote. 14.

Sapper, Christian: Kinder des Gebliits — Die Bastarde Kaiser Rudolfs I1. Mitteilungen des
Osterreichischen Staatsarchives 47 (Vienna 1999), p. 45.

10!

)

10

N

10:

<

95



The Liechtensteins and art

In 1607, Karl von Liechtenstein resigned as Chief Steward after siding with Arch-
duke Matthias, the future emperor, in a fraternal dispute with Rudolph II. He
returned to his estates in Moravia and began extensive construction work in Felds-
berg (Valtice) and Eisgrub (Lednice), which he had transformed into his summer
residence. He also planned to build a castle in Plumlov/Plumenau and he had the
castle- and parish churches repaired on the Liechtenstein estates. The account
books contain the names of the architects Giovanni Maria Filippi, Giovanni Bat-
tista Carlone, Carlo Maderno and others.!®

When carrying out his projects, Karl von Liechtenstein favoured architects
and builders working on his Moravian estates over those working in the imperial
court, though this was different for sculptors. Lorenz Murman who had work-
ed for him in Vienna merely represented the local standards, unlike Adriaen de
Vries, the emperor’s court sculptor.'” He created two magnificent bronze statues
for Karl von Liechtenstein: Christ in Distress in 1607 and St Sebastian between
circa 1613 and 1615. Karl also kept in contact with the emperor’s court painters:
for example, Bartholomeus Spranger, Hans von Aachen, Roelant Savery and Joris
Hoefnagel, whose works are mostly recorded in the inventories only under the
subject without the artist’s name.!"°

The art of the goldsmith played an outstandingly prestigious role for mem-
bers of noble families and not only in the form of jewels, but also accoutrements
adorning the elegant tables and sideboards for castle and palace banqueting halls.
During his stay in Prague, Karl von Liechtenstein bought from the court jewel-
lers and merchants the luxurious items they brought to Prague from throughout
Europe. Later, when he returned to Moravia, he employed the services of jewel-
lers from Brno (Briinn) and Vienna rather than the then fashionable masters from
Augsburg and Nuremberg.

The most important jeweller’s commission was the ducal hat, which Gott-
fried Nick from Frankfurt made for Karl von Liechtenstein in 1623 (the original is

1% For a brief overview of construction activities cf. Haupt, Herbert: Fiirst Karl I. von Liechten-
stein, Obersthofmeister Kaiser Rudolfs I1. und Vizekonig von Bohmen — Hofstaat und Sam-
meltatigkeit. Edition der Quellen aus dem liechtensteinischen Hausarchiv. Wien 1983, Text-
band, footnote. 5, pp. 41-44; and the corresponding regesta in vol. 2 — Quellen

199 Leithe-Jasper, Manfred: Adrian de Fries. In: Kraftner, Johann (ed.): Einzug der Kiinste in Boh-
men. Liechtenstein Museum Vienna,Vienna 2009, pp. 31-37.

110 Haupt, Herbert: Fiirst Karl 1. von Liechtenstein, Obersthofmeister Kaiser Rudolfs II. und
Vizekonig von Bohmen — Hofstaat und Sammeltdtigkeit. Edition der Quellen aus dem liech-
tensteinischen Hausarchiv. Vienna 1983, Textband, pp. 56-60, and the corresponding regesta
in vol. 2 - Quellen, pp. 186-189, 220-223. — Fucikova, Eliska: Die niederlandischen Maler am
Hof Kaiser Rudolf II. in Prag, Kat., pp. 25-28.
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no longer extant). Its shape was reminiscent of Rudolph II’s crown and also (not
by chance) vaguely reminiscent of the Bohemian crown of St Wenceslas.

The outstanding court gemcutters — the Miseroni and the Castrucci — also
worked for the Liechtenstein court, as well as Jost Biirgi and Erasmus Habermel;
clockmakers and makers of astronomical instruments and various technical inven-
tions.'!!

After the victory of the imperial troops at White Mountain, Karl I von Liech-
tenstein was appointed governor of the Lands of the Bohemian Crown, and so a
residence in Prague worthy of his standing became a necessity. Karl von Liechten-
stein opted for a similar approach to that of Albrecht of Waldstein: he purchased
recently built or renovated houses on the west side of Lesser Town Square — At
the White Lion and At the Black Eagle, and one which used to house the Imperial
Council. In December 1623 he acquired a corner house in the direction of today’s
Neruda Street, which was one of the most impressive buildings there. This opened
up almost the whole western front of the square to redevelopment.

The houses have been also documented in records in the so-called Old Mani-
pulation Collection in the National Archives in Prague, which have gone unnoticed
until now."? These sources give the precise date of the redevelopment of these four
houses into one grand palace. They record the rapid pace of construction and also
set out the costs involved. The documents cover the period from 1 January 1622
to 16 December 1624 and show the cost to be a total of 74,547 gulden (guilders).
It states all the costs for demolition, debris removal, transport of material, for
bricklayers, plasterers, masons, carpenters, chimney sweeps, stove builders, roof-
ers, tilers, locksmiths, glaziers, upholsterers, for connecting water, buying nails
and other ironmonger products: basically for everything that was required for
construction. There also appear here the costs for an painter and for the purchase
of canvasses and thread.

If we take into consideration that the most recently purchased corner house
of the Lobkowicz family cost 1,080 gulden at the same period, then the amount
for the construction of the palace is astronomically high. It is also necessary to
remember what the engravings from the time tell us about the corner house, which
was bought last and the outer appearance of which did not change appreciably

" Cf. Haupt, Herbert: Fiirst Karl I. von Liechtenstein, Obersthofmeister Kaiser Rudolfs I1. und
Vizekonig von Bohmen — Hofstaat und Sammeltdtigkeit. Edition der Quellen aus dem liech-
tensteinischen Hausarchiv. Vienna 1983, Textband, pp. 71-75. — More on the ducal hat in the
catalogue Liechtenstein — The Princely Collections. New York 1985, pp. 33-35, no. 20.

112 Cf. Fulikovd, Eliska: Lichtenstejnsky paldc v Praze. In: Geiger, Peter — Knoz, Tomas (eds.):
Lichtenstejnové a uméni. (Casopis Matice moravské 132, 2013 — Supplementum 5). Brno 2013,
pp- 43-51.
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until subsequent renovation work towards the end of the 18th century. All the
costs related to the building work were covered by the rentmaster office, includ-
ing the purchase of the house on the corner. This was why Karl Eusebius of
Liechtenstein (1611-1684) had to produce documentation — receipts — that the
government-issued money was then refunded in cash. This file is a verified copy
of the original from this time.

Karl T von Liechtenstein died before the lavishly decorated Lesser Town
palace could be realised, which had been planned to compete with the Waldstein
palace which was under construction during the same period. However, for Karl
Eusebius von Liechtenstein the unfinished palace was more of a burden, and when
he wanted to stay there in the winter of 1637-1638 it had to be renovated for him.!®

A plan by Marcantonio Canevale (1652-1711) from the late 17th century was
found in the Ancestral Archive of the Ruling Princes of Liechtenstein [Hausarchiv

des regierenden Fiirsten von Liechtenstein],'*

which gives a good indication of the
size and layout of the palace’s interior. Even after two renovations in the last quar-
ter of the 18th century and later, its original Renaissance structure is still apparent.

Despite the fact that Karl of Liechtenstein felt very strongly about his per-
sonal prestige, this was not as apparent in his architectural projects. Although he
spent enormous sums on mintage, thus becoming almost as well known in the
country as the emperor, and he chose an extremely personal collection of pictures
for his banqueting hall in Feldsberg (Valtice),'"® he focused on extensive but less
distinctive building, both in Feldsberg and Eisgrub (Valtice and Lednice) as also
in Prague.

His plan to build a new parish — and chateau church in Feldsberg (Valtice)
was never realised beyond a model of 1602. What role the architect Giovanni
Maria Filippi, known only from the source documents, had in this building plan
is not known. Giovanni Battista Carlone was in charge of the chateau renovations
in Feldsberg (Valtice) and Eisgrub (Lednice). He was probably responsible as well

15 Cf. Fidler, Petr: Valticky kostel Nanebevzeti Panny Marie. In: Geiger, Peter — Knoz, Tom4s
(eds.): Lichtentejnové a uméni. (Casopis Matice moravské 132, 2013 — Supplementum 5).
Brno 2013, pp. 249-267. — Fidler, Petr: Architektur des Seicento. Baumeister, Architekten und
Bauten des Wiener Hofkreises. Innsbruck 1990 (unpublished thesis), pp. 68-70.

Liechtenstein — The Princely Collections, Vaduz — Vienna, Hausarchiv (HAL), Plansammlung,

PK 1167.

115 Fleischer, Victor: First Karl Eusebius von Liechtenstein als Bauberr und Kunstsammler (1611—
1684). Leipzig 1910, p. 9 ff.. — Haupt, Herbert (ed.): “Ein liebhaber der gemahl und virtuo-
sen...”, Fiirst Jobann Adam I. Andreas von Liechtenstein (1657—-1712). Band I11/2. Vienna
— Cologne — Weimar 2012, doc. 216a a 389a.
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for the regulation plan of the town with the oversized main square in Feldsberg
and the construction work for the Prague palace.!'®

Through marriage to Katharina of Boskovice/Boskowitz, Karl’s younger brother,
Maximilian, acquired Bu¢ovice/Butschowitz Castle. Jan Sembera Cernohorsky/
Johann Schembera von Cernahora of Boskovic had started its construction, inspir-
ed by Emperor Maximilian IT’s castle Neugebaude, which was erected outside the
walls of Vienna, as they were situated at the time, and it still stands in the same
location. outside the walls of Vienna. Bucovice is interesting not only because
of its architecture with richly decorated arcades in the courtyard, but also the
arrangement of the rooms on the ground floor with their extremely fascinating
stucco-work and painted decorations. The discovery of the key to dating them
might explain the function of these rooms, as the ceremonial hall was located on

the first flo

(3) A single-minded preoccupation with art, collecting, representation and
cultural patronage

With Prince Karl I, the Liechtenstein family began its single-minded approach to
art in the widest sense of the word. Prince Karl Is first steps were in architecture,
something which almost threatened to get out of control with later generations,
while he also began to compete with others — and it ought perhaps to be said,
with Emperor Rudolph II — using the family’s collecting tradition, which lasted
generations until today, some 400 years later.!” Initially this collecting was limited
exclusively to the prince’s family and reached its peak in the last quarter of the
18th century with various ancestral collections, which were found in many places
in the estates of the individual branches of the family and its members.

Under Prince Joseph Wenzel I von Liechtenstein (1696-1772) all these
collections were brought together for the first time in the city-palace in Vienna
and catalogued."® Prince Johann I von Liechtenstein (1760-1836) then present-

116 Fidler, Petr: Architektur des Seicento. Baumeister, Architekten und Bauten des Wiener Hof-
kreises. Innsbruck 1990 (unpublished habilitation thesis); Kroupa, Jifi: Zdamek Valtice v 17. a
18. stoleti. In: Kordiovsky, Emil (ed.): Mésto Valtice. Valtice 2001, pp. 155-196

17 Kriftner, Johann: Die Familie Liechtenstein als Kunstsammler und Mazene. In: Liechtenstei-
nisch-Tschechische Historikerkommission (ed.): Die Liechtenstein: Kontinuititen — Diskon-
tinuititen. Vaduz 2013, pp. 263-274.

18 Fanti, Vicenzo: Descrizzione completa di tutto cio che trovarsi nella galleria di pittura e scul-
tura di Sua Altezza Giuseppe Wenceslao del S.R.1. Principe Regnante della casa di Lichtenstein
[...]/ Data in luce da Vincenzio Fanti. Vienna 1767.
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ed the whole collection for the first time to a qualified public in a gallery in the
family’s summer palace in Vienna-Rossau, in a form which we would today abso-
lutely identify as a museum, i.e. a public or semi-public educational institution.!"
The leap had thus been made from an ancestral/dynastic collection to a public
form of collecting with all the attendant responsibilities that this collection merit-
ed in connection with its outstanding quality and the cultural policy of the family
as a subject of public debate.

Prince Karl I initiated this process with his first activities surrounding this
collection, he decided to eschew any shallow, modest form of collecting and
tried to find and own even better and more dazzling artworks than the emperor —
Emperor Rudolph II of Habsburg himself, who brought together a unique group
of artists to Prague and compiled the most astounding collection of art. After
Rudolph’s death in 1612, Karl was able avail of the under-employed court artists
residing in Prague, and owing to the lack of interest in art on the part of Rudolph’s
successors from the Habsburg family, he had now free rein to pursue his interests
for a certain time.

Commissioning artists and dealing with the court workshops and court
artists was a very important process, whereby they were recruited, employed and
they quasi contributed to artistic developement, becoming role models for other
external workers. It would appear that the artistic climate at this time in the Lands
of the Bohemian Crown was much more favourable than in other parts of the
Habsburg monarchy. During the Late Renaissance and Early Baroque the desire
for innovation in architecture, and the urge to experiment in other fields, in paint-
ing, music etc, garnered a hugely fruitful harvest especially in the Lands of the
Bohemian Crown.!®

This factor is one of the major knock-on effects of private collecting. Artists
tend to congregate where they can find work and where their works are collected.
At the same time, they are also likely to settle in places where the market promises
success. Therefore, collecting, which at one level is a purely private matter, beco-

19 Kriftner, Johann: Das Liechtenstein Museum im 20. Jahrhundert. In: Liechtensteinisch-Tsche-
chische Historikerkommission (ed.): Das Fiirstenhaus, der Staat Liechtenstein und die
Tschechoslowakei im 20. Jahrhundert. Vaduz 2013, pp. 159-174.

See also papers presented at workshops organised by the Czech-Liechtenstein Commission
of Historians: Vlnas, Vit: Skrétové a jejich obrazy pro Karla Eusebia z Lichtenstejna. A paper
on the art trade in Barogue Prague. In: Geiger, Peter — Knoz, Tomas (eds.): Lichtenstejnové
a uméni. (Casopis Matice moravské 132, 2013 — Supplementum 5). Brno 2013, pp. 289-302;
Matias, Vladimir: Tuseni sonvislosti. Hudba na dvore Karla I. z Lichtenstejna na pocatku 17.
stoleti ve stredoevropském kontextn. In: Geiger, Peter — Knoz, Tomds (eds.): Lichtenstejnové a
uméni, pp. 127-137.
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mes something that is in the higher interest of the public — in today’s terminology
we would talk about the promotion of culture.

In the House of Liechtenstein this process — which spread like the pro-
verbial stone thrown into water and to reverbarate across the whole country in
ever wider circles — was given important support by the writings of Prince Karl
Eusebius, the son of the collection’s founder, whose instructions gave direction,
meaning and order to the process of collecting, in many respects still valid today.
Herbert Haupt examined these aspects in his workshops for the Czech-Liechten-
stein Commission of Historians.!?!

In addition to the often quoted and famous statements about the importance
of architectural works as permanent, eternal reminders of their founders, the work
of Karl Eusebius contains incredibly knowledgeable and precise instructions on
how to design and construct, which suggests that he had a broad knowledge of
literature and a large library at his disposal. For example, Karl Eusebius refers
in detail to Peter Paul Rubens’s book “Palazzi di Genova”, one copy of which
still exists today in the Princely Collection. The work of Karl Eusebius possessive
consists of instructions which admirably point towards practical needs, in today’s
terminology we would talk about functionalist architecture which he promoted
when he writes that: “a riding hall should have no architectural embellishments on
the inside, for at the tumult of the airs, that is when jumping, they would only be
dislodged and would thus have been made in vain, and when dislodged would only
be unsightly.”?* He also racked his brain about where to place the clocks on the
castle buildings. The clocks were to be visible from all sides and for everyone — no
doubt to guarantee an orderly and structured working day.'?®

When reading the chapter on gardens, and bearing in mind Prince Karl Euse-
bius’s expenditure for these horticultural developments, particularly for the local

124 it is easy to find in his treatise an explanation - evidently he took

fountains,
everything he wrote very seriously and in his treatises he reflected to a large degree
on his own work: “And because the soul of a garden is made up from rivulets and
fountains, our gardens should be richly, that is copiously, endowed and embellished

with fountains, and wherever a fountain can fit, then one should be placed there.

2t Haupt, Herbert: Uméni ve sluzbdch reprezentace. KniZata z Lichtenstejna jako zadavatelé a

sbératelé v obdobi baroka. In: Geiger, Peter — Knoz, Tomd§ (eds.): Lichtenstejnové a uméni.

(Casopis Matice moravské 132, 2013 — Supplementum 5). Brno 2013, pp. 9-24.

Fleischer, Victor: Fiirst Karl Eusebius von Liechtenstein als Bauberr und Kunstsammler (1611—

1684). Leipzig 1910, p. 140.

5 Tbid., p. 143.

124 Cf. Haupt, Herbert: Fiirst Karl Eusebins von Liechtenstein 1611-1684. Erbe und Bewahrer in
schwerer Zeit. Munich — Berlin — London — New York 2007.
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But it is not suitable to have fountains everywhere, for they must only be situated
where they are a decorative work.”?

His fondness of gardens is certainly the third invariable in the activity and
work of the princely family: viewed historically, the mania for building, the breed-
ing of horses and the preoccupation with gardens and horticulture have been an
integral part of the activities of the Liechtensteins up to the present-day. Today,
the cultivation of forest plants and growing rice are undoubtedly at the forefront
of the princely family’s interests.

Through the purchases of art works and investing large amounts over the
past decades in restoring and reconstructing palaces and reopening museums in
both palaces, today’s reigning prince Hans-Adam II von Liechtenstein (born 1945)
has honourably followed in the footsteps and traditions of his family as set out in
Karl Eusebius’s treatises. Enhancing prestige through art works may be different
to 350 years ago, but with his palaces and collections — for example as part of the
exhibitions in Asia — the prince continues to promote the interests of his family,
their entrepreneurial activities and the country of Liechtenstein itself.

(4) Castle and church building activities of the Liechtensteins in the Lands of
the Bohemian Crown

The expansion of the Liechtensteins’ power in the Lands of the Bohemian Crown
meant a greater need to increase their visibility, which led to the construction of
large castles and churches in the Early, High and Late Baroque. A random selec-
tion of examples shows, on one hand, the powerful standing of the family, while
on the other, their influence corresponded precisely to the social-political standing
which the family had projected across the whole country.!?¢

The first castle project, albeit a rather absurd manifestation of the family’s
intentions, was a building in Plumlov/Plumenau. Indoctrinated by the writings of
his father, Karl Eusebius, as a layman Prince Johann Adam Andreas I (1662-1712)

12 Fleischer, Victor: First Karl Eusebius von Liechtenstein als Bauherr und Kunstsammler (1611—
1684). Leipzig 1910, p. 145 ff.

126 Knoz, Tomds: Lichtenstejnskd zameckd sidla v kontextu moravsko-rakouské renesance a
manyrismu. Zamek Rabensburg. In: Geiger, Peter — Knoz, Tomas (eds.): Lichtenstejnové a
uméni. (Casopis Matice moravské 132, 2013 — Supplementum 5). Brno 2013, pp. 83-125.— On
the theme of princely prestige see Haupt, Herbert: Uméni ve sluzbdch reprezentace. Knizata
z LichtenStejna jako zadavatelé a sbératelé v obdobi baroka. In: Geiger, Peter — Knoz, Tom4s
(eds.): Lichtentejnové a uméni. (Casopis Matice moravské 132, 2013 — Supplementum 5).
Brno 2013, pp. 9-24.
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attempted to create an edifice of exceptional importance which would be worthy
of the writings of antiquity and Renaissance treatises.

Today we must judge this building in the state we find it: it is incomplete
and some sections are in ruins. Nevertheless, it has become a genuine manifesto of
architecture — and also of architecture produced by an amateur.

We would certainly judge this work of architecture differently if it had
been completed according to its enormous dimensions. The immense projecting
columned facade would be incorporated in the appropriate scale into the court-
yard in front of it, and the narrow building, which today determines its aesthetic
appearance, would not have made any impression at all.

The construction of Plumlov Castle was begun in 1680, when Prince Karl
Eusebius was still alive, on the site of a medieval fort which had been heavily dam-
aged during the Thirty-Years’ War. Its architectural scheme is clearly governed by
the theoretical demands of Vignola and Palladio, which quite simply overwhelm
the observer with their monumental order of columns, especially when it comes to
the only fagade which was completed and was originally intended as the courtyard
facade. The development of this fagade and the use of a classical row of columns
remained completely trapped in that horror vacui, which is characteristic of many
architectural works north of the Alps from Germany to the Netherlands, where
the guidelines contained in the so-called Siulenbiicher were put into practice
purely mechanically, without any understanding of proportion, of building archi-
tectural tension, in short, without any proper knowledge and understanding of
architectural composition. In keeping with one of the main requirements in Karl
Eusebius’s Werk von der Architektur [A Work on Architecture], it was important
to use rows of columns: “The arrangement of the 5 orders of columns is so sublime
that it is impossible to embellish anything without them, no altar, no church, no
pulpit, no triumphal arch or any other type of gate, no house, it is necessary to
create these 5 everywhere and build in one way or another; without this structure
no embellishment can come about; without them all buildings look shabby, faded,
without shine, style, honour, glory and populariry.”'?*

The length of the fagade was also important. In one section of his treatise,
Karl Eusebius discusses the various options for buildings and clearly prefers a
square shape, as here the facades are all of the same length and have the same
number of windows. He rejects buildings with a circular floor plan, as this results
in an unpleasant interior layout and because you are not impressed by the length

127 Kiihndel, Jan — Mathon, Jaroslav: Plumlovsky zamek a jeho knizZeci architekt. Prostéjov 1937.
128 Fleischer, Victor: First Karl Eusebius von Liechtenstein als Bauberr und Kunstsammler (1611—
1684). Leipzig 1910, p. 98.
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of the fagade: “This round shape would canse untold damage to the palace exterior,
as it would remove the building’s grandeur and handsome appearance if it were
short and small and quite repulsive to view. '

The first design for the garden in ienna Rossau palace, probably by a Vene-
tian architect,'”® was entirely in the spirit of the tradition of Andrea Palladio and
Sebastiano Serlio, and corresponded perfectly to the ideal of a square palace, as Karl
Eusebius preferred: “ [...] becanse we want it to stay within our prescribed palatio
in quadro, and that is why we want to mention it [the polygonal building struc-
ture], becanse our family saw pictures of such buildings in their French books and
talked about them. The pavilion and gallery do not have to follow [this model],
but exclusively our prescribed style, which has been expertly developed by our
ancestors, and was, and de facto will be, carried out well, with praise and beauty
in Italy (Walschlandt). With its buildings, Italy ist upstaging the whole world, and
therefore this and no other approach should be followed, as its style is handsome,
beautiful and majestic.”"*' With this paean to the art of Italian architecture, the
prince not only showed the way for the next generation. These theories were
clearly followed by Johann Adam Andreas I, Karl Eusebius’s son, which helps to
explain why Johann Bernhard Fischer von Erlach was fighting such a losing battle
at the start, as in his imagination he worked with architectural models which were
much more heterogeneous and airy, not to mention the realisation of his “castle on
the hill”, which was designed on a circular ground plan.

In Prague in 1668 the construction of the Cernin/Czernin Palace began
according to a design by the Italian architect Francesco Caratti and was completed
in 1697. This enormous palace likewise lives in its fagades from the monumentality
of its column placement, which here also represents the single repetitive embel-
lishment of the facade. However, in Plumlov/Plumenau the spaciousness of this
facade is entirely lost in the attempt to divide it into storeys and introduce at least
three classical rows of columns, when the desired five weren’t feasible. There-
fore, this fagade, with its almost unpleasant compactness, was a prime example in
demonstrating that the number of motifs and their concentration in each construc-
tion considerably limits the strength of their statement.

Perhaps, however, because of this concentration, this almost surreal buil-
ding with its unique position high above the banks of the lake, became a unique

1 Thid., p. 180.

13 First published by Kriftner, Johann (ed.): Oasen der Stille. Die grossen Landschaftsgarten Mit-
teleuropas. Vienna 2008.

Fleischer, Victor: Fiirst Karl Eusebius von Liechtenstein als Bauherr und Kunstsammler (1611—
1684). Leipzig 1910, p. 183.
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manifestation of the imperious architecture of Early Baroque, which can clarify
to anyone how important these building activities were for the self-esteem of the
princely family and their prestige.

In this context it becomes all the harder to understand that this castle was
never completed, not only as an overall project, but not even in the wing where
the exterior had at least been finished. The interior of this wing remained more or
less incomplete. Although the stucco and fresco decoration had been commissi-
oned and partially finished, much of the other work was never even started. On
17 January 1687, Prince Johann Adam Andreas concluded a contract for the fresco
decoration with the Viennese fresco artist Johann Georg Greiner,!*? who, like the
other artists in similar cases, had to adhere to the prince’s specifications: “ [...] the
prince determined the subject matter of all seven frescoes and chose graphic temp-
lates for them containing seven different scenes.”> Therefore, the prince’s approach
and certainty were already in evidence in his very first project — just as we would
witness in his later building projects: Johann Adam Andreas was the actual
decision-maker and not his architects, painters or stuccoers, who used their skills
to realize his wishes. As had happened at the stage of architectural planning, the
individual compositional aspects of the (engraved) models were transferred to the
frescoes as well and restructered as new compositional units. Ultimately, it is a pity
that only an incomplete torso remains of this castle.

The second new building which was to represent the grandezza of the prince-

134+ Fate, however, decided other-

ly house was a castle in Lanskroun/Landskron.
wise and it was likewise never completed. The Family Archive of the Reigning
Princes of Liechtenstein contains a folder with projects by Carlo Fontana from
1696, which very probably relate to this building: the architect was recommended
to the prince by the emperor’s ambassador in Rome, Max Guidobald Martinitz,
and the architect was paid 100 scudi for his plans.

In the end, the building following this original project was eventually com-
pleted by Domenico Martinelli after this project as reference, again in monumental
form, the appearance of which has been preserved in an engraving by Delsenbach.
These engravings are often the only sources of information not only about such
buildings, but also gardens and interior decoration. They were evidently made in

12 Cf. Miltovd, Radka: Myrologickd tematika v moravskych rezidencich Lichtenstejnii jako
soucdst rodové paméti. In: Geiger, Peter — Knoz, Toma§ (eds.): Mista Lichtenstejnské paméti.
(Casopis Matice moravské 131, 2012 — Supplementum 3). Brno 2012, pp. 131-142.

133 Kiihndel, Jan — Mathon, Jaroslav: Plumlovsky zamek a jeho knizZeci architekt. Prostéjov 1937.

3% On the construction of the castle in Land$kroun (Landskron) see Lorenz, Hellmut: Domenico
Martinelli und die osterreichische Barockarchitektur. Vienna 1991, p. 186 ff.
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the context of antoher important project which was intended, speaking in a very
general sense, to show off the most important achievements in art to a wider pub-
lic. Delsenbach and Salomon Kleiner’s minutely detailed ink drawings have also
been preserved, as well as several templates for engravings of the main works from
the Princely Collections. There are even individual engravings and extremely rare
early colour prints, some even with subscriptions, as is shown in the documents in
the Ancestral Archive of the Reigning Princes of Liechtenstein.!®

Unfortunately, Martinelli’s building, like this collection of engravings, had
to remain incomplete. After laying the foundation stone in the presence of the
architect on 8 June 1699, the first problems were encountered in building the foun-
dations on the rocky ground on the outskirts of Lanskroun. By 1704, one third
of the work had been completed under the supervision of Gabriele de Gabrieli
(1671-1747). Afterwards, however, construction was hampered by a lack of funds.
On 25 June 1712, Gabrieli invoiced for the completed, though undecorated, buil-
ding. In 1714 the building, still surrounded by scaffolding, was engulfed in flames
and badly damaged. A new truss was built in 1717 and repairs began on the orders
of Anton Florian von Liechtenstein (1656-1721). Following another fire the castle
was demolished in 1756, save for one tower buttress.

The third major project involved the chateau buildings in Feldsberg and Eis-
grub (Valtice and Lednice). During the period of the High Baroque (when they
were extensively remodelled), they unified in a perfectly prototype manner the
themes of a rural estate, the duality of summer and winter residences, also the
theme of gardens, while later they became more closely linked with countryside
administration, agricultural themes and the horse-breeding.

In addition to the chateau buildings mentioned above, there also many other
types remained within the existing building stock from the previous eras, which,
with their extant, mutifarious strata from previous eras, had to be adapted to the
new ideals of public image, life and economic activities.

In its basic structure Feldsberg (Valtice) was nothing more than a medieval
moated castle which was regulated in the Renaissance and later, especially in the
17th and 18th centuries, remodelled into a grandiose Baroque residence for all to
admire.

The first extensive renovation work led to the emergence in 1623 of the

«

‘palazzo in fortezza” called the “princely residential building,” which now had to
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embody the architectural ideal of a princely residence.'® There is no need here to

135 Liechtenstein — The Princely Collections, Vaduz — Vienna, Hausarchiv HAL, FA, box. 69.
136 Kroupa, Jifi: Zamek Valtice v 17. a 18. stoleti. In: Kordiovsky, Emil (ed.): Mésto Valtice. Valtice
2001, pp. 155-196, here pp. 158-161.
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delve too deeply into the individual phases, but it is very interesting to see how this
residence was systematically developed for various functions typical of courtly life.
The princes Karl Eusebius and Johann Adam Andreas endeavoured to accomplish
a sensitive modernisation of the chateau using the help of the “family architects”
Johann Bernhard Fischer von Erlach and Domenico Martinelli. However, the
decisive steps in this direction were to be taken by their successors, Anton Florian
and Joseph Wenzel von Liechtenstein, during whose reign the chateau itself — and
by extension the owner, Joseph Wenzel — were admired by the fastidious empress,
Maria Theresa.

From the 1720s on, Antonio Maria Nicolao Beduzzi (1675-1735) and Anton
Johann Ospel™ (1677-1756) enhanced the embellishment of the building and
gave the chateau an entirely new appearance. This gave both the exterior and the
interior of the chateau a buoyant, almost rococo aura, the pinnacle of which was
undoubtedly the newly renovated chateau chapel with its sculpture and frescoes,
an embodiment of the lightness and elegance of rococo at the Viennese court.
On the other hand, Ospel’s new utility buildings to the chateau complex created
a cour d’honneur for the chateau, a “Spanish stable” and the large riding school.
It was not until much later, under Prince Alois I (1759-1805), that the chateau
theatre was built (and torn down in 1844)** and an autonomously functioning noble
residence took shape.

The nearby chateau in Eisgrub (Lednice) was built in a similar way over
several generations until a self-contained summer residence emerged, which in the
mid-19th century had to make way for the completely new concepts of a landscape
garden and an English rural stately home, as we shall see later.

With the stables in Lednice, Prince Johann Adam Andreas I had created his
first large work akin to the proportions that we know only from palatial build-
ings — it is no coincidence that Hans Sedlmayr, one of the great experts in Aus-
trian Baroque, spoke about a “chateau for horses”.’*” The chateau and the other
buildings underwent intensive renovation, which together with the huge amounts
already invested in the gardens by Prince Karl Eusebius, turned it into one of the
most beautiful princely residences of the first half of 18th century in the German
regions. In one engraving, Johann Adam Delsenbach managed to capture the last
image of this beautiful, now forever lost building complex, which presents us with

17 Salge, Christiane: Anton Johann Ospel (1677-1756). Ein Architekt des osterreichischen Spat-
barock. Munich — Berlin — London — New York 2007.

18 Hof, Karl: First Jobann I1. von Liechtenstein und die bildende Kunst. Vienna 1908, p. 255.

199 Sedlmayr, Hans: Johann Bernhard Fischer von Erlach. (Grosse Meister, Epochen und Themen
der 6sterreichischen Kunst: Barock). ?Vienna 1976.
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the ideal image of a Baroque building ensemble, in which the urge for prestige,
architecture, nature and entrepreneurship were combined to form one permanent
unity.

Without doubt the most significant monument was Fischer’s Marstall — sta-
bles — with its horse boxes manéges, facilities and sculptural decorations. Here, too,
we find on one hand the most attractive and exquisite courtly quality (for example,
Giovanni Guiliani’s sculpture or the marble water troughs in the stables), and, on
the other, spatial grandeur and an almost minimalist care in detail, revealing how
these ideal aristocratic buildings could have such a large influence on art and archi-
tecture, as well as on the common populace of small country towns and villages.

To return to the large chateau complex in Feldsberg (Valtice), part of it also
includes an extraordinarily impressive and monumental parish church, in its
dimensions on one hand and almost minimalist architecture on the other, the epi-
tome of aristocratic architecture in the countryside.!*

The decision to build the parish church of the Assumption of the Virgin Mary
was made under the later prince Karl von Liechtenstein in 1602. However, the
driving force in the background was probably Karl’s younger brother, Maximilian
von Liechtenstein, who in the 1620s and early 1630s provided the impetus for the
Liechtensteins’ building work in Lower Austria and the Lands of the Bohemian
Crown.

Karl’s plan to build a new parish and chateau church in Feldsberg (Valtice)
did not get further than a model made in 1602."*! The tense political situation, the
impending religious conflict, the fraternal feud in the House of Habsburg and
finally the Bohemian Estates’ Uprising together with the commitment of Prince
Karl von Liechtenstein in the office of Governor in Prague postponed the building
project to the distant future.!*

After Karl’s death in 1627, responsibilities were handed over to the uncle and
guardian of the 16-year-old Karl Eusebius, Prince Maximilian von Liechtenstein,
and in 1629 he commissioned the project from Giovanni Giacomo Tencalla. On
26 October 1631, the young prince laid the foundation stone of the new building
in the presence of his family and Cardinal Francis/Franz von Dietrichstein. This

140

The following chapter is based on the main points from the essay by Fidler, Petr: Valticky
kostel Nanebevzeti Panny Marie. In: Geiger, Peter — Knoz, Tomas (eds.): LichtenStejnové a
uméni. (Casopis Matice moravské 132, 2013 — Supplementum 5). Brno 2013, pp. 249-267.

141 Petr Fidler, Architektur des Seicento.

2 Fidler, Petr: Architektur des Seicento. Baumeister, Architekten und Bauten des Wiener Hof-
kreises. Innsbruck 1990 (unpublished diploma thesis).
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scene is recorded on a lead medallion.' In 1637 the stucco work was supposed to
start on the church shell, which had been completed except for one shallow cupola.
In 1638 the masonry for this cupola was completed and on 1 September, Bernardo
Bianchi and Giovanni Tencalla concluded another contract with the stuccoers.

However, catastrophe struck on 23 October 1638: the cupola and tambour
collapsed, undoubtedly the pride and joy of the owner; from this point on, the
name of Giovanni Giacomo Tencalla no longer features in the Liechtenstein sour-
ces. In 1641 the Brno building master Andrea Erna was commissioned to repair
the damaged scaffolding, tear down the right-hand wall of the side chapel and put
a new one in place, demolish the four pillars and pendentives down to the cornice,
and to complete the vault in the transept with a flat dome

Not until after the Westphalian Peace of 1648 was it possible to think
about continuing the construction work. In 1653 the prince once again called
on Giovanni Tencalla to come to Valtice to supervise the work. Tencalla added the
necessary designs for the stonemasons and the Brno building master Giovanni Erna,
whose people, together with the foreman, Antonio Cerisola (Zirisola), ensured its
completion. On 21 June 1671 the finished church could finally be consecrated.'*

Because of the missing cupola a religious building was completed that was
far removed from the ideals of the patron’s architectural manifesto, as Fidler ver-
ifies. Although Karl Eusebius probably had his name and full title placed on the
fagade, it says much about his attitude to this church that he does not mention it
among the buildings in his Work on Architecture.'*

Nevertheless, this contribution towards the development of religious archi-
tecture in the Lands of the Bohemian Crown and in Austria is very significant, as
Petr Fidler summarizes: “The Feldsberg parish and chateau church demonstrates
that the Liechtenstein owners were well informed of the current architectural
trends and were open to innovative solutions. [...] It is difficult to overestimate
the developmental significance of the Feldsberg church. The spatial concept of the
aisle-less church hall with its side chapels and crossed and projected (although
unrealised) cupola and tambour, represent a break in the tradition of the plainer
post-Tridentine basilica concept with its side chapels, as was seen in the Viennese

5 Haupt, Herbert: Fiirst Karl Eusebius von Liechtenstein 1611-1684. Erbe und Bewahrer in
schwerer Zeit. Munich - Berlin — London — New York 2007, p. 40. — Fidler, Petr: Architektur
des Seicento, p.116.

144 Fleischer, Victor: First Karl Eusebius von Liechtenstein als Bauberr und Kunstsammler (1611—
1684). Leipzig 1910, p. 27.

145 Fidler, Petr: Valticky kostel Nanebevzeti Panny Marie. In: Geiger, Peter — Knoz, Tom4s (eds.):
Lichtenstejnové a uméni. (Casopis Matice moravské 132, 2013 — Supplementum 5). Brno 2013,
pp- 249-267.
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Paulist and Jesuit church.'* It would appear that the Feldsberg disaster had a nega-
tive impact ontside the immediate geographic framework of the Danube and forced
owners and architects to be cantious. Although the Prague Dominican church of St.
Magdalene by Francesco Carratti (who, incidentally, began his career in the service
of the Feldsberg-Liechtensteins), did have a tambour, but only with a cross vault.
In the case of the Jesuit church in the historic city in Prague in 1648 a timber dome
was installed over the cross vanlt.”” Today’s tower finial was incidentally borne of
historicist ideas and was not completed until the time of Prince Johann II.

Many other, smaller family estates were also created following the example
of the extensive residential complex at Feldsberg (Valtice). Feldsberg, therefore,
became a model across the whole of the country, for the craftsmen who were
employed at the various building sites, and even familiarised the population with
the latest developments in a quasi automatic way. The success of rustic baroque,
which in some places still appeared as an authentic style and part of life until the
20th century, came from the widespread and self-evident dissemination of this style
by the church as well as the aristocracy.

One volume of the Liechtensteins’ Ancestral Archive contains and summa-
rizes several, though not all, of these commercial buildings belonging to the Liech-
tenstein family.!*® The clearly functional appearance of these buildings is remarka-
ble, featuring hardly any ornamentation or embellishment, but impressive in their
functionality and proportions, as well as in the materials used in their design. It is
in the simplicity of these buildings that the quality of the bulk of old rural architec-
ture is to be found. This has now largely disappeared, leading to the destruction of
the cultural landscape, which had long been inspired and supported of the nobili-
ty’s and the church’s exemplary building activities.

(5) The Liechtenstein family’s contribution to the development of landscape
gardening and architecture in the 19th century

In the 17th and early 18th century, the Liechtenstein family contributed greatly
towards the arts and cultural development and thus to culture in the Lands of

146 Fidler, Petr: Architektur des Seicento. Baumeister, Architekten und Bauten des Wiener Hof-
kreises. Innsbruck 1990 (unpublished diploma thesis), pp. 96-97.

47 Fidler, Petr: Valticky kostel Nanebevzeti Panny Marie. In: Geiger, Peter — Knoz, Tomds (eds.):
Lichtenstejnové a uméni. (Casopis Matice moravské 132, 2013 — Supplementum 5). Brno 2013,
pp- 249-267.

1 Liechtenstein — The Princely Collections, Hausarchiv HAL, Plansammlung, PK 566.
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the Bohemian Crown in general. This was followed by another phase of renewal
from the 1780s to the mid-19th century which reached a hitherto unprecedented
dimension.'¥

Prince Franz Josef I (1726-1781) made the first ground-breaking decision in
this context when in 1773, shortly after the inheritance of the majorat in 1772, he
arranged the sale of the Baroque sculptures by Giovanni Giuliani in the garden of
the Summer Palace in Rossau and transformed it into an English landscaped garden.

In an almost symbolic act he also parted from the epoch and ideas of the
Baroque and turned towards the new ideas of the Enlightenment borne on a
backdrop of fantasies hovering in the background of a cult of nature, which his
sons, the brothers Alois I (1759-1805) and his successor Johann I (1760-1836) felt
obliged to uphold when on the majorat throne.

Prince Johann I also completed his “landscaped garden” project in Rossau,
and from 1828-1832 created a complex based on plans by the garden inspector
Krammer, which ought not to be too costly, but “in any case had to be a perfect
and beautiful thing,” *° as the prince stated when ordering the commission. There-
fore, an “English garden” was created which combined art and nature in an exem-
plary manner. In the central point of the complex, where Johann Bernhard Fischer
von Erlach’s garden belvedere had originally stood since the late 17th century, the
architect designed a semi-circular greenhouse containing monkeys and parrots.

“The pillars are painted in the style of rocks, and the illusion is helped ideally the
most by the artificially assembled stone formation. The seedlings of evergreen trees
are combined with them, a stream is led under an arch, and proud swans swim on
the clear ripples. Silver pheasants roam around labyrinthine passages, and a unique,
magical radiance through the windows inset with stained glass infuses this building,
which genuinely is one on its own [...]”," was how one contemporary described the
greenhouse. Here the Baroque character of the garden belvedere and the accord-
ing garden is seamlessly transferred to a new world, the artificiality of Johann
Bernhard Fischer von Erlach’s grotto, probably the basis for the whole building

14 Cf: Korner, Stefan: Die Garten des Fiirsten Aloys I. von Liechtenstein in Eisgrub, Feldsberg
und Wien. Gartenkunst um 1800 zwischen Asthetik und Okonomie. Diplomarbeit, Freie Uni-
versitit Berlin 2004; Kone&ny, Michal: Krajina mezi Lednici a Valticemi jako misto paméti. In:
Geiger, Peter — Knoz, Tomds (eds.): Mista Lichtenstejnské paméti. (Casopis Matice moravské
131, 2012 - Supplementum 3). Brno 2012, pp. 123-130; Fidler, Petr: Valticky kostel Nanebev-
zeti Panny Marie. In: Geiger, Peter — Knoz, Tom43 (eds.): Lichtentejnové a uméni. (Casopis
Matice moravské 132, 2013 — Supplementum 5). Brno 2013, pp. 249-267.

LIECHTENSTEIN - THE PRINCELY COLLECTIONS, H 1194, planning permission
from 21 March 1828.

151 Weidmann, E. C.: Der Wintergarten am Pallaste Sr. Durchlauncht des Fiirsten von Liechtenstein.

Wiener Zeitschrift fiir Kunst, Literatur, Theater und Mode, 1831, pp. 658 ff.
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and incorporated by him after he had been unable to implement his original plan
of locating it in the palace building. It is transformed here into a once-removed
experience of nature, very similar to “lifeworlds”, which today entertain the pub-
lic everywhere. The motto was captured in an inscription “DER NATUR UND
IHREN VEREHRERN” [Nature and its admirers] on the archway that had been
renovated by Josef Kornhiusel in 1814, which stands at the entrance to today’s
public park. In accordance with this motto, they also set up a pen for chamois and
a menagerie.

What might superficially have seemed like a change in style from Baroque and
Rococo to modern Neo-Classicism and Biedermeier, was in reality a fundamental
change in social and economic life. Just as today, the period was determined by the
fear of depleted resources. Whole forests were burned down for the glass-making
industry (where the Liechtensteins had not been particularly successful) and for
the increasing tonnage of iron, which at the start was still smelted using charcoal;
the Liechtensteins endeavoured to secure a foothold here as well.'*? People thought
the only way to solve these problems was to plant fast-growing trees. Therefore
the idea behind the new landscape gardens was motivated by two forces: one was
the “back-to-nature” motive — based on a mix of aesthetics and intellectual history
— and the second was a more realistic economic one, where the landscape garden
was an experimental area for new, fast-growing types of plants.

With a view to sustainable production, Prince Johann I experimented with
new varieties of cerial crops and trees, and by importing Swiss cattle, English
mares and Arab stallions endeavoured to increase profits from the long-neglected
branch of animal husbandry.'® This also marked the end of another Baroque insti-
tution, the breeding of the famous Liechtenstein horses with their extremely cur-
ved noses. The importance of animal production for Johann I can be seen as well
in the case of the 250 Merino sheep that were adventurously smuggled in from
Spain by Johann’s estates manager Petri in 1803 (two years before Johann became
a majorat lord) to the prince’s model estate in Loosdorf in Lower Austria’s Wein-
viertel.!**

The Liechtensteins amalgamated these new agricultural ideas and unprece-
dented aesthetics in its landscaped gardens in Moravia and in Lower Austria. The

152 Stekl, Hannes: Osterreichs Aristokratie im Vormdirz. Herrschaftsstil und Lebensformen der
Fiirstenhauser Liechtenstein und Schwarzenberg. Vienna 1973, p. 21 1.

155 Christe, Oskar: Feldmarschall Johannes Fiirst von Liechtenstein. Eine Biographie. Wien 1905,
p- 160 f. - Stekl, Hannes: Osterreichs Aristokratie im Vormdrz. Herrschaftsstil und Lebensfor-
men der Fiirstenhduser Liechtenstein und Schwarzenberg. Vienna 1973, p. 16.

15 Christe, Oskar: Feldmarschall Johannes Fiirst von Liechtenstein. Eine Biographie. Vienna
1905, p. 16.
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vast areas in the border areas between Lower Austria and South Moravia were
recultivated and remodelled, and with their castle and recreational buildings,
which we still admire to this day, produced a new, hitherto unknown cultural
image of landscape — a unique cultural landscape.

This landscape was purely based on economics. Prince Piickler-Muskau’s
bankruptcy resulting from his construction projects in East Prussia (Muskau,
Branitz) — where all ideas of entrepreneurship were sacrificed to aesthetics —
were from the outset deliberately abandoned, which led to long-term economic
viability.!s*

One important aspect of this sensitive ecological balance was the oppor-
tunity to create artificial ponds. These were linked to winter work and guaranteed
employment and a salary to people, one of the main concerns of Prince Alois I and
Johann I, on whose initiative these English landscapes were created; the employees
would otherwise have mainly been without work during this season. The excava-
ted material yielded was used to remodel the landscape and give it a completely
new face.!”® At the same time it also significantly increased economic return: at a
time when the Christian fasting prescriptions were still generally observed, it was
possible to attain large profits from fish farmin

To ensure that this landscape also corresponded to the princely lifestyle
and prestigious image there was a systematic promotion of the major and minor
architetural projects. Pride of place of course goes to the many palatial buildings,
which were used as residences and — to a lesser degree — as recreational buildings;
they were pioneers in new architectural art and spread the new canon of forms,
which ultimately and naturally was to impact the influence of rural architecture
just as had happened during the High Baroque. Especially since the mid-18th cen-
tury and the end of patrimonial management, it was particularly this scaled-down
canon of forms that provided the main aesthetic influence, and although it was
inspired in a general way by antiquity, in reality it took its inspiration from the
prototype architecture of the nobility.

There are two groups of buildings here which can certainly serve as direct
models. The first of these were the large agricultural buildings on the aristocratic
estates, in particular those of the Liechtensteins, whose architecture was often
transferred 1:1 to simpler rural buildings, mostly on very different scales.

One of the most influential thinkers here was undoubtedly the architect and
inventor Joseph Hardtmuth (1758-1816), whose prototype architecture in the

55 Tbid., p. 164 ff.
56 Tbid., p. 167.
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countryside has hitherto been far too little appreciated.’” He not only built the
Neuhof near Lednice/Eisgrub as a model agricultural estate for the Liechtensteins,
but also countless other farms for breeding sheep, horses and cattle on a large
scale. Unfortunately, because many of them were demolished when they no longer
served their function, today we only know about several of these farms from
collections of Liechtenstein projects which are stored in the South Moravian
Archive in Brno (Briinn), albeit incompletely. Nevertheless, their simple but
elegant architectural minimalism influenced rural architects for almost a centur .

The same can be said of the buildings which Josef Hardtmuth designed under
Liechtenstein patronage for the church in relation to the new directives resulting
from the church reforms of Joseph II. These pre-eminently involved parish chur-
ches, such as the opulent church in Ceska Trebova/Béhmisch-Triibau, as well as
very simple churches, which determined the scales and standard for more than
half a century until the arrival of historicism in the 1870s. These models also pro-
vided orientation for much weaker forces, such as Franz Engel (ca 1776-1827; the
church in Bulovice/Butschowitz) or Josef Poppelak (1780-1859; Schrattenberg),
who was responsible for the smaller churches under patronage. In the case of the
modest church of St Bartholomew in Hlohvice, which was built from 1832-1835,
the planner and architect who worked on the design remained anonymous, at least
according to the research we have today.

In one of his last shows of strength, Prince Johann II von Liechtenstein
(1840-1929) tried to influence the culture of the country again in a similar manner.
He transformed himself from a prince who looked innovatively forwards, as was
mentioned, to a prince who wanted to consciously preserve what already existed
and to resort to proven methods from the past when creating something new. This
applied in particular to his architectural activities, where he came to embody the
opposite of what had previously fascinated his ancestors: he could not impact the
future, instead he wanted to turn back the clock to a certain extent. In the exten-
sive Lednice park he was responsible for recreating the Baroque appearance of
the garden parterre in front of his father’s chateau, which with its Neo-Gothic
aesthetic had been inviolable even for Johann IL."* Under the guidance of the court
garden manager, Wilhelm Lauch, entirely new gardens were developed from 1883,
which gave the chateau its early historicist style, which it still has today. Here,

17 See Kraftner, Johann: Joseph Hardtmuth und die Landbaukunst der Liechtenstein an der
Wende vom 18. zum 19. Jahrbundert. In: Liechtensteinisch-Tschechische Historkerkommis-
sion (eds.): Die Liechtenstein und die Kunst, Vaduz 2014, pp. 295-313.

158 Hoss, Karl: Fiirst Johann I1. von Liechtenstein und die bildende Kunst. Vienna 1908, p. 257.
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Prince Johann II and his gardener returned to Baroque as the “imperial style”,'
which during the historicist movement led to an enormous revival throughout the
entire Monarchy of this architectural style, which attained such a unique flowering
especially in the House of Liechtenstein.

In direct connection with the Liechtensteins’ efforts to promote garden cul-
ture and agriculture, at the instigation of the prince, the Higher Fruit and Horti-
cultural School was established in Lednice/Eisgrub in 1895, whose first director
was Wilhelm Lauch. “Thanks to the kindness of the prince, pupils were able ro
test their theoretical knowledge practically on the sample areas of a park, and thus
acquire an education that enabled them to work in the future as worthy pioneers of

?160 wrote Hoss about this era of

modern landscaping in the interests of soil culture,
close links between gardens, sustainable management and the education of future
generations. This research and educational institution still exists today as part of
the Mendel University, which was founded in 1919 as the College of Agriculture.

Completely in the spirit of historicism, especially Gothic, prince Johann II
was also familiar with the Middle Ages; nor was the Renaissance unfamiliar to
him. He almost obsessively bought a large number of castles in various states of
dilapidation and had them renovated, often borne on high flights of fancy. Not
only the ancestral Liechtenstein castle in Hinterbrithl and Vaduz chateau were
restored; also Sternberk/Sternberg Castle in Moravia is a prime example of his
treatment of such buildings. In most cases, he supervised a stylistically appropriate
furnishing and decoration of the castles with items that occasionally came from
his own Princely Collections, but in many cases purchased quite deliberately as
appurtinances from the leading art dealers of the time. The inventory books for
the Princely Collections in Vienna contain remarks about the objects, paintings,
maiolica and other decorative art objects that were sent to Sternberk/Sternberg. It
would be very interesting to compare these documents with the objects that are
still kept in the Sternberk collections.

With his museum in Rossau in Vienna, Prince Johann II wanted to create a
harmonious “Gesamtkunstwerk”, a synthesis of the arts, entirely in the spirit of
Wilhelm von Bode, who stated that a building had to be in harmony with its his-
tory, furniture, as well as the pictures and objects of applied art.

Johann II’s biography was published in 1908, more than twenty years before
his death, and there is a separate chapter dedicated to religious art,'*! which cer-

159 On the “imperial style” see Sedlmayr, Hans: Jobhann Bernhard Fischer von Erlach. Vienna 1976,
p. 213 ff.

10 Hoss, Karl: First Jobhann I1. von Liechtenstein und die bildende Kunst. Vienna 1908, p. 258.

1 Thid.,, p. 267-313.

15



The Liechtensteins and art

tainly represents a sizeable chunk of the prince’s work, where he dedicated him-
self to the reconstruction, construction and furnishing of churches far beyond the
remit of the patron’s parishes all over his domain.

If we begin with the furnishing of churches, his most important act of pat-
ronage was undoubtedly the donation of the so-called Zwettler Altar in 1891 to
the parish church in Adamov/Adamsthal, which has served as the main altar in the
parish church since it was founded in 1857.

The number of churches which Johann II had restored or newly built is
almost unbelievable, all of them in the spirit of historicism and primarily Neo-
Gothic, but often stale, uninspired and empty. Here, too, the prince was indeed
primarily following in the footsteps of his father, who had started to build these
churches in a Neo-Gothic style in the last years of his life. Johann Heidrich was
an architect who completed the chateau in Lednice/Eisgrub, and built the St Cyril
and Methodius Chapel for Johann II in Bfeclav/Lundenburg from 1853-1856
in memory of his healing and as house of prayer for the labourers working in
Bfeclav on the northern railway line for Emperor Ferdinand. The real jewel in
Prince Johann’s architectural crown is the Church of the Visitation of the Virgin
Mary in Postornd/Unter-Themenau near Bfeclav, which was built from 1894-1898
based on a design by the architect Karl Weinbrenner, and which became part of a
complex consisting of a presbytery, a school and a doctor’s residence. On one side
of the church we see the clear influences of contemporary Viennese architecture,
in particular the Church of Our Lady of Victory on the Mariahilfer Giirtel by
Weinbrenner’s teacher, Friedrich Schmidt, which visibly served as inspiration. On
the other hand, the building stands out because of the exceptional quality of the
materials, perfectly fired shaped clinkers, and colourfully glazed roof tiles from
Liechtenstein production.

This production site was in the same place, in Postorni/Unter-Themenau,
which was famous for its “paving and mosaic slabs and tiles” (12 million of which
were produced annually). The earthenware and clinker-brick factory produced
about 100,000 pieces of piping, forming pieces and other stoneware, and about
1 million clinker tiles per year; the roof-tile, drainage pipes and tile factory made
3%2 million pieces annually, and the stove-tile/glazed-tile factory made around
400,000 each year.!? This source of materials was extremely influential on the
architecture of the region in Vienna and almost the entire Monarchy, and no
architect could cope with the demands made on him without those products, nor
without the Wienerberger company products. In particular, the high quality of

192 Thid., p. 292.
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the hard-fired and in part often robustly coloured glazed clinker products greatly
influenced the local colour of South Moravian architecture. These glazed roof tiles
from Postornd were also used for the new roof of St Stephen’s in Vienna when the
ruined cathedral was restored after the Second World War.

The breadth of perspective and the social conscience of the prince and his
officials can be seen in some marginal details about this factory complex in Posto-
vna. “The factory has a restaurant with a large canteen for workers and a room for
travellers, a spa and a large park. The factory also includes 20 residential buildings
with 77 family apartments, where the clerks and some of the workers live. 160
workers’ families received land designated for building on with a minimum area of

800m? each,” wrote Johann’s biographer, Karl Hoss.!®

(6) The musealisation of the world — from Prince Johann I’s Viennese
museum to the “restoration” and donation of collections in Bohemia,
Moravia and Silesia by Johann Il

We may speak of a museum of the House of Liechtenstein from approximately
1705 onwards, when the Liechtensteins finished moving to the Majorathaus in their
new city palace on Bankgasse in Vienna. For the first time, Prince Johann Adam
Andreas I could gather together all of the objects which he and his family had col-
lected over the previous centuries in the halls of the bel étage on the second floo .
We no longer have a contemporary description of the palace or what it contained.
The basic information concerning the general contents of Johann Adam Andreas I’s
collection only appeared with the discussions surrounding the prince’s legacy
when he died in 1712, and an inventory of his estate which was not drawn up
until 1733. It is designated through black seals on the recto and vermilion-red
sealing wax on the verso of the paintings. A more precise overview is given by the
first catalogue of this gallery, which was published in 1767 by Vincenzio Fantio,
who also acted as the “Inspettore della medesima Galleria”.'* Fanti begins with a
general introduction to the paintings and continues to a precise description of the
building and then a room by room description of the gallery and its contents, from
the first chamber to the tenth, always with their “quattro facciate”. The pictures
which were brought into the gallery by Prince Joseph Wenzel I von Liechtenstein

19 Tbid., p. 292 ff.

1% Fanti, Vincenzio: Descrizione completa di tutto cio che ritrovarsi nella galleria di pittura e
scultura di sua altezza Giuseppe Wenceslao del S. R. L. principe regnante della casa di Lichten-
stein..., Vienna 1767.

17



The Liechtensteins and art

were labelled with a star by Fanti, so we are able to have some idea of what the
gallery contained when Johann Adam Andreas I died.

It is possible to think of this gallery as a museum, even though it was still not
accessible to the general public, but only to artists who were able to gain access to
it. We know that Georg Raffael Donner saw the Apollo by Francois Duquesnoy,
and copied it in a statue cast in lead. It is interesting that at the time the work
of this great sculptor working in Rome was considered to be from classical antig-
uity and was probably copied as such by Donner. This copy, which was privately
owned in Vienna and then in New York, has been part of the Princely Collections
for several years now.

This admission for Viennese artists into the prince’s gallery is so important
because for the first time they had access to contemporary international art, an
access that was all the more important because the princes of Liechtenstein col-
lected mainly contemporary art, they commissioned works from living artists and
enabled artists in Vienna to keep up with the latest developments in art.

With the growing neglect of this city palace over the subsequent decades and
its mothballing because of the modernisation of the older city palace in Herren-
gasse in a Neo-Classical style, after 1790 the collection was looking to be housed
elsewhere, particularly as the original rooms were becoming crowded and a large
part of the collection had to be kept in different places.

The gallery was rehoused in the summer palace in Rossau, where, since the
late 18th century, the Liechtensteins had been puzzling over how to use a place
that was currently in a twilight sleep. There had been no festivities there for a long
time and the building was rented out for the most part. In the 1790s the Liech-
tensteins were considering the first proposals for its new use; the Baroque hall
with its marble Kehlheim tiles, which still pave the Hercules hall, were replaced
by solid walnut parquet flooring. The ceiling paintings by Antonio Bellucci were
transferred there from Bankgasse starting in 1807 and removed from their original
location in order to make room for major renovation work there as well.

However, the Liechtensteins did not shy from complex alterations in order
to make a museum out of the airy summer palace. Probably under the supervision
of Joseph Hardtmuth, four of the original six windows in the light-flooded corner
halls, projecting into empty space like pulpits, were simply bricked over. Major
alterations were also carried out in the Hercules hall and the gallery adjoining the
north of the building, which had originally been linked on the ground floor by five
openings, through which the Hercules hall was lit also from the north side; this
also occurred in the upper section of the wall, where the five openings led to the
rooms on the mezzanine, which were also closed off. The entire surface including
paintings by Pozzo — only documented today in watercolour copies — was painted
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over in uniform grey to correspond to the Neo-Classical taste of the day. All these
measures were taken to increase the size of the area for hanging paintings, which
would otherwise have been very restricted in the Baroque palace; without this
“violation” it would have been impossible to hang large objects such as Peter Paul
Rubens’s Decins Mus cycle.

The first archival sources testifying to this approach are from 1804, when,
through the agency of Antonio Canova in Rome, 11 plaster casts of ancient sculp-
tures and several of his works were ordered and purchased for installation “in
the House’s Museum in the Rossau Garden”. A letter from 26 September 1804
instructed Canova to “procure copies” of sculptures for the prince, for which he
would be paid 1,000 gulden by the Liechtenstein banker Carl Ricci.

How volatile these decisions were in the history of this museum, or gallery
as it was still called, can be paradigmatically demonstrated in a description of the
next steps that were taken. A report from the court chancellor sent on 3 May
1805 to Prince Johann I (his brother and predecessor, Alois I, died in March of
that year) made the following recommendation: “The completion of this museum
would accrue costs of more than 60,000 gulden. Therefore, Your Highness, we
believe that it would be advisable to sell some of the recently purchased replicas,
which in our view would cover the costs already incurred not only for the alveady
arising packaging but also at least partially provide the financial means for pay-
ing for the services of Canova and Ricci.” The expenditure for the 15 statues was
estimated at 486 scudi (836 gulden) with a further 200 gulden for packaging. The
expected charge for the transportation from Rome to Ancona was estimated at
4,220 gulden. “The cost of the freight from Ancona to Trieste is negligible, but the
opposite is true from Trieste to the specified place, stated the report.

The prince followed the report’s recommendations and asked Canova and
Ricci to “sell the purchased copies of the statues, for the best possible price”.!®
Apparently, this sale did not take place after all, as we see from several photos
of the Hercules Hall from the earliest documents still showing its Neo-Classi-
cal remodelling until the later casts from the end of nineteenth century, evidently
several of them.

Another document refers to the appointment of the gallery director. On 13
January 1806, a notice was delivered to the Kammermaler (chamber artist) Josef
Anton Bauer, the youngest of three famous brothers, on the “trusteeship of the
princely picture gallery” following the death of the previous gallery inspector,
Johann Dallinger. Bauer was responsible for both the picture gallery and the col-

1 LIECHTENSTEIN - THE PRINCELY COLLECTIONS, Hofkanzlei, R-7/35.
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lection of copperplate engravings. He was to live in Dallinger’s official apartment
in the prince’s house on Vordere Schenkenstrasse (today’s Bankgasse).

On 19 October 1808 an instruction was issued to director Bauer concerning
a gallery employee, Dallinger junior, and his attempts to move the gallery: “In
light of the fact that the gallery should have been moved and furnished by May the
Ist of this year, nevertheless the order has still not been issued by today’s date, and
so we give order that he is responsible for seeing that this takes place by Novem-
ber the 15th [...]”.! It apparently took approximately three years after the first
relocations of the pictures before the gallery could open to paying visitors in 1810.

The first guidebooks tell us that from the outset the installation of the pic-
tures in the gallery was carried out by artists, starting with Dallinger, Bauer and
then later Friedrich Amerling, and not always delighting the taste of the visitors.
In his “Guidebook to Vienna” published in 1866, Gustav Friedrich Waagen could
not avoid some critical remarks when he wrote: “We owe him [Prince Johann I]
a great debt for these artistic treasures which have been made accessible to the
general public for the first time in such a liberal manne . This gentleman has made
commendable efforts to ensure that the hitherto poorly represented Italian school
of art has been angmented by numerous purchases to his collection, which visitors
can easily identify thanks to the initials J.L. Although some truly fine pictures have
been acquired in this way, nevertheless, the connoisseur of art can only regret that
in the majority of cases the gentleman was not supplied with sufficiently expert
advice, and that in many of the cases they do not correspond with the names of the
masters whose authorship has been given. For a significant number of the pictures [
was able to judge relatively easily whether it was an original by a great master, or
whether the picture was of noted artistic value, regardless of erroneous authorship.
Other pictures, for example, the so-called Holy Family by Raphael, I preferred to
pass by in silence. The impression made by the gallery is also exceptionally wea-
kened by the large number of fakes and mediocre paintings. Moreover, the con-
noisseur’s enjoyment is hindered or spoiled by a whole range of other factors [...].
In truth it is phenomenal that it never struck any of the owners of this important
collection to publish a catalogue, whilst the most minor collector would deem this
to be a necessity. [...] Although in the greater halls on the first floor the majority
of the pictures are properly lit and arranged according to individual schools, in the
fourteenth room on the second floor the lighting is entirely unsatisfactory, many
of the pictures are hung in darkness so that it is impossible to see them, while in

¢ LIECHTENSTEIN - THE PRINCELY COLLECTIONS, Hofkanzlei, H-7/61
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some rooms various schools are wildly mixed together.”'* It is easy to understand
Waagen’s criticisms. A watercolour by Baron Raimund von Stillfried-Rathenitz
from the momentous fin-de-siécle period in Vienna around 1900 depicts the Great
Gallery with Rubens” Decius Mus cycle, where a deep green still dominates, with
which Joseph Hardtmuth — according to the findings made during restoration
work carried out in 2000 — had plunged all rooms during his reconstruction work
in the palace. The palace rooms had also been deprived by the windows being
walled up of the originally superlative natural lighting, although there would never
have been space to hang the pictures without this action. If we compare this water-
colour with recently discovered and coeval photographs of the individual halls and
views of the walls taken by Stillfried, we can see — especially on the photos — that
the choc-a-bloc confusion of the installation is nothing less than claustrophobic.

This picture is more or less the same as the situation after the renovation
work carried out by Wilhelm von Bode, whose credo was to unite all the artistic
genres and their combined presentation in terms of history and content. At any
rate, the criticism concerning the lack of a catalogue was soon answered. In 1873
Jakob Falke published a catalogue with the following introduction: “The Liech-
tenstein gallery has lacked a catalogue for close to a century. By publishing this
inventory we have tried to meet the wishes and demands of the public, of whom
we would also ask for their patience, as in the future it will be necessary to carry out
many improvements.” In the introduction Falke also dealt with the issue of artists
being questionably or wrongly identified when he wrote: “For those of you who
know the Liechtenstein gallery well, you will find in this catalogne a wide range
of names that have been changed. However, we cannot rule out that in the future
some of the other works will require changes. In uncertain cases, we have preferred
to use the names contained in the inventory of the princely fideicommissum, albeit
with a question mark to prevent further erroneous accreditation from exacerbating
any existing discrepancies. ™'

At the end of his introduction, Falke outlines another two basic problems.
When he wrote that, “some paintings have a star in front of the number: those are
the ones which the time-pressed visitor should give extra attention to in order to
save time searching through the large number”, he was actually pointing out that
the density and presentation of the paintings in the gallery prevented the material
from being properly appreciated. Falke wrote in the last sentence that this should
be corrected in the near future: “Other pictures are labelled with a star: these may

17 Waagen, Georg Friedrich: Die vornehmsten Kunstdenkmdler in Wien. Vienna 1866, pp. 258 ff.
168 Falke, Jakob von: Katalog der Fiirstlich Liechtensteinischen Bilder-Galerie im Gartenpalais der
Rossan zn Wien. Vienna 1873, introduction (unpaged).
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be removed in subsequent thorough alterations.” We can, therefore, see that the
whole process of renewal was very gradual and did not involve any revolutionary
overhaul.

The next catalogue published in 1885 already showed evidence of this heral-
ded “reviewing”; it included fewer objects: “This because specific pictures that
were defined in earlier catalogues as not worthy and suitable for removal were
labelled with a “=* and have now been factually and definitively removed from the
gallery,” wrote Falke in the introduction.!®

During this period the gallery was well attended; the rise in the number of
visitors was also due to the gallery taking up the challenge to compete with the
imperial collections concentrated in the new Kunsthistorisches Museum; this is
perhaps demonstrable through the catalogues, which were published relatively
quickly in succession, constantly re-edited according to the state of re-hanging
and adaptations.

A series of Court Office documents from 1926 in the Liechtenstein Ancestral
Archive contains among other things “Visiting regulations at the Viennese Majorat-

haus”"°

on Bankgasse with information about the furnishings of several areas desi-

gnated for tours and how they are organised. It is clear that although at this time
the palace served as the prince’s main residence in Vienna, some parts were open to
the public under certain conditions. It was possible to tour the palace following a
prior telephone appointment made with the head doorman. The entrance fee was
2 Austrian schillings per person and 20 groschen for the cloakroom. The tour route
through the palace was strictly set out: “From the cloakroom to the large waiting
hall on the ground floo , which houses valuable porcelain, then the main stairs to
the first floor and the room with paintings, and then on to the Salon and dining
room, to the courtly rooms with a collection of paintings, then up the stairs to the
second floo , where it is possible to see the state rooms, which the visitor can then
leave through the red Salon opposite the apartment of His Highness Prince Franz.
After the large main staircase, visitors return to the entrance.” They had obviously
also thought about marketing: “The announcement of the new rules for visitors is
published in the daily newspapers and through announcements from the Austrian
Federal Ministry for Education.” Consideration was given to the sale of postcards
and it was also recommended “to assemble a brief, unillustrated guide to the palace.
[...] His Highness (Prince Franz) mentioned that for this purpose it was perhaps
even sufficient to have multiple copies of a sheet of pape .”

199 Tbid., introduction, pagel.
170 LIECHTENSTEIN — THE PRINCELY COLLECTIONS, Hofkanzlei, 522/26.
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These overly detailed and long-winded descriptions and quotes admirably demon-
strate the importance the gallery must have had for the Liechtenstein family and
all of the majorat lords. It is only when we realize the important role which indeed
the gallery played in the life and work of the princes that we can understand the
extent to which the Liechtensteins campaigned for art and issues relating to other
galleries and museums. In Austria these efforts recently gained general recognition
thanks to an exhibition of donations from Prince Johann II to the new Vienna City
History Museum and its excellent catalogue.'”! In Brno (Briinn) similar exhibi-
tions sought to draw attention to the various benefactors who had donated pain-
tings and works of art to the Moravian Gallery in Brno.

If we look at the materials in the Ancestral Archive of the Ruling Princes of
Liechtenstein, we can see in volume after volume detailed documentation of who
these donations were intended for. The list of beneficiaries covers the whole spec-
trum, from the large Viennese galleries to the smallest collections and museums
in the Austro-Hungarian periphery. One of the binders shows a painstakingly
reproduced list of beneficiaries 172

Mihrisches Gewerbe-Museum Briinn/Brno; Franzens-Museum Briinn/
Brno; Rudolfinum Prag/Praha; Zentral-Kanzlei (Prag fiir Ministerien), abgegeben
Lobkowitz-Palais Prasidium (Wien); Museum in Reichenberg/Liberec; Museum
in Troppau/Opava; Forstmeister Friedrich in Jigerndorf/Krnov; Graz, Ferdinan-
deum in Innsbruck; Francisco-Carolinum in Linz; Landes-Galerie-Linz; I. Stiir-
mer. Brunn am Gebirge; Museum “Revoltella” in Triest; Museum-Verein in Bozen;
Kaiser Friedrichs-Museum Berlin; Stadtmuseum in Znaim/Znajmo; Mistelbach.
Dr. Tokupil; Deutsche Stellenvermittl. Briinn/Brno; Maehrischer-Kunstverein
in Briinn/Brno; Krahuletz-Verein Eggenburg; Stidt. Museum Carolinum-Aug-
usteum Kiinstlerhaus in Salzburg; Siebenhirten b. Wien Biirgermeisteramt; Ger-
manisches-Museum in Nirnberg; Nationalmuseum in Miinchen; Stadtische
Gompersz-Galerie in Brinn/Brno; Grifin Hompesch in Meran; Kirche zum heil.
Herzen Jesu in Unterwindthorst (Bosnien); Museum in Spalato; Universitat Lund
Schweden; Frau Dvorak; Fur Grafen Karl Khuen. Grusbach/HruSovany nad
Jevisovkou; Kirche in Altlichtenwarth N.Osterr. Pfarrer Karl Heyer; Leo Pop-
per, Karlsbad/Karlovy Vary; Graf Heinrich Karl Thun Komptur des Malteser Ritt.
Ordens Schloss Maidelberg/Divéi Hrad CSR.

71 Kassal-Mikula, Renata (ed.): Johann II. von und zu Liechtenstein. Ein Fiirst beschenkt Wien.
1894-1916. Katalog zur 300. Sonderausstellung des Historischen Museums der Stadt Wien.
Vienna 2003.

172 LIECHTENSTEIN - THE PRINCELY COLLECTIONS, Fasz.. “Geschenke auswirts”.
Akten und Korrespondenzen der Sammlungen 1858 bis 1929 (Fiirst Johann IL.).
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This completely random list of recipients seems like a wild mix. There are some
very important endowed institutions missing in the list of beneficiaries, such as
the Galerie der Akademie der bildenden Kiinste, the Osterreichische Staatsgale-
rie (today Belvedere), the Kunsthistorische Museum in Wien, the aforementioned
Historische Museum der Stadt Wien (today Wien Museum). Nevertheless, it is
very clear how varied Prince Johann IT’s list of recipients was and the important
place occupied by museums in the Lands of the Bohemian Crown and Silesia.

It seems that the development of the latter institutions was very important
for the prince. Today the museums of applied arts in Prague and in Brno (Briinn)
and the Silesian Provincial Museum Opava/Troppau owe much to the sponsor-
ship policy of Prince Johann II for a significant part of their important collections.
Hof’s biography of Prince Johann II from 1908 contains a detailed overview of
these donations,'” starting with objects donated to Viennese institutions, followed
by donations to the Erzherzog Rainer-Museum fiir Kunst und Gewerbe (Mahri-
sches Gewerbemuseum; Museum of Applied Arts, the Art-Industrial Museum of
Archduke Rainer, Moravian Industrial Museum) in Brno (Briinn), the Gesellschaft
der Kunstfreunde (Society of Friends of Art in Olomouc/Olmiitz (Muzeum
uméni olomouc), Kaiser Franz Josef-Museum fiir Kunst und Gewerbe (Kaiser
Franz Museum of Art and Applied Arts/Slezské zemské muzeum (Silesian Pro-
vincial Museum) in Opava/Troppau, the Museum of Applied Arts of the Prague
Chamber of Trade and Commerce/ Uméleckoprumyslové muzeum) Museum of
Decorative Arts of the Chamber of Trade and Commerce, the Painting Gallery of
the Society of Patriotic Friends of Art (Nirodni galerei v Praze,) and the Museum
of the Kingdom of Bohemia in Prague.

As part of a workshop contribution for the Czech-Liechtenstein Commis-
sion of Historians, Martina Lehmannova (Strakovi) examined the donations to
the Moravian Industrial Museum.”* The Moravian Industrial Museum, now the
Museum of Decorative Arts, is one of the oldest institutions of its kind. It was
founded on 10 November 1873 under the patronage of Emperor Franz Joseph I

73 Hoss, Karl: First Jobann II. von Liechtenstein und die bildende Kunst. Vienna 1908,
pp- 87-208.

17+ Cf. Lehmannova, Martina: Lichtenstejnsky mecendt ve prospéch Moravského priimyslového
muzea. Podil Jana II. z Lichtenstejna na utvifeni mista paméti. In: Geiger, Peter — Knoz,
Tom43 (eds.): Lichtenstejnové a uméni. (Casopis Matice moravské 132, 2013 — Supplementum
5). Brno 2013, pp. 193-210. — Cf. also Strakovd, Martina: Historie dél pozdné gotické sochaiské
a mali¥ské tvorby z darii Jana II. z Liechtensteina dochovanych na iizemi Ceské republiky.
In: Chamonikola, Kaliopi (ed.): Zdaleka i zblizka. Sttedovéké importy v moravskych a slez-
skych sbirkdch. Brno 2009. — Strakovd, Martina: Mecends Moravského priimyslového muzea
Jan I1. z Lichtenstejna. Bulletin Moravské galerie v Brné 62, 2006, pp. 141-148.
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and the sponsor Archduke Rainer, whose name was also part of the institu-
tion from 1907 to 1919 (Erzherzog Rainer-Museum fiir Kunst und Gewerbe).
The museum soon managed to establish a circle of capable supporters including
Theodor Rotter von Offermann, Count Friedrich Sylva-Taroucca, Count(Alt-
graf) Hugo Francis Salm-Reifferscheidt, Friedrich Wannieck, Knight Friedrich
Bauer and, most importantly, Johann II of Liechtenstein. From the time of its
establishment the patrons contributed 1,000 gulden annually to the museum,
and from 1887 Prince Johann annually donated double that amount. Another
1,000 gulden was donated by Prince Johann in 1879 for the construction of a
new building.

The prince’s first donations arrived at the museum on 15 December 1880.
They included a total of 88 items ranging from an Egyptian mummy, to works
from the Italian Renaissance and modern British ceramics. Amongst some of the
most noteworthy objects was a small folding altar carved from bone from Embri-
achi’s workshop from the 15th century. In 1884 he gave the museum a collection
of 43 Ttalian textile samples which he obtained from the famous collection of the
German canon Franz Bock. At the museum’s request, the prince bought several
valuable pieces of Italian faience from Faenza, as well as Spanish majolica from
Richard Zschille-Grossenhain’s collection, which was sold at auction at Christie’s
in London in 1899."7> There the director of Opava’s Decorative Arts Museum,
Edmund Wilhelm Braun (with whom the prince worked closely in establishing
the museum in Opava/Troppau), bought six pieces of majolica. The rarities among
the items which the prince donated to the Brno Museum included a cassone (wed-
ding chest) with scenes from the story of Marcus Curtius (donated in 1894), which
was evidently purchased for the prince by the Florentine dealer Stefano Bardini.
Bardini sent photographs of the objects to the prince, who then indicated those
which he wished to acquire. After these items arrived in Vienna, they were care-
fully recorded in the inventories and the prince decided where they would go:
to one of his palace galleries or as a donation to one of the museums he patron-
ised. The Ancestral Archive of the Ruling Princes of Liechtenstein in Vienna has
kept records, including photographs, which document this entire process.!”® In the
same year (1894), the prince visited the Brno museum in person. The result of his
visit, which he was obviously pleased with, was another huge donation: a stove
from Winterthur (1640-1644), which had been on loan to the museum since 1890.

175 Hoss, Karl: First Johann I1. von Liechtenstein und die bildende Kunst. Vienna 1908, p. 168.
76 LIECHTENSTEIN - THE PRINCELY COLLECTIONS, Fasz.. “Ankiufe in Florenz (Bar-

dini)” and Fasz.. “Geschenke auswirts”. Akten und Korrespondenzen der Sammlungen 1858
bis 1929.
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In addition to its outstanding quality, it is of particular interest due to its unique
state of preservation. There were hundreds of other objects which, like the stove,
museums received in the form of a loan for exhibitions, and after the exhibitions
had ended the prince would leave the objects. This cooperation came to an end in
1918, at least in the case of the Museum of Applied Arts in Brno (Briinn), which
was apparently no longer interested in continuing it. However, the prince con-
tinued to work with the Silesian Provincial Museum in Opava/Troppau until his
death in 1929.777

However, Johann II not only donated objects of applied art to the Moravian
Industrial Museum in Brno (Erzherzog Rainer-Museum fiir Kunst und Gewerbe
in Briinn). In 1881 he gave them 26 paintings from the Liechtenstein collections;
from masterpieces of early Italian painting to important Flemish and Dutch mas-
ters, to paintings from the 19th century, which were then added to the collections.
It is interesting that many paintings ended up in Brno (Briinn), which reflected
the personal taste of the prince, especially regarding his contemporaries. His taste
tended towards “mood” Impressionism (Stimmungs-Impressionismus), which
was extremely popular in Vienna at that time, although he showed no interes-
ted in Vienna’s avant-garde artists. One has the overall impression that the prince
preferred to send paintings which “reflected the spirit of the time” to Moravian
institutions rather than having them exhibited in Vienna, in his own galleries, or
even owning them. Eugen Jettel, an artist from Janovka/Johnsdorf in Moravia, is
represented in this collection by the painting Deciduous Forest from 1868, and
Robert Russ by a beautiful large-scale veduta The Villa Borghese Garden in Rome
from 1889. There were also watercolours amongst the donations. Baron Raimund
von Stillfried, who was the first to photographically document the Liechtenstein
gallery in Vienna, and to whom we owe thanks for the only documentation of the
gallery in a watercolour is represented by the work A View into the Interior of
St Stephen’s Cathedral in Vienna (1895), and Rudolf von Alt by the spectacular
work View of Pernstejn/Perntein Castle Court. In contrast, the names of other
masters such as Friedrich von Friedlinder, Josef Straka, Hans Schwaiger and Lud-
wig Ehrenhaft, have fallen into obscurity. Hoss also mentions “two painted plaster
reliefs by the English artist Robert Anning Bell, which attracted attention at the
spring exhibition in the Wiener Kiinstlerhans (1900).” And further Hoss wrote
politely in his biography: “These reliefs that show ‘Music and dance’ and a “Mer-

177 Lehmannovd, Martina: Lichtenstejnsky mecendt ve prospéch Moravského primyslového
muzea. Podil Jana II. z Lichtenstejna na utvdveni mista paméti. In: Geiger, Peter — Knoz,
Tom4s (eds.): Lichtenstejnové a uméni. (Casopis Matice moravské 132, 2013 — Supplementum
5). Brno 2013, pp. 193-210.
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maid’ have an extraordinarily decorative effect thanks to the charming group of
characters and the subtle harmony of colours”.'’® The prince was much more a fol-
lower of the Wiener Kiinstlerhaus, a Viennese bastion of conservative views of art,
rather than the new art societies such as the Hagenbund or the Viennese Secession.

179 at an interesting exhibition at

Paintings from these donations were seen recently
the Moravian Gallery in Brno (Briinn). In 2009 already, the Moravian Gallery had
organised an exhibition of Gothic sculpture entitled From Far and Near. Medieval
Imports in Moravian and Silesian Collections, which also contained 20 paintings
respectively sculptures donated to this institution’s collections by Prince Johann II.

As Lehmannovd also concluded,'® the prince looked to the past when
donating. Only when they involved technical innovations, did he donate items
from contemporary applied arts, mainly artistic ceramics, for which he had a particu-
lar predilection, since he had his own factory in Postornd/Unter-Themenau. Accord-
ingly, the prince’s donations also included products from English companies such
as Howell and James, Mos Gibbs, Minton & Comp., A. B. Daniell and Dalpech,*!
as well as contemporary Spanish designs. All of these companies were pre-eminent
because of their innovative industrial products. With his donations the prince was
following a line of thought which was behind the establishment of the museums of
applied arts, the goal of which was to “promote” the arts and crafts, while it also
suited his own interests as an industrialist and producer of such products.

The prince also had a very special relationship with institutions in Olomouc
(Olmiitz). Here he greatly helped the Society of Friends of Art, which organised
exhibitions in the newly adapted spaces of an old city house, for example, 1908’s
“Altosterreichische (“Cisleithanian”) Painters 1800-1848”.1%2 This exhibition re-
ceived tremendous help in the form of loans from the Princely Collections, mainly
paintings which are still part of the Princely Collections to this day, while there
were some donations made to other institutions. This first group includes Gauer-
mann’s painting Landscape before a storm (1837), and Kosice Cathedral (1852) by
Jakob Alt.

The prince also had a very warm life-long relationship with the Kaiser
Franz-Joseph Museum fur Kunst und Gewerbe (Emperor Francis Joseph Museum
of Arts and Crafts, today’s Silesian Museum) in Opava/Troppau.!®* As a patron of

178 Hoss, Karl: First Johann I1. von Liechtenstein und die bildende Kunst. Vienna 1908, p. 167.

7 In 2013.

1% Tehmannovd, Martina: Lichtenstejnsky mecendt ve prospéch Moravského priimyslového
muzea, pp. 193-210.

181 Hoss, Karl: First Jobann I1. von Liechtenstein und die bildende Kunst. Vienna 1908, p. 169.

182 Cf. Hoss, Karl: First Johann I1., pp. 176 {f.

18 Cf. Hoss, Karl: First Jobhann I1., pp. 182-193.
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this institution, to mark the 40th anniversary of the emperor’s rule and the ideas
surrounding the new museum building, he first of all donated land measuring 697
square yards followed by the considerable sum of 12,000 crowns. The new buil-
ding was opened on 27 October 1895. In 1908 the new director of the museum,
Dr Edmund Wilhelm Braun, wrote a list of the prince’s donations to the museum
since 1855 for Hoss’s publication: “ [...] in addition to a large number of valuable
art-history works for the library, 24 old German engravings by Aldegrever, Alt-
dorfer, B. Beham, Binck, Cranach, Diirer, Hirschvogel, Meckenem and Schonganer
to the collection of copperplate engravings, 33 valuable oil paintings and water-
colours, and more than 350 major works of sculpture and applied arts from all
branches [...].”'%*

Among the paintings, the already noted names of the Viennese Biedermeier
appear here again, and then contemporaries of Johann II, including Jettel, Ludwig
Hans Fischer, Adolf Kaufmann (born in Opava/Troppau), Adolf Zdrasila, Alois
Schonn, Ludwig Passini, Alfred von Schrotter, Emil Strecker, Josef Gisela and
Josef Kinzel occur, as do the names of German and French painters, ultimately
just as unknown and without significance

The applied arts are of a quite different category — reliefs, Gothic and Renais-
sance statues, plaques, medals and bronzes, furniture, glass and especially ceramics
— whereby the prince and Braun and his intensive travelling as far as Spain mana-
ged to compile an outstandingly exquisite collection. The range of art objects also
includes here parts of the famous Liechtenstein Sorgenthal dinner service, which
was made between 1784 and1787.

We must also mention Braun’s epochal exhibitions at the Silesian Museum.
The exhibition of early Viennese porcelain in 1903 had more than 800 objects,
among them for the first time was the large porcelain bowl by the Viennese Dupa-
quier manufactory, which with its date of 17.5 (read 1725) is probably the oldest
dated piece by this manufacturer; Braun was the first to discover this dating in
1902. This was followed by an exhibition of objects by Austrian goldsmiths (Braun
even mentions the mysterious silver of Albert of Saxony-Teschen in the catalogue)
in 1904, and in 1905 by an exhibition of East Asian porcelain and an exhibition of
German, Italian and Dutch drawings, in 1906 by a large exhibition of European
porcelain, and in 1907 by an exhibition of bronzes, all taking full advantage of the
Princely collections. It almost seems as though the gallery of the Silesian Museum
in Opava/Troppau was an exhibition hall for the Princely Collections.

1% Hoss, Karl: Fiirst Johann I1., p. 183.
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In 1910, Braun also exhibited the large, and magnificent dinner service of
Albert of Saxony-Teschen, which was then displayed again exactly one hundred
years later at an exhibition at the Metropolitan Museum in New York, and at the
last exhibition of the Liechtenstein Museum in Vienna in 2010 as part of a specta-
cular show. Relationships in the field of art are clearly more enduring than those
on a political level.

Finally, we will examine the donations associated with Prince Johann II and
Prague, where the former Kunstgewerbliches Museum der Handels- und Gewer-
bekammer (Museum of Applied Arts of the Chamber of Trade and Commerce)
still exists today as the Museum of Applied Arts. One of the truly princely gifts
was a bronze sculpture of a well with Venus and Cupid with a dolphin by Bene-
dikt Wurzelbauer of Nuremberg, which was originally installed in the palace of
the Lobkowicz family in Prague. It later came to be owned by the Waldsteins
and in 1652 was taken by the Swedes to Stockholm as war booty. After several
owners it made its way to Berlin and through Wilhelm von Bode it was offered to
Alfred Ritter (knight) von Lanna, another great patron of the Kunstgewerbliches
Museum der Handels- und Gewerbekammer (Museum of Applied Arts) in Prague.
After a prolonged search for a patron who could help Prague acquire the sculpture,
the sponsor was found in Prince Johann II, who wished to secure this sculpture
for the museum.

Another institution in Prague supported by the prince was the Picture Gal-
lery of the “Society of Patriotic Friends of Art” in the Rudolfinum, which exhi-
bited paintings that sometimes came directly from the prince’s gallery in Vienna.
“His Highness parted with these paintings certainly with a heavy heart and left
them to the museum in the knowledge that only the best is good enough for a public
collection,” wrote Hoss.'®® By this he meant paintings such as the portrait Jasper
Schade van Westrum by Frans Hals, with the carved and painted heraldic frame
bearing the year 1645. The prince had acquired this painting for 43,000 francs at an
auction of the Wilson collection in Paris in 1881. Another masterpiece donated by
Johann II to the Picture Gallery was Young Woman on a Balcony by Gerrit Dou
from the Orléans collection. Finally, we might also mention the painting Forest
Cave by Gustav Courbet, an important work of early 19th-century French pain-
ting and a unique acquisition in the princely gallery, which the prince, with great
generosity, parted with.

18 Hoss, Karl: Fiirst Johann I1., p. 196.
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c. Land reform and confiscatio

(1) Land reform and confi cation — a comparison

With the defeat and break-up of Austria-Hungary and the foundation of Czechos-
lovakia in 1918, the Princely House of Liechtenstein also entered a new era. As a
consequence of the Czechoslovak land reforms, nationalisation and forced sale,
they lost more than half of their land which lay in Moravia, Bohemia and Silesia
(though with compensation).

Nevertheless, they still owned considerable possessions in forestry, castles
and palaces, and industrial enterprises. However, in 1945 everything was confisc -
ted without compensation, which affected not only the prince, but another 38
citizens of the Liechtenstein Principality.

The following section will present a comparative view of land reform and
confiscation. Afterwards, the details of both interventions into private ownership
will be made more specific in the case of the Liechtensteins through an objective
interpretation of the historical context and arguments that were put forward at

the time.'8¢

The characteristics of state interventions into private property in Czechoslovakia
A fleeting comparison of the situation after the First World War and after the
Second World War apparently manifests two diametrically opposed worlds.
However, a closer examination reveals a number of parallels and connections.

After the two world wars, there was extensive state intervention which
sought to redistribute private property. Although after 1918 this was restricted
mainly to the agricultural sector (land reform), after 1945 this was expanded to the
whole economy (confiscation, nationalisation)

The motivations for these measures were also similar, with social, national,
economic and political causes and aims. After 1945 the ethnic-national dimension
emerged as dominant, though this had remained mainly in the background during
the interwar period. There had also been a fundamental political shift, with the
Communist Party acquiring a pivotal position. While the radicalism of the post-
war years of the First Republic (1918-1938) gradually died down and relationships

18 Cf. Hordk, Ondtej: Liechtensteinové mezi konfiskaci a vyvlastnénim. Prispévek k povilecnym
zdsahim do pozemkového vlastnictvi v Ceskoslovenskn v proni poloviné dvacdtého stoleti.
Prague 2010.
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became consolidated with the passing of time, the Third Republic (1945-1948)
seemed more like a temporary solution with a semi-totalitarian character parti-
cularly as the Communists took over leading positions in 1948. This then led to a
total take-over of power by the Communists in 1948.

From the perspective of the traditional view of property protection, the
extensive land reforms are seen as particularly problematic. Whereas the first land
reform (1919-1935) was basically one unified project, the second land reform con-
sisted of three different and relatively independent parts: post-war confiscation
and property distribution (1945), the first land reform revised (1947) and new land
reform (1948).

With regard to the Liechtensteins’ property, we shall focus on the inter-war
land reform and the post-war confiscation based on the decrees of the president of
the republic. Both of these interventions were a consequence of the wars, and in
addition to dealing with social and economic problems, their main objective was
to transfer political power. While the inter-war land reform was evolutionary and
long-term in nature with a large number of statutory regulations, the post-war
confiscation required few regulations and was speedy and radical, although also
subject to numerous legal prescriptions.

However, from the juridical point of view each of these two situations were
subject to an analogous pattern and similar legislative and technical instruments.
On a political level, the land-reform interventions had been announced in the
so-called Washington Declaration (18 October 1918) and the Kosice Government
Programme (5 April 1945). The legal beginnings and the prologue to the main
laws of both post-war interventions were regulations preventing the disposal of
the property concerned — Act no. 32/1918 Collection of acts and regulations (here-
inafter Coll.) and the Decree of the President of the Republic no. 5/1945 Collec-
tions (hereinafter Coll.).

The main provisions for the interwar land reform were approved in 1919 and
1920, and in 1945 for post-war confiscation. These mainly concerned the so-called
annexation act no. 215/1919 Coll. and in the case of the confiscation of agricultural
property this pertained to the Decree of the President of the Republic no. 12/1945
Coll. These provisions were a reflection of the turbulent post-war atmosphere and
an attempt to fundamentally intervene in land tenure. The annexation act (1919)
was characterised by the fact that it did not carry out land reform but only enabled
it. However, in the case of the confiscation decrees (1945) aimed mainly at German
and Hungarian nationals, this led to a change in ownership rights directly by law
(ex lege) —and as confiscation implies — without compensation. The decisive factor
in the differing solutions after 1918 and 1945 was the situation in the internatio-
nal scene, which had undergone a fundamental change between the wars, and in
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relation to the defeat of Nazism was to influence the fate of Europe and its eastern
components for more than forty years.

The presidential decrees affecting property relations were a faithful mirror
of the times and reflected aspects of continuity and discontinuity. Continuity can
be seen in:

1) the idea of significant intervention in private property, which is also
reflected on a legal-constitutional level (see below), 2) specifically in relation to
the inter-war land reform (§ 9 of the annexation act set out the seven categories
of property which could be “taken without compensation”, which prefigured the
confiscation based on the presidential decrees), and 3) the anti-aristocratic and
anti-German inspired land reforms and confiscations (visible in the “revenge for
White Mountain” rhetoric).

Discontinuity existed in 1945 mainly in the staffing of key positions, which
was also reflected in the speed and radicalism of the solutions: in 1945 the Com-
munists replaced the Agrarians and were given the crucial ministries of agriculture
and the interior, which were to draw up and implement the central decrees. They
accomplished this skilfully and used the decrees for their own political ends.

Terminology
After 1918, the keyword was socialisation, while after 1945 it was more about
nationalisation. From the viewpoint of the assignee, this could mean takeover by
the state (nationalisation), by the province (provincialisation) and by the munici-
pal authorities (municipalisation), by cooperatives (cooperativisation) or by pri-
vate individuals; from the viewpoint of previous owners there was expropriation
(takeover with compensation) or confiscation (takeover without compensation).
Expropriation with (adequate) compensation is a legitimate legal tool at
the state’s disposal. Confiscation is a sanctioning measure which is unacceptable
unless used as a punishment. Although the constitution from 1920 (§ 109) and the
constitution from 1948 (§ 9) allowed for “expropriation without compensation”,
which other countries also had as part of their constitutions after the First World
War, including Germany (art. 153 of the Weimar constitution from 1919), never-
theless, in interwar Czechoslovakia expropriation without compensation to the
former owner only occurred with property belonging to members of the Habs-
burg-Lorraine dynasty.

The international dimension

After both world wars, intervention in private ownership occurred in the over-
whelming majority of European countries, whether as a result of the war or occu-
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pation (restitution and confiscation), or measures aimed at reforming the economy
(nationalisation, land reforms).

1) After the First World War, land reform was carried out in twenty-two
European countries, particularly in the lands “east of the Elbe” where the large
estates and the associated political power were often in the hands of the German
or Hungarian aristocracy. Of the larger countries (with a population over one mil-
lion), only France and Switzerland were not included. Apart from Russia, which
underwent land collectivisation from 1928-1934, elsewhere in Europe there was a
strengthening of small and middle-sized farmers at the expense of land ownership
by the large estates. Of the thirteen countries in central and eastern Europe (again
excluding Russia), after Romania, land reform in Czechoslovakia (1919-1935) was
the second most extensive, and based on the percentage of annexed land of the
total area, Czechoslovakia was third after Latvia and Estonia.'s”

2) The most radical intervention came after the Second World War. In addi-
tion to the land reforms that were often connected to the confiscation of enemy
property, many countries also chose to nationalize key areas of industry based on
economic, strategic and ideological reasons. This was a highly debated issue not
only in countries orientated towards the Soviet Union, but also in western Europe
(e.g. Great Britain, France and Italy).'®®

After the Second World War, the confiscation measures were closely asso-
ciated with reparation claims for damage caused during the occupation and the
war. The agreement on reparations from Germany, on the establishment of the
Inter-Allied Reparations Agency and the return of monetary gold was signed in
Paris on 21 December 1945 (published under no. 150/1947 Coll.) by eighteen sig-
natory states, including the British dominions. Of the major countries only the
Soviet Union and Poland were not represented, though the confiscation measures
also applied to them. In international comparison, the Czechoslovak version of
confiscation was among the most severe, based as it was on an ethnic outlook

187 Cf. Maslov, Sergej S.: Princip soukromého vlastnictvi v pozemkovych reformdch povdlecné
Evropy. Prague 1927. — Sering, Max (ed.): Die agrarischen Umwdlzungen im ausserrussischen
Osteuropa. Berlin — Leipzig 1930. — Most recently, see also: Roszkowski, Wojciech: Land
reforms in East Central Europe after World War One. Warsaw 1995.

188 In greater detail in Kuklik, Jan: Zndrodnéné Ceskoslovensko. Od zndrodnéni k privatizaci —
stdtni zdsahy do vlastnickych a dalsich majetkovych prav v Ceskoslovensku a jinde v Evropé.
Prague 2010, pp. 322 ff. - From the older literature cf. Mates, Pavel: K procesu nacionalizace
primyslu zemi stiedni a jibovychodni Evropy v letech 1944—1949. In: Pravnéhistorické studie
20,1977, pp. 93-112.
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regardless of nationality and individual guilt, and in particular the way it estab-
lished the conditions for exoneration.'®’

Specific land reforms were mainly carried out in those countries which had
recently fallen into the Soviet sphere of influence. Of the thirteen countries in
central and eastern Europe, land reform in Czechoslovakia (1945-1948) was the
second most extensive after Poland, while viewed from the point of view of the
percentage affected in relation to the overall agricultural land, Czechoslovakia
came in fourth place.!

Naturally, each of these land reforms had its own specific characteristics,
whether in terms of size or the actual process, but there were also a number of
features in common: a) they were the first, most basic problems which the new
regimes dealt with, b) they were carried out in a radical manner by the communist
parties, which thereby significantly increased their standing in rural areas, c) to
implement them, land was used which had been confiscated. However, the land
reforms in the people’s democratic countries eventually led to agricultural collec-
tivisation along the Soviet model.!”!

(2) State intervention after 1918 (land reform)

The political and legal background

The interwar land reform is normally framed within the years 1919 (the adop-
tion of the annexation act) and 1935 (the dissolution of the State Land Office).
However, on a political level we can already see the beginning of these reforms in
the so-called Washington Declaration from 18 October 1918, announced by the
interim Czechoslovak government led by Tomas Garrigue Masaryk, according to
which there would be wide-ranging social and economic reforms, in particular the
expropriation of large estates for local colonisation.!?

As early as 9 November 1918, a short act (no. 32 Coll.) had been approved on the
seizure of the large estates, which signalled the start of the reforms on a legal level.

1% For more information on individual countries see Bohmer, Otto (ed.): Deutsches Vermogen im
Ausland. Internationale Vereinbarungen und auslindische Gesetzgebung, Bd. 2. Cologne 1951.
— For the situation in Czekoslovakia see Pesek, Jifi (ed.): Némecké mensiny v pravnich normdch
1938-1948. Ceskoslovensko ve srovndn’s vybranymi evropskmi zemémi. Brno — Prague 2006.

190 Cf. Priicha, Viclav: Srovndani pozemkovych reforem v evropskych lidové demokratickych
zemich. In: Zemé&délstvi na rozcesti 1945-1948. Uherské Hradisté 1998, p. 59.

1 In more detail see Rychlik, Jan: Kolektivizace ve stredni a vychodni Evropé. In: Kolektivizace
venkova v Ceskoslovensku 1948-1960 a sttedoevropské souvislosti. Prague 2008, pp. 13-29.

192 Cf, Klimek, Antonin (ed.): Vznik Ceskoslovenska 1918. Prague 1994, pp. 317-320.
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This was followed on 16 April 1919 by act no. 215 Coll. on the confiscation of large
landed estates (the so-called annexation act), which started off the land reform. It
had the character of a framework law whose practical implementation could only
occur after the adoption of regulations which moderated the original radicalism —
particularly with regard to international obligations.

The annexation applied to all agricultural landed property larger than 150
hectares or 250 hectares of all landed property, which was more than 4 million
hectares of land (roughly 29 % of all land in Czechoslovakia). Apart from seizing
without compensation the property of members of enemy states, members of the
former royal Habsburg-Lorraine family, aristocratic foundations, traitors, etc. (§
9), the principle of compensation for seized property was enacted. The state had
not yet expropriated landed property through this act, it was only entitled to take
over the annexed property and distribute it. After the central sequestration act,
there followed a series of other legal regulations which developed and supplemen-
ted it. One of these was act no. 318 Coll. from 27 May 1919 on providing land to
small tenants — allowing them to buy land on which they had worked since at least
October 1901.

The State Land Office (henceforth Land Office) was established to carry out
the land reforms: act no. 330 Coll. from 11 June 1919 established its authority
and remit. It represented the state in all matters relating to the implementation of
the land reform. The Agrarian Party had a large say in both its activities and the
reforms as a whole, and Agrarians were appointed as its president, firstly Karel
Viskovsky until 1926 and then Jan VoZenilek until 1935.

Following long negotiations on the annexation act, the Act of Allorment
no. 81 Coll. was added on 30 January 1920, which established the principles for
acquiring confiscated land. The preference was for parcelling out and allocating
land to individual ownership, usually the so-called indivisible family property
(§ 30n.), though there was a newly created institute of so-called residuary estates
(§24).Itwasalso possible (inaddition to theacreage of up to 500 hectaresaccording to
§ 11 of the annexation law) to release other annexed property to the former owners

(§ 20).

The issue of compensation

The last in the series of large acts was the Act of Compensation no. 329 Coll. from
8 April 1920, which regulated the takeover of confiscated property and the level
of compensation for the original owners. Compensation was to be commensurate
with average prices from 1913 to 1915 with foreclosure by the power of sale, while
for units of a larger size it was to be decreased further. In view of the devaluation
of the crown, this meant that the value of the land was lower than the current
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market level. The valuation of the property was carried out by the Land Office,
which also negotiated with the original owners over the price and finalised any
agreements on the price. Only the takeover of annexed property then led to its
expropriation.

From the very start of the land reforms, questions of compensation and estab-
lishing the amounts led to bitter quarrels. The land committee of the National
Assembly finally agreed on 14 April 1919 on expropriation with compensation
(sixteen votes from the Agrarians, National Democrats and People’s Party against
12 votes from representatives of the Social Democrats, the Czech Socialists and the
Progressive Party).

According to § 35 of the compensation act, there would be no compensation
for property taken from enemies of the state and members of the former royal
Habsburg-Lorraine family, if this did not contradict the peace treaties concluded
with the allied powers during the World War. In the case of members of defeated
countries the peace treaties did in fact prohibit this.!*® This meant therefore that
the land reforms carried out on the property of German and Hungarian nationals
went before an international court of arbitration and the amount of compensation
was higher than according to the amendments in the compensation act.'*

According to § 36, property from aristocratic foundations could be taken
without compensation. However, the majority of them had been transformed (they
lost their aristocratic character and changed their names) and ceased to exist for
other reasons. As a result, the only people not to get compensation were members
of the former imperial family, which was in accordance with the peace settlement
and act no. 354 Coll. from 12 August 1921 on the assumption of estates and pro-
perty to be taken over by the Czechoslovak state according to the peace treaties.

19 Cf. art. 297 Versailles, art. 267 Saint-Germain, art. 250 Trianon and art. 177 of the Neuilly
peace treaties

The Czechoslovak-German court of arbitration was based on art. 304 of the Versailles peace
treaty, while the Czechoslovak-Hungarian one was based on art. 239 of the Trianon peace
treaty; the first was established in Geneva, the second in The Hague. More detail in Kubacik,
Antonin: Provddéni pozemkové reformy na majetku cizich statnich p¥islusniksi v obdobi proni
republiky. Védecké price Nérodniho zemédélského muzea 29, 1991-1992, pp. 33-72, esp.
pp- 45 1.
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Unfinished land refor

During the interwar period, land reform has in fact not been fully completed. The
1930s saw the conclusion of the so-called “general agreements” on the deferral
of finalizing land reform, according to which land would be left to its owners
for undisturbed use until 1955 or 1967 (this related to 212,304 ha, of which 6,658
ha was agricultural land). On 1 January 1938 there remained approximately ten
percent of all confiscated land (435,668 ha, of which 25,262 ha was agricultural
land) in the state of seizure. From the overall confiscated land of 4,068,370 ha
(1,312,721 ha of agricultural land), the owners were finally left with 1,831,920 ha,
of which, however, only 418,858 ha was agricultural land. The new beneficiaries
acquired 1,800,782 ha of land, of which 868,601 ha was agricultural.!”

(3) Land reform and the House of Liechtenstein

The Czechoslovak land reform carried out after 1918 also affected the Liechten-
steins’ property. The princely house was against its implementation, arguing that
the prince was the head of a foreign country. Initially, the Czechoslovak govern-
ment was unsure of what approach to take. Nevertheless, on 15 August 1920, the
prime minister, Vlastimil Tusar gave a speech in the National Assembly stating
that the landed property of the prince of Liechtenstein was subject to the general
rules of land reform.!

Losses and compensation

In the newly founded Czechoslovakia of 1918, the Liechtensteins (or rather
the ruling prince) owned a total of 160,000 ha of land (excluding Velké Losiny/
Gross-Ullersdorf). Because of the land reform they had to give up approximately
91,000 hectares, 57,000 ha of which was forestry and 34,000 ha was agricultural
land. This was the equivalent of 5% of all of the land expropriated in Czechoslova-
kia as part of the land reform. Nevertheless, in Czechoslovakia in 1938, they still

195 Cf. Pavel, Antonin: Ceskoslovenskd pozemkovd reforma. In: Pozemkova reforma 19, 1938,
no. 3, pp. 33-39.

19 Keller-Giger, Susanne: Zwei Lander — ein Firstenhaus. Ein Beitrag zur wechselvollen
Geschichte der Beziehungen zwischen dem Fiirstentum Liechtenstein und den bohmischen
Landern, der Tschechoslowakei und der Tschechischen Republik. In: Keller-Giger, Susanne —
Quaderer, Rupert: Das Firstentum Liechtenstein, die bohmischen Lander und die Tschecho-
slowakei. Geschichte der zwischenstaatlichen Beziehungen. Vaduz 2013, pp. 9-197, here p. 44 {.

137



Land reform and confiscatio

owned landed estates totalling 69,000 ha, mainly forestry areas; their agricultural
land covered only occasional farms.!””

Following the sequestration of property it was forbidden to transfer owner-
ship and be subject to easement. However, the owner could continue to manage
his existing estates. In one of the first actions, the property could be bought by its
long-term tenants. In 1919 and 1920, the Princely House of Liechtenstein sold a
total of 4,000 ha of land to these tenants, in two further actions these were smaller
parcels and construction areas totalling 160 hectares. They were paid higher prices
for this property than was later fixed for the property taken by the state !

After the actual land reform began in 1921, agricultural land was the first
to be confiscated, then forest. The Liechtenstein estates administration negotia-
ted throughout the twenties and even the thirties with the Czechoslovakian land
office on the respective conditions. This concerned the size of the areas and com-
pensations. The princely family handed over 65,530 ha directly to the Land Office,
including 20,340 ha agricultural land and 45,190 ha woodland. The state paid
compensation of 121.3 million Czechoslovakian crowns (47.9 million crowns for
the agricultural land, 73.4 million crowns for forest). However, only around 80
million crowns were paid to the princes from the total compensation of 121.3 mil-
lion crowns, around 19 million crowns remained blocked in the Czechoslovakian
Postal savings bank (Postsparkasse); in 1945 moreover around 20 million crowns
in compensation were still outstanding from the land reform.

Conditions were attached to the assets the Liechtensteins were permitted to
keep: they were to see to the preservation of natural beauty spots and architectural
monuments, namely palaces and castles; pension costs were to be borne for pen-
sioners and active employees (all together around 2,000 persons), in 1930
estimated at 40.2 million crowns, likewise patronage costs were to be covered for
churches and parishes.

17 The data here often varies, cf. Loffle , Josef: Die Verwaltung der Herrschaften und Giiter der
Fiirsten von Liechtenstein in den bohmischen Lindern von der Mitte des 18. Jahrbhunderts bis
1948. In: Merki, Christoph Maria — Loffle , Josef: Das Haus Liechtenstein in den bohmischen
Lindern vom Mittelalter bis ins 20. Jahrhundert — Giiter, Rechte, Verwaltung. Vaduz 2013, pp.
169-372, here p. 195. — Hor¢icka, Vaclav: Die Konfiskationen des Eigentums des Fiirsten von
Liechtenstein in der Tschechoslowakei. In: Liechtensteinisch-Tschechische Historikerkommis-
sion (eds.): Das Fiirstenhaus, der Staat Liechtenstein und die Tschechoslowakei im 20. Jahr-
hundert, Vaduz 2013, pp. 81-91.

Cf. Loffle , Josef: Die Verwaltung der Herrschaften und Giiter der Fiirsten von Liechtenstein
in den bohmischen Landern von der Mitte des 18. Jahrhunderts bis 1948. In: Merki, Christoph
Maria — Loffle , Josef: Das Haus Liechtenstein in den bohmischen Lindern vom Mittelalter bis
ins 20. Jahrhundert — Giiter, Rechte, Verwaltung. Vaduz 2013, pp. 169-372, here p. 196.

19
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After fideicommissum was abolished in Czechoslovakia in 1924, in 1925 the exis-
ting fideicommissum estates were transferred to the private ownership of the
reigning prince. A family foundation looked after the family members from 1929
onwards. Prince Johann II died in 1929; after this considerable sums in inheritance
tax were due.

All in all, the land reforms meant losses for the Liechtensteins of more than
half their property and at the same time a significant decrease in income. This
signalled the start of the economic problems which the princely house faced until
the 1960s.!”

Case study: Kostelec nad Cernymi lesy (Schwarzkosteletz)

To the south-east of Prague, the prince owned the large estate of Kostelec nad
Cernymi lesy (Schwartzkostelitz), to which parts of the estates in Uhfinéves/
Aurinowes and in Skvorec/Skworetz also belonged. With an area of approximately
12,000 ha, it was one of the prince’s largest estates. With the first land reform — and
with regard to its structure — this was reduced by a good 8,600 ha.

Firstly, the entire unit was sequestrated. Afterwards, the Land Office gradu-
ally took individual measures; the appropriate parts of the estate were taken from
them and distributed to interested parties. Other parts of the estate were sold by
the prince, parts were released from confiscation and returned to the ownership of
the prince. Nine farms situated in Kostelec, the sizes of which ranged from 140 to
280 ha, which had been worked by tenants, were taken by the Land Office. The
total was 1,500 ha. Small plots were left to tenants, small farmers and landless far-
mers. Farms of between 50 and 140 ha became residual estates, which in 1923 were
sold either to local tenants or public institutions.

From 1925 the individual forest parts in Jevany/Jewan (belonging to Kos-
telec nad Cernymi lesy) were divided and sold by the prince. These parcels were
smaller in size, between 30 ares to 1.5 ha. There were negotiations about the larger
forest areas between the Land Office, the individual municipalities and the prince
after 1928. In total 40 towns and municipalities expressed interest in the alloca-
tion of landed property. From 1930 on, the prince’s forests within Kostelec nad

Cernymi lesy were nationalised indefinitel , covering a total area of more than
4,400 ha.

199 Merki, Christoph Maria: Liechtensteinische Giiter und Rechte in Bohmen, Mdihren und Schle-
sien vom Spatmittelalter bis ins 20. Jahrbundert. Zur Besitzgeschichte der grenziiberschrei-
tenden Dynastie Liechtenstein. In: Merki, Christoph Maria — Loffle , Josef: Das Haus Liech-
tenstein in den bohmischen Lindern vom Mittelalter bis ins 20. Jahrhundert — Giiter, Rechte,
Verwaltung. Vaduz 2013, pp. 9-167, here pp. 133 ff.
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The example presented here based on the case of the large estate of Kostelec nad
Cernymi lesy, occurred to a large extent across the whole republic (depending
on the type of estate, as estates with fields and fewer farmsteads and forests were
more liable to be affected).?®

The question of sovereignty

The question of Liechtenstein sovereignty played an important role in 1918 when
applying the Czechoslovak land reforms to the property of the prince. Attempts
by the prince and the government of the Principality of Liechtenstein, with dip-
lomatic support from Switzerland, to have the sovereignty of Liechtenstein reco-
gnised, were ignored. Requests from Liechtenstein to open a consulate in Prague
were rejected. Neither were they able to participate at the Paris peace conference,
as a result of the urging of the Czechoslovak minister of foreign affairs, Edvard
Benes. Liechtenstein’s attempt to be represented by Switzerland was likewise
rejected in Prague.

It was only in 1935 that the Czechoslovak authorities declared internally that
the land reform on the Liechtenstein estates was complete. When the issue was
reopened in May 1938 and Liechtenstein asked again to be recognized an to be
represented in its interests by Switzerland, the Czechoslovak government agreed.
Thus in July 1938, after two decades of delay, the Principality of Liechtenstein
was recognised as a sovereign state. However, subsequent events — the Munich
Agreement, the occupation, the establishment of the Protectorate of Bohemia and
Moravia, the outbreak of World War Two, liberation in 1945 — meant that the
progress in the relations between the Czechoslovak Republic and the Principa-
lity of Liechtenstein achieved in July 1938 was once again shelved. For in May
1945 the Czechoslovakian government had no wish to resume the state of affairs
reached in 1938.

20 Susanne Keller-Giger examined this issue using sources from the Czech archives. Cf. Kel-
ler-Giger, Susanne: Bodenreform vor Souveranitat. In: Liechtensteinisch-Tschechische Histo-
rikerkommission (eds.): Das Fiirstenhaus, der Staat Liechtenstein und die Tschechoslowakei
im 20. Jahrhundert, Vaduz 2013, pp. 43-52, here p. 52; Keller-Giger, Susanne: Zwei Lander
— ein Fiirstenhaus. Ein Beitrag zur wechselvollen Geschichte der Beziehungen zwischen dem
Fiirstentum Liechtenstein und den bobhmischen Landern, der Tschechoslowakei und der Tsche-
chischen Republik. In: Keller-Giger, Susanne — Quaderer, Rupert: Das Fiirstentum Liechten-
stein, die bohmischen Linder und die Tschechoslowakei. Geschichte der zwischenstaatlichen
Beziehungen. Vaduz 2013, pp. 17-182.

Cf. also Beattie, David: Liechtenstein’s campaign for international recognition 1919-1922.
Conference lecture in Olomouc 2010. (In print.)

20
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Attempts to regain and protect the princely estates 1938-1945

With the Munich Agreement and the subsequent occupation of the Czechoslovak
border areas by Germany, a considerable part of the prince’s remaining estates fell
under the control of the Third Reich. After the occupation of the remainder of
Czechoslovakia, i.e. its Bohemian and Moravian parts, and the establishment of
the Protectorate of Bohemia and Moravia, these estates were also subject to the
occupying German power.

From October 1938 until the spring of 1941, the prince tried to either regain
some of his estates which he had lost to the Czechoslovak land reform, or to
receive compensation or increased sales prices. These efforts, as well as attempts
to re-purchase property, were unsuccessful.

From 1943 on, the course of the war led the prince, the princely house and
the government of Liechtenstein to fear for Liechtenstein estates in a restored
Czechoslovakia after the war and perhaps also in Austria in the event that the
czechoslovak government, under sovjet influence, would act in a confiscatory
manner against the Germans and in case the Red Army would also occupy Aus-
tria and a corresponding government would come to power. Prince Franz Josef
II attempted a counteroffensive by seeking contact with the western Allies and
with Swiss representatives. In December 1944 the Liechtenstein diplomatic mis-
sion was reopened in Bern, having been closed since 1933. The prince also tried to
place a Liechtenstein attaché in the Swiss embassy in Prague. However, all of these
undertakings proved to be in vain.?

(4) State intervention in 1945: National Administration, confi cation,
nationalisation

The first part of this subchapter will present the general legal framework surround-
ing the seizure, confiscation and nationalisation of property based on President
Edvard Benes’s Decrees together with the government, and in the following sec-
tion there will be an evaluation of their application to the property of the prince
of Liechtenstein, other members of this family and other state nationals of the
Principality of Liechtenstein.

In April 1944, President Bene§ gave a speech from exile in London where he
discussed property measures against the German population living on the territory

22 Cf. Geiger, Peter: Kriegszeit. Liechtenstein 1939 bis 1945. Zirich 2010. Vol. 2, pp. 240-244,
268 ff.
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of the former Czechoslovakia. The KoSice Government Programme of April 1945
then defined the completion of the land reform in favour of Czech and Slovak far-
mers and at the expense of the German and Hungarian inhabitants. The programme
dealt with retribution, actual and historical culpability, a radical solution of the
issue on Czech-German relations involving confiscation and expulsion, economic
renewal and reconstruction as well as national/ethnic transformation of society and
economy.

Preparation

The roots of the post-war intervention in private property can be seen during
the course of the war, both in the home resistance and the resistance abroad (in
London and Moscow). Views on how to solve the German question became radi-
calised after the intensification of Nazi repression, particularly with the home
(Czechoslovak) resistance (and, paradoxically, greater with the non-communist
resistance than the communist).?

The main political document which pointed the way forward after the
Second World War was the Kosice Government Programme of 5 April 1945 (XVI
chapters), which was drawn up mainly by the Communist Party while represen-
tatives of the democratic parties only managed to push through a few corrections.
It looked in detail at the German and Hungarian minorities as well as their pro-
perty (chapters VIII, X, XI and XII), chapter XI dealing specifically with land
reform and chapter XII looked at economic reform and briefly at the issue of
nationalisation. In the end the later decrees to do with confiscation transcended
the framework set by the government programme, which apparently was due to

the influence of the legislature of the Slovak National Council (SNR)

National Administration

The legal basis for the post-war intervention into enemy property was laid out
in the Czech lands by a presidential decree of 19 May 1945 no. 5 Coll., on the
invalidity of some transactions involving property rights from the time of loss of
freedom and concerning the National Administration of the property of Germans,
Hungarians, traitors and collaborators and certain organisations and institutions.
This document was based on the constitutional decree of 3 August 1944 no. 11
of the Official Journal of Czechoslovakia on the reform of legal order and dealt
with similar issues to the decree of 1 February 1945 no. 2 of the Official Journal of

*® Cf. Cesta ke Kvétnu. Vznik lidové demokracie v Ceskoslovensku do sinora 1948. Vols. I-I1.
Prague 1965; Vondrovd, Jitka (ed.): Cesi a sudetonémeckd otdzka 1939-1945. Dokumenty.
Prague 1994.

142



Summary Report

Czechoslovakia on the emergency measures to ensure economic life in the liberated
territory, which had been drafted in exile since 1942 and which has been, at the
same time, replaced by Decree Nr. 5.

Decree no. 5/1945 Coll. had two different objectives — to secure the property
in question one the one hand and restitution as well as correcting past injustices
on the other hand. § 1 of the decree stated that all property transfers and any acts
concerning property rights, dealing with moveable or immoveable, public or pri-
vate property, were invalid if they had been carried out after 29 September 1938
under pressure from the occupation or national, racial or political persecution.
This applied to property which had been confiscated as a result of Aryanisation or
Germanisation measures (confiscations, forced auctions) as well as property from
forced contracts. The definitive legislation on restitution was an act from 16 May
1946 no. 128 Coll., on the invalidity of certain legal-proprietary proceedings from
the period of lack of freedom and the claims emerging from this invalidity and from
other interventions into property rights.

The second objective of the decree no. 5/1945 Coll. was preliminary sei-
zure of property which was then to be subject to state intervention — land reform,
confiscation or nationalisation. The legal instrument of “National Administration”
was established to deal with this matter. This did not yet entail the transfer of the
right of ownership, rather it restricted the scope of exercising this right. It applied
mainly to the property of “publicly unreliable persons of the state” (§ 2), and
National Administration was also applied to businesses (factories) where it was
necessary for the smooth running of production and economic life (§ 3).

In § 4 offially unreliable persons were listed as: a) persons of German or
Hungarian nationality, and b) persons who carried out activities against the sover-
eignty, independence, integrity, democratic and republican organisation, safety
and defence of the Czechoslovak Republic, who incited such acts or intentionally
supported the German and Hungarian occupiers in any way. § 4 under letter b) list-
ed those organisations whose members were deemed to be unreliable persons of
the state. § 6 of the decree considered Germans and Hungarians to be “people who
had chosen German or Hungarian nationality” in any census since 1929, or who
had become members of national groups, formations or political parties encom-
passing German and Hungarian nationals (this corresponds with § 2 of decree
no. 12/1945 Coll.).

With decree no. 5/1945 Coll. (enforced from the day of its announcement,
i.e. 23 May 1945), legal transactions of the owners, holders and administrators of
property placed under National Administration were invalid, and these persons
were obliged to refrain from intervening in the negotiations of the National Admi-
nistration (§ 20). If any of the provisions of the decrees were violated, in particular
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interference in the legitimate activity of the National Administration, this consti-
tuted on offence that was to be punished with up to five years’ imprisonment and
a fine of up to ten million crowns or complete or partial confiscation of property
(§ 26). The appropriate court carried out the library registration of the National
Administration notes in the Land Registers (§ 15).

The Kosice/Kaschau government envisaged all decrees as being the nati-
onwide (Czechoslovakian) standard, and in this sense the decree of 19 May 1945
included specific provisions reflecting the position of the Slovak National Council.
This Council, however, then gave no consent to nationwide legal effectiveness.
One contentious issue was Jewish restitution, which was controversial owing
to the Aryanisation measures undertaken by Slovak authorities during the war.
Eventually the Slovak National Council issued its own regulation on National
Administration on 5 June 1945 no. 50 of the Collection of Regulations of the SNC
(hereinafter Coll. SNC).

Confiscation based on decrees no. 12 and no. 10

204

The post-war confiscation in the Czech lands®* was mainly carried out on the

basis of a decree from 21 June 1945 no. 12 Coll., on the confiscation and expedited
allorment of agricultural property of Germans and Hungarians as well as traitors
and enemies of the Czech and Slovak nation, and a decree from 25 October no.
108 Coll., on the confiscation of enemy property and on the Funds of National
Restoration.”®

24 Several months before the adoption of the nationwide regulations in Slovakia, they applied
their own legislation which to a significant degree (particular for the question of confiscation
exemptions for ethnic Germans who had taken an active part in the antifascist resistance) infl -
enced legislation in the Czech lands (see Cambel, Samuel: Slovenskd agrarna otazka 1944—1948.
O dvoch polohdch agrarnej revoliicie na Slovensku, v ceskych krajindch a problém generdlnej
pozemkovej reformy. Bratislava 1972, pp. 40 ff., 62 ff.). This was a directive from the pre-
sidium of the SNC (Slovak National Council) On the confiscation and expedited allotment
of the agricultural property of Germans, Hungarians and traitors and enemies of the Slovak
nation from 27 February 1945 no. 4 Coll. SNG, later the revised regulations of the SNC from
23 August 1945 no. 104 and from 14 May 1946 no. 64 Coll. SNC, which led to the expansion
of the those to be confiscated to include legal entities and all ethnic Hungarians, regardless of
citizenship (according to the original regulation, property of up to 50 ha was not subject to
confiscation for ethnic Hungarians who had Czechoslovak citizenship on 1 November 1938).
Decree no. 108/1945 Coll. had nationwide validity and had been prepared in agreement with
the SNC. More detail in Sutaj, Stefan — Mosny, Peter — Olejnik, Milan: Prezidentské dekréty
Edvarda Benesa v povojnovom Slovensku. Bratislava 2002; Befia, Jozef: Slovensko a Benesove
dekréry. Bratislava 2002; Sutaj, Stefan (ed.): Dekréty Edvarda Benesa v povojnovom obdobi.
Presov 2004.

2% For a legal comparison of the confiscation decrees cf. Knapp, Viktor: Osidlovaci pravo hmotné.
Prague 1949.
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Both regulations were based on similar principles and had many features in com-
mon, but at the same time were different in some essential respects: the first con-
cerned agricultural property, and had two different legislative goals — repressive
and reforming; the second one had a largely repressive character for all the other
types of property. Their preparation and implementation fell under the Min-
istry of Agriculture (Julius Duri3) and the Ministry of the Interior (Viclav Nosek),
which had been strategically occupied by the Communist Party.

The decrees themselves were a problem from a technical-legislative perspec-
tive (and most criticised by contemporary historians). They were issued in a hurry,
they were not linked to general legislation or even to each other, and they dealt
with key issues in different ways. Decree no. 12 in particular represented a loose
framework which had to be developed further. This happened through official
explanotary commentaries from the Ministry of Agriculture, although even these
were subject to criticism. Decree no. 108 was more thoroughly prepared. The judi-
cial decisions of the (Supreme) Administrative Court also had an important role
to play.2%

Conlfiscation occurred directly from the decree (ex lege) and with immediate
effect (i.e. the date of publication, which for agricultural property was 23 June
1945, for non-agricultural property, 30 October 1945). Confiscation by definition
implies that compensation was not offered, although both decrees nevertheless
further emphasised this.

According to decree no. 12, agricultural property was confiscated for the
purposes of land reform from:

1) all ethnic Germans and Hungarians, regardless of citizenship, apart from
those persons who actively participated in the struggle for the preservation of the
integrity and liberation of the Czechoslovak Republic;

2) traitors and enemies of the Republic of whatever nationality and citizen-
ship, particularly those who expressed their hostility during the crisis and during
the war from 1938 to 1945 (the categories were mentioned in § 3 para. 1 and the
corresponding definitions in decree no. 108)

3) shareholder companies and other companies and corporations whose
administrations intentionally and knowingly served the German war effort or
fascist and Nazi goals.

According to decree no. 108, all property was to be confiscated from

26 Cf. Mikule, Vladimir: Dekrety prezidenta republiky o postaveni Némcii a jejich dnesni pravni
vyznam. In: Jech, Karel (ed.): Némci a Madafi v dekretech prezidenta republiky. Studie a
dokumenty 1940-1945. Prague — Brno 2003, in particular pp. 76-82.
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1) the German Reich, the Hungarian Kingdom, public corporations, the
NSDAP (Nazi Party), Hungarian political parties and other German and Hunga-
rian juristic persons;

2) individuals of German or Hungarian “nationality”, with the exception
of those persons who can prove that they remained loyal to the Czechoslovak
Republic and that they had not committed at any time offences against the Czech
and Slovak nations, and furthermore, had either taken part in the liberation of
Czechoslovakia or had been subject to Nazi or fascist terror;

3) individuals who had carried out activities against the sovereignty, inde-
pendence, integrity, democratic and republican organisation, safety and defence of
the Czechoslovak Republic, who incited such acts or consciously observed other
persons doing so, or who intentionally supported the German and Hungarian
occupiers in any way, or who during the period of greatest threat to the Republic
(according to § 18 of decree no. 16/1945 Coll., the period from 21 May 1938 to
31 December 1946) favoured Germanisation or Hungarisation on the territory of
the Czechoslovak Republic, or were hostile to the Czechoslovak Republic or to
the Czech or Slovak nations; also individuals or legal persons who tolerated such
activities by people administering their property or business.

Collective responsibility, conditions of exoneration

The confiscation decrees were based on the principle of the collective responsi-
bility of ethnic Germans and Hungarians, now expressed as a general legal rule,
regardless of the person’s individual guilt. There were two different confiscation
regimes for the property of Germans and Hungarians and for the property of
other nationalities, which differed in the presumption of guilt and the conditions
of exoneration.

When defining the conditions of exculpation (exoneration), or for exceptions
from confiscation for ethnic Germans and Hungarians, decree no. 12/1945 Coll. (§
1 para. 2) was stricter than the later decree on the state citizenship of these persons,
no. 33/1945 Coll,, (§ 2 para. 1) or the confiscation decree no. 108/1945 (§ 1 para. 1
no. 2). While in the last two regulations they allowed exceptions for people who

“remained loyal to the Czechoslovak Republic and had not committed offences
against the Czech and Slovak nations, and had either taken part in the liberation of
Czechoslovakia or had been subject to Nazi or fascist terror”, according to decree
no. 12 such exception was only for people who “actively participated in the struggle
for the preservation of the integrity and liberation of the Czechoslovak Republic”.
There was, therefore, the paradoxical situation, and one which is difficult to com-
prehend given the tragedy of the world war, that even Jewish persons of German
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ethnicity had their agricultural property confiscated despite having lived through
the concentration camps.?”

It would undoubtedly be interesting to examine further the political beha-
viour of the German-speaking and Czech-speaking (and, of course, “mixed”)
staff on the Liechtenstein estates from 1933, and in particular during the period
of occupation between 1938 and 1945. Such research may face the challenge of
difficult access to relevant sources

“German and Hungarian Nationality”

According to § 2 of decree no. 12/1945 Coll., persons are considered to be of Ger-
man or Hungarian “nationality” who declared their German or Hungarian “na-
tionality” in any census after 1929, or if they became members of national groups,
formations or political parties encompassing German and Hungarian nationals.
According to § 2 para. 2, exceptions from this definition would be based on a spe-
cial decree. From discussions about the decree in government as well as requests
from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs as part of interdepartmental comment proce-
dures, it emerges that it should have included members of allied and neutral states
and persons of Jewish origin.?®® However, this related legislation, which would
have mitigated the unsuitable (in the case of members of allied states) or cruel (for
persons of Jewish origin) application of the decree, was never issued.

In addition, judicial decisions (until 1949) had concluded that registration of
“nationality” in the census according to § 2 para. 1 had only been a decisive criterion
if the person had registered as German or Hungarian “nationality”. Registering
as a “nationality” other than German or Hungarian, “whether Czech, Slovak or
any other, particularly Jewish”, was not in itself “sufficient proof of nationality”
and it was “therefore necessary to always investigate these people to see whether
through their lifestyle, behavionr and demeanonr they did not express sufficiently
their inner feeling of belonging to the German or Hungarian nation in a different
wﬂy. »209
The implementation of confiscatio
The designation of people whose property was to be confiscated would be done
through a public announcement which was hung on the notice board of the dis-

27 Cf. Knapp, Viktor: Osidlovaci pravo hmotné. Prague 1949, esp. pp.150-153.

28 Cf. Jech, Karel (ed.): Némci a Madari v dekretech prezidenta republiky. Studie a dokumenty
1940-1945. Prague — Brno 2003, pp. 278-280.

2 Boh. adm. 2013/48. In: Bohuslavova sbirka ndlezi spravnibo soudun ve vécech administrati-
vnich. Year 29. Findings from 1948 (1805-2033). Prague 1949, pp. 525-526.
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trict national committee where the confiscated land was situated, or by another
method, usually within these municipalities. This designation was also linked
with ascertaining the German or Hungarian “nationality” of the owners and
other conditions of confiscation. However, while decree no. 108 contained expli-
cit modifying provisions regarding the confiscation regulation (§ 1 para. 1 no. 4),
decree no. 12 was doing so insufficient (cf. § 1 para. 3, § 3 para. 2).

Agricultural property which was subject to confiscation was described in
decree no. 12 (§ 4) as agricultural and forestry land, the buildings and equipment
that are part of it, factories from the agricultural industry, moveable appurtenance
(livestock and equipment) and all rights associated with the holding of confiscated
property or part thereof. This scope of application was partly modified by official
notes. Fishponds were also considered to be agricultural property. However, resi-
dential houses and villas with a garden of 1000 m? were not considered as agricul-
tural property.?'® According to decree no. 108 (§ 1 para. 1), property which had not
been confiscated as belonging to agricultural property included immovable and
movable property, included immoveables, personal property and property rights
(such as receivables, securities, deposits, intellectual property), with the exception
(§ 2 para. 1) of personal property which was necessary for covering the needs
for life or for the personal pursuit of the employment of disabled people and
members of their families (such as clothing, duvets, linen, domestic tools, food
and machines).

The confiscated agricultural property was administered by the National
Land Fund, established by the Ministry of Agriculture, until it was surrendered
to the beneficiaries. For all other property there was the funds for National Resto-
ration, established at the settlement funds in Prague and Bratislava.

Distribution of confiscated propert

The two decrees (§ 7-13 of decree no. 12 and § 6-14 of decree no. 108) also regu-
lated the distribution of confiscated property. The issue of distribution and com-
pensation (for agricultural property) was regulated in more detail by the decree
from 20 July 1945 no. 28/1945 Coll., concerning the settlement of Czech, Slovak
or other Slavic farmers on the agricultural land of Germans, Hungarians and other
enemies of the state, which represented the second key legal regulation from the
first phase of land reform. The issue of non-agricultural distribution was dealt
with in act no. 31/1947 Coll., concerning several principles applying when dividing

*° Hoffmann, Josef: Konfiskace neprdtelského majetkn a osidleni. Konfiskace a osidleni
zemédélské pudy neptitelské. In: Nové zikony a nafizeni Ceskoslovenské republiky, 1945,
year. 7, nos. 3—4, pp. 329 {.
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enemy property, as well as by governmental rulings, in particular no. 106/1947
Coll., concerning the distribution of confiscated small businesses. The decrees were
accompanied by a series of other regulations, often of an internal character.?!!

The scope of confiscatio

In Czechoslovakia as a whole 2,946,395 ha of land was confiscated, of which
1,651,016 ha was agricultural land. In the Czech/Bohemian lands, a total of
2,400,449 ha of land was confiscated, of which 1,405,070 ha was agricultural land
(in the borderlands 1,955,076 ha, of which 1,306,941 ha was agricultural). Smaller
beneficiaries received 1,037,255 ha of mainly agricultural land and the remaining
1,360, 224 ha (mostly forestry) was kept by the state or was divided among public
institutions and corporations. Unlike in the Czech lands, in Slovakia the process
of confiscating and distributing land was slower. Of the 578,638 ha which was
subject to confiscation, by 1948 only approximately 72,000 ha of land had in fact
been confiscated and distributed. This accelerated after February 1948 and by 1
March 1949, 545,946 ha of land had been confiscated, with smaller beneficiaries
receiving 183,463 ha. More than 5,000 industrial companies were also confiscat
ed that were not subject to nationalisation and a large amount of other property
(homes, valuables, etc.).?'?

Nationalisation

Nationalisation was enacted over two main stages (October 1945 and April-May
1948). In 1945 the vital areas of the economy were nationalised: mines and import-
ant industrial enterprises, the food industry, banks and private insurers, followed
by small and medium-sized businesses after the Communist coup in 1948.

The first phase of nationalisation was carried out mainly on the basis of
decrees from 24 October 1945, nos. 100 to 103 Coll. (no. 100, concerning the
nationalisation of the mines and certain industrial enterprises; no. 101, concerning
the nationalisation of certain enterprises in the food industry; no. 102, concerning
the nationalisation of banks, and no. 103 concerning the nationalisation of private
insurers). When legislating for nationalisation, expropriation dominated (compen-

211 For the distribution of confiscated property Knapp, Viktor: Osidlovaci pravo hmotné. Prague

1949, esp. pp.191-274.

22 Cf, Lacina, Vlastislav: Pozemkovd reforma v Lidové demokratické Ceskoslovenské repub-
lice. In: Zpas o pozemkovou reformu v CSR. Prague 1963, pp. 216-219 and 230-232; Lhota,
Viclav: Znarodnéni v Ceskoslovensku 1945-1948. Prague 1987, p. 231.
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sation given), but there was also scope for confiscation as enemy property was
nationalised without compensation.?'?

Although the Kosice/Kaschaun Government Programme of April 1945 did
not legislate for nationalisation in detail, the parties of the National Front sup-
ported this project and it had already been discussed both by the resistance at
home and in exile. Understandably, post-war society welcomed nationalisation, as
it did in many other countries, including in western Europe. However, the whole
project was accompanied by a series of disputes relating to the scope and speed of
nationalisation, as well as the question of compensation, etc.2!*

From June 1945 all of the relevant ministries drew up their own plans, though
the key position fell to the Ministry of Industry, headed by the Social Democrat
Bohumil Lau$man, who organised the nationalisation of the mines and other vital
industrial enterprises. The nationalisation of the food industry fell under the
Ministry of Food, the decrees concerning the nationalisation of finance (banking
and private insurers) fell under the Ministry of Finance.

Although the decrees were based on a unified idea, each of them had their
own specific characteristics: decree no. 100/1945 Coll., became a model from a
legislative-technical perspective as it legislated for a series of common issues, and
the other decrees merely referred to it.

In some cases the decrees applied to all of the enterprises of a specific kind
(mines, banks, insurers), for the majority, though, nationalisation was limited by
the number of employees or the volume of production. The limit was usually set
at above 500 employees, in some cases above 400, 200 or 150 employees, for the
majority the decisive time period was the years 1938-1940.

Nationalisation took a special form of state ownership. Nationalised busi-
nesses were transformed into national enterprises as independent legal bodies: they
operated independently of the government so the state did not guarantee their
obligations, but they were required to give part of their profits to the state budget.
Nationalisations took place as a rule with compensation being paid. The amount
was to correspond to the general price recorded according to official prices on the
day the decree was announced, or according to the official estimate minus liabili-
ties. Compensation was the remit of the competent minister in agreement with the
Minister of Finance (in Slovakia with the appropriate representatives).

213 For more details see Kuklik, Jan: Ceskoslovenské zikonoddrstvi ve vztahu k Némecku a
osobam némecké ndrodnosti v letech 1940-1948. In: Pesek, Jifi (ed.): Némecké mensiny v pra-
vnich normich 1938-1948. Ceskoslovensko ve srovnani s vybranymi evropskymi zemémi.
Brno — Praha 2006, pp. 120 f., documents 172 {.

214 See also Hlusickovd, Razena (ed.): Zndrodnéni 1945. Vols. 1-2. Prague 1982.
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According to Véclav Lhota, as part of the first stage of nationalisation, 2,475 indus-
trial enterprises were brought under state control (2,287 in the Ministry of Indus-
try and 188 in the Ministry of Food) and incorporated (on 1 February 1948) into
327 national enterprises (205 in the Ministry of Industry and 122 in the Ministry
of Food); though other researchers give even higher figures, usually around 3,348

enterprises/technical units (most recently by Viclav Pricha and Jan Kuklik).?!®

Legal issues
There were certain legal controversies surrounding the post-war intervention in
ownership relations, in particular the issue of the transfer of ownership of pro-
perty. As a result of the social changes after 1990, some contentious legal issues
(connected to confiscation) were reopened and examined in specialist journals (e.g.
Viktor Knapp, who since 1945 had looked at this theme academically, partially
revising his former opinions).?!¢

1) In the literature and the legal decisions of the time, the opinion predomi-
nates that intervention (confiscation and nationalisation) as well as the acquisition
of ownership derived directly by law (ex lege and ex runc).?’” However, the deter-
mination of the legal norms for confiscation and nationalization do not provide
us with a clear answer to the question of when the transfer of ownership took
in fact place and what role the decisions of the state authorities had. Austrian
and then Czechoslovak law was established on the principle of intabulation and a
two-phase acquisition of ownership (§ 321, 423-425, 431 and 444 ABGB), and so
there are two possibilities to be considered: 1. either goods are acquired through
confiscation and nationalization exclusively based on legal grounds and for the
transfer of ownership the take-over of legal possession, usually by registration
into public books (Intabulation) was required in addition, or 2. the state acquired
directly ex lege the natural ownership without requiring intabulation, which then

25 Cf. Lhota, Viclav: Zndrodnéniv Ceskoslovensku 1945-1948. Prague 1987, pp. 206-211; Priicha,
Viclay et al.: Hospoddrské a socidlni déjiny Ceskoslovenska 1918-1992. Vol 2. Brno 2009, pp.
94 and 103; Kuklik, Jan: Zndrodnéné Ceskoslovensko. Od zndrodnéni k privatizaci — stdtni
zdsaby do vlastnickych a dalsich majetkovych prav v Ceskoslovensku a jinde v Evropé. Prague
2010, pp. 322 ff..

216 Cf. esp.. Kindl, Milan — Knapp, Viktor: K nékterym otizkam konfiskace podle dekretii pre-
zidenta republiky ¢ 12 a ¢ 108/1945 Sb. Pravnik 133, 1994, no. 7, pp. 620-628, and a related
polemic by Elids, Karel: Jesté jednon k nékterym otdzkdam konfiskace podle dekretsi prezidenta
republiky ¢ 12/1945 Sb. a ¢ 108/1945 Sb. Pravnik 133, 1994, no. 11, pp. 971-980.

27 For the legal basis of confiscation, cf. Knapp, Viktor: Osidlovaci pravo hmotné. Prague 1949,
esp. pp. 150153, esp. pp. 154—164; on nationalisation cf. Ne$por, Zdenck: Zndarodnéni doli a
primysln. Tome 1, Proces zndrodiiovaci. Prague 1948, esp. pp. 17-38.
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only had a declaratory character. The second alternative (following the opinions of
Professor Randa), eventually prevailed.?'®

2) Historically, as well as more recently, there have been discussions on the
necessity and effects of an official decision, as to whether the conditions for con-
fiscation or nationalisation were met whether it was a constitutive, declaratory or
only informing (registration) act. Historically, at that time the prevailing opinion
tended to be that it was a declaratory decision and its issuance was necessary only
in cases of doubt (an announcement, for example, sufficed) 2 However, the situ-
ation was complicated by the fact that a different set of conditions for “persons
of German and Hungarian nationality” on the one hand, and for “traitors and
enemies of the Republic” on the other has been applied. In addition, some of the
key substantive and procedural issues (e.g. delivery) were not addressed uniformly
within the decree legislation.

However, we believe that for a change in ownership, a confiscation or natio-
nalisation decree (although declaratory ex tunc) should have always been publicly
issued (this is also related to the use of legal remedies and the legal control of the
acts of administrative authorities by the judiciary).?®

Nationality or Citizenship?

The issue of the relationship between “nationality” and “citizenship” brought
many complications, particularly in practice. A publication from the Ministry of
the Interior at the time stated that: “[...] the decrees concerning the confiscation of
property nos. 12/45 and 108/45 Coll., as well as the decree on National Adminis-
tration no. 5/45 Coll., are based on the principle of ethnicity, which means that they
relate to ethnic Germans regardless of their citizenship. [...] Consequently, confisc -
tion would apply to the property of members of any state if they are of German
ethnicity. However, to the extent as the notion of nationality as interpreted by us
[i.e. in the then Czechoslovak Republic] does not correpond to the opinions prevail-
ing in west Europe, where for instance citizenship also implies the determination
of nationality, this may sometimes lead to unwelcome international difficulties, in
particular if a member of a friendly or allied country is affected. That is why if such

28 Cf. Randa, Antonin: Pravo vlastnické dle rakouského prava v poradku systematickém. Prague
1922, pp. 194 £,

2% On confiscations cf. the decision of the (Supreme) Administrative Court dated 31 December 1946
(Boh. adm. 1512/46) and also by the High Court in Prague dated 28 June 1993 (sp. ref. 4 Cdo 40/92).

220 The only exceptions would be cases where the property had been directly individualised in a
general legal regulation (such as in § 1 para. 1 no. 4 law no. 311/1948 Coll., where eight water
Management companies had been explicitly mentioned).
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cases arise, files on the relevant proceedings should be submitted to the Ministry of
the Interior or the Ministry competent for this matter. ”*!

Furthermore, the attitudes of the state authorities to ethnic Germans or
Hungarians that were nationals of allied or neutral states differed according to
individual ministries. Eventually, even the Communist-controlled ministries of
the interior and agriculture had different approaches. This can be seen in the reac-
tion to a notice from the Ministry of the Interior dated 17 September 1945 no.
Z-17827/1945, which established an exemption for Austrian citizens who were
not to be considered as “Germans” according to the anti-German regulations if
they had not committed an offence against Czechoslovakia or its allies. The Min-
istry of Agriculture tried to strictly limit the scope of application of this determi-
nation with a view to the confiscation of agricultural property.?> The Ministry of
the Interior issued another decree solely for its own department on 8 April 1946
no. 1700-28/3-46-107Vb/3 concerning the confiscation of property of ethnic Ger-
man members of friendly and neutral states, clearly defining the question of guilt:
Only if such persons according to § 1 para. 1 no. 3 of decree no. 108/1945 Coll.
carried out “activities against the sovereignty, independence, integrity, democratic
and republican organisation, safety and defence of the Czechoslovak Republic”,

their property was subject to confiscation 2%

(5) The National Administration and the confi cation of Liechtenstein landed
property?**

Based on the aforementioned decree no. 5 from 19 May 1945 and no. 12 of 21 June
1945, the Liechtenstein forestry and agricultural businesses were placed under
National Administration on 26 June 1945 (the national administrator was Gustav
Artner, a professor at the University of Agriculture in Brno [Briinn]). The Com-
munist minister of agriculture, Julius Duri3, announced the imposition of enforced

21 Cf, Sebestik, Josef — Lukes, Zden&k: Prebled predpisii o Némcich a osobdch povazovanych za
Némce. Prague 1946. Section I. Interpretation, esp. p.12.

22 Jech, Karel (ed.): Némci a Madari v dekretech prezidenta republiky. Studie a dokumenty 1940—
1945. Prague — Brno 2003, p. 281.

23 For other statutory instruments concerning the decree cf. Jech, Karel (ed.): Némci a Madari

v dekretech prezidenta republiky. Studie a dokumenty 1940-1945. Prague — Brno 2003,

pp- 373-374.

On the whole issue especially Hor¢icka, Vaclav: Die Enteignungen von liechtensteinischem

Vermaégen in der Tschechoslowakei 1945 bis 1948. In: Hor¢icka, Viclav — Marxer, Roland:

Liechtenstein und die tschechoslowakischen Konfiskationen von 1945. Vom Zweiten Welt-

krieg bis zur Gegenwart. Vaduz 2013, pp. 9-139.

224
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administration already on the day before in a public appearance on 25 June, with
special emphasis on the Liechtenstein case. Before decree no.12 had been issued,
the Social Democratic prime minister, Zdenék Fierlinger, announced on 8 June
that the property of Germans, Hungarians, collaborators and traitors would be
confiscated

Still in the first half of June 1945 the Liechtensteins had attempted to forestall
the National Administration and confiscation. The central director of the prince’s
property administration, FrantiSek Svoboda, visited the Ministry of Agriculture,
and the Swiss consul general also intervened, with all members of the Czecho-
slovak government receiving a memorandum with detailed arguments from the
Liechtenstein side.

Already at the end of July 1945, one month after the introduction of the
forced Administration, all agricultural property was confiscated. Over a few days
the district national committees gradually declared the confiscation of the esta-
tes lying in the territory of Bohemia, Moravia and Silesia. On 29 July 1945, the
representatives of the Ministry of Agriculture and further state organs subdivided
the confiscated land on the former Liechtenstein estate at Uvaly/Auwal in central
Bohemia. On 31 July 1945 the district national committee in Olomouc/Olmiitz
informed the public about the confiscation of the prince’s agricultural property.
Subsequently in August and September 1945 the Central Directorate of State
Forests and Farms took over the Liechtensteins’ property, on behalf of the Min-
istry of Agriculture. The confiscated land was then to be transferred to individual
cities, municipalities or other new owners. Naturally, this only occurred in certain
individual cases. In 1945 the town of Cesky Brod/Bohmisch Brod received almost
all of the forestry in Doubravéice/Doubrawtschitz from the former Uvaly estate,
amounting to 845.75 ha. In 1949 the town of Bfeclav/Lundenburg was given a
castle and land of approximately 6 hectares. What had been to be considered as
agricultural land, forestry, or as industrial enterprises and who was therefore com-
petent for takeover and administration became the subject of disputes between the
various governmental institutions, as was the case with the National Administra-
tion of the breweries in Bfeclav and Lanskroun/Landskron.??

The National Administration was not capable of managing all estates entrust-
ed to it. For this reason, on 2 February 1946 the Ministry of Agriculture formally
transferred the Liechtensteins’ property which was under National Administra-
tion and not subject to the Central Directorate of State Forests and Farms, to be

25 Hor¢icka, Viclav: Die Enteignungen von liechtensteinischem Vermogen in der Tschechoslowa-
kei 1945 bis 1948. In: Horcicka, Viclav — Marxer, Roland: Liechtenstein und die tschechoslo-
wakischen Konfiskationen von 1945, pp. 9-139, here pp. 54-56, 61 ff
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managed by the National Land Fund. On 30 June 1948 — after the Communist
coup - the central National Administration was dissolved.

The prince’s castles were also confiscated, based on decree no. 12. With the
exception of specifically designated cases, this property was passed on to be admi-
nistered by the Central directorate of State Forests and Farms. The exceptions
were the castles at Lednice (Eisgrub), Valtice (Feldsberg), Sternberk (Sternberg)
and Usov/Aussee. Along with the adjacent parks and gardens, these buildings
were transferred to National Administration or to the National Land Fund. From
1946 until 1948 nearly all of the castles were overseen by the National Cultural
Commission of the Ministry of Education.

The part of the prince’s property that consisted of mines and industrial
and craft enterprises, was confiscated in October 1945 on the basis of decree no.
100 from 24 October 1945. In August and September 1945, still based on decree
no. 5, the Ministry of Industry decided to impose National Administration on
wood-processing enterprises, coal mines and quarries. In November 1945, all of
these enterprises were nationalised and integrated into the newly created large
state enterprises.

Finally, the confiscation of the prince’s personal property was concluded,
which was valued at a total of 31.1 million crowns, with bank and insurance assets
worth 12.1 million crowns and other property worth 19 million crowns.

(6) Confi cation affec ing Liechtenstein citizens

The confiscation in Czechoslovakia did not only affect the property of the reig-
ning prince, Franz Josef II, but also the entire property of seven members of the
princely house and at least 31 other Liechtenstein nationals.

Therefore, as a result of the decrees from 1945, the prince along with at least
39 Liechtenstein people had their property placed under National Administration

and then confiscated. Their names are listed below in alphabetical order together

with some brief information on the property that was subject to confiscation 2

226 Material from the Office of Foreign Affairs (AAA), Vaduz, esp. “List of the Families affect-
ed by the confiscation of the then Czechoslovakian Government, Updated by the Office of
Foreign Affairs of the Principality of Liechtenstein as of November 2002”. — Geiger, Peter:
Alle enteigneten liechtensteinischen Staatsangehorigen: Wer, was, wo? Was wurde auns dem ent-
eigneten Besitz? In: Liechtensteinisch-Tschechische Historikerkommission (ed.): Das Fiirs-
tenhaus, der Staat Liechtenstein und die Tschechoslowakei im 20. Jahrhundert. Vaduz 2013,
pp- 185-198. — Hor¢icka, Viclav: Die Enteignungen von liechtensteinischem Vermaogen in der
Tschechoslowakei 1945 bis 1948. In: Hor¢icka, Viclav — Marxer, Roland: Liechtenstein und die
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In regard to certain among the above mentioned persons it seems of interest to
carry out further study of sources for example on how they obtained Liechten-
stein citizenship in order to clarify their attitudes during the 1930s and the course
of the war and the path of life they took afterwards.

1. Baroness Hedwig von Berg und Wurmbrand-Stuppach, née Thyssen (landed
property in Sahy and Drienov, Krupinsko, altogether 2,990 ha, together with no.
38, see below).

2. Dr. Albert Bloch (bank assets).

3. Ida Brindle, née Kraus (stake in the “Golden Lion” hotel in Karlovy Vary/
Karlsbad).

4. Marie de Charmant (20% stake in the Surany sugar refinery in Vel'ké Surany,
together with no. 5)

5. Pierre de Charmant (together with no. 4).

6. Baroness Antonia von Falz-Fein (jewellery, bank deposit in Nové Mesto nad
Vidhom).

7. Maria von Frankl (50% property interest in her father’s castle with a park and
fieldsin el'ké Sarovce)

8. Gertrud Hartmann, née Hilpert (50% property interest in her father’s business
“Josef Hilpert Glasperlenfabrik” with fields around Nova Ves nad Nisou/Neu-
dorf an der Neisse,).

9. Dorothea von Janotta (castle and estate in Stemplovec, Opavsko, bank assets,
government bonds, silver, a Baroque organ).

10. Baron Johann Alexander von Kénigswarter (Sebetov/Schebetau estate, ca.
4,000 ha, loans, bank assets, jewellery)

11. Prince Alois von Liechtenstein (castle and Velké Losiny(Gross-Ullersdorf
estate, §umpersko, ca. 5,800 ha, securities, property interest in nine companies).
12. Prince Franz Josef II von Liechtenstein (ca. 69,000 ha of landed property,
castles and other buildings, 10 of his own businesses, property interest in 26 firms,
securities, bank assets, works of art).

13. Prince Friedrich von Liechtenstein (securities).

14. Princess Irma von Liechtenstein (securities).

15. Prince Emanuel von Liechtenstein (together with Prince Hans, no. 16: Nové
Zimky/Neuschloss and other land of ca. 2,000 ha in Zahriddky/Neugarten near
Ceské Lipy/Bshmisch Leipa).

tschechoslowakischen Konfiskationen von 1945. Vom Zweiten Weltkrieg bis zur Gegenwart.
Vaduz 2013, pp. 9-139, here pp. 62 ff. — Varying numbers of persons concerned are due to
different methods of compiling lists.
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16. Prince Hans von Liechtenstein (together with no. 15).

17. Princess Ludmila von Liechtenstein, née von Lobkowicz (various landed
property in Mélnik-PSovka, HoStejn u Zibtehu/Hochstein bei Hohenstadt and
Zabreh and Ci¥ova u Pisku, totalling ca. 5,300 ha).

18. Princess Olga von Liechtenstein (forestry and land with buildings in Vam-
berk/Wamberg, Bohemia, securities, bank assets).

19. Franziska Nischer, née Bartsch (inherited property in Opava/Troppau).

20. Dr. Hans Nissl (together with no. 21: apartment house in Ceské Budéjovice/
Budweis, securities).

21. Renate Nissl (together with no. 20).

22. Alfred Nitzsche (together with nos. 23 and 24: property in Karlovy Vary/Karls-
bad, agricultural holdings in Horni Slavkov, residential house and razor factory
“Rasierklingenfabrik Diu A. Nitzsche”).

23. Melanie Nitzsche (together with nos. 22. and 24).

24. Gtnther Nitzsche (also together with nos. 22 and 23).

25. Harriet Nottebohm (securities, together with no. 26).

26. Hermann Nottebohm (together with no. 25).

27. Baroness Maria von Reitzes-Marienwert (8.4 % share in a sugar refinery in
Nitra/Neutra).

28. Adolf Risch (coal and wood shop in Piestany/Pistyan).

29. Gertrud Schadler (securities).

30. Stefanie Marianne Schidler (securities).

31. Albin Seemann (property in Bratislava/Pressburg, deposit book).

32. Peter Seemann (also with no. 31).

33. Minka Strauss (property interest in the estate at Strkovec, Soporia/Sokorno,
828 ha).

34. Olga Tomala (bonds, stocks).

35. Anton Wanger (securities, Skoda car).

36. Antonie Weiss (bank assets in Jablonec nad Nisou/Gablonz a. d. Neisse).

37. Count Ferdinand von Wilczek (property interest in coal enterprises in Ost-
rava/Troppau, securities).

38. Countess Mignon Wurmbrand-Stuppach (together with no. 1).

39. Max Egon zu Hohenlohe-Langenburg. (Not featured on the list of nos. 1-38,
which was updated in 2002 by the Office of Foreign Affairsin aduz.)
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(7) Arguments and counter-arguments

The mutual exchange of arguments started as early as June 1945. This exchange
took a tough character while the Czechoslovak authorities created facts on the
ground by the measures they took at the same time. These were typified by the
intransigence of the Czechoslovak government bodies throughout the implemen-
tation of their laws. The Liechtenstein party put forward different objections and
complaints concerning this approach, while the Czechoslovak side rejected them
as being unjustified and justified the measures that they undertook. The arguments
from both parties, which were repeatedly put forward on various occasions and
in various contexts, are presented in the following table (without commentary).?’

27 Horéicka, Viclav: Die Enteignungen. — Roland Marxer: Die Beziehungen Liechtensteins. —
Hor¢icka, Vaclav: Die Konfiskation des Eigentums des Fiirsten von Liechtenstein, pp. 81-91.
— Merki/Loffler: Das Haus Liechtenstein in den bohmischen Lindern. — Materials from the
Office of Foreign Affairs (AAA), aduz..
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Czechoslovak arguments

Liechtenstein arguments

1. Sequestration argument

— Sequestration is necessary to maintain
the economic running of the estates,
since all the leading administrators of
the Liechtenstein’s holdings and enter-
prises were Germans who had either
been imprisoned after the war or who
had escaped.

— The large Liechtenstein estates in all
three bohemian regions are very import-
ant for the Czechoslovak economy.

— The employees on the Liechten-
stein estates were and are mostly
Czech, and they are still there.

— The Liechtenstein properties are
of existential importance for the
Principality of Liechtenstein.

2. The “German” argument

— The prince is ethnically “German”
and therefore “an unreliable person of
the state” according to decree Nr. 5.

— The Prince is of German “nationality”
according to his statement given at the
national census of December 1930. He
thus subjectively admitted his German
“nationality”. The fact that he ist Ger-
man has been “generally known and
supported by History”.

— The prince never declared being of
German nationality. He was never
a member of any German organisa-
tion or party. Therefore, no measu-
res can be taken against him which
are meant for the population of
“German nationality”.

— Decree no. 12 relates to all people of
German nationality regardless of citi-
zenship.

— Decree no. 12/1945 relates only to
nationals of the German Reich and
(former) Czechoslovak citizens of
German nationality (mother ton-
gue) and not to German-speaking
foreigners.

— Liechtenstein citizens have to be
treated in the same way as Swiss

citizens.
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— The Principality of Liechtenstein is
populated by “Germans”, it formed
part of the German Confederation
(Deutscher Bund), “Liechtenstein nati-
onality“ does not exist.

— The Nazis were the ones who had
used the argument that the Principa-
lity of Liechtenstein was populated
by “Germans”, in order to deny the
existence of Liechtenstein nationa-
lity and connect the Principality of
Liechtenstein to the Third Reich.
The people of Liechtenstein are of

“Liechtenstein  nationality”, thus
the condition of confiscation set by
Decree no. 12 is not applicable.

3. The National Socialism argument

— The leading German employees and
further staff in the administration of
the Liechtenstein estates were “mainly
organised Nazis”, they organised per-
secution of partisans and gave informa-
tion to the Wehrmacht. War material
was supplied to German organisations.

— During the war the Princely
House of Liechtenstein behaved cor-
rectly towards Czechs. Of the 211
employees on the estates in Czecho-
slovakia, by 1 April 1945 only 24
were ethnic Germans. Czechs were
also in the majority in the Central
Directorate in Olomouc/Olmiitz.

— On several occasions during the
war the prince and his representa-
tives stood up for his Czech employ-
ees against the Nazi occupiers.

— The prince has no legal right to
exemption (according to decree no. 12,
§ 1, para. 3) from confiscation.

— According to decree no. 12 (§ 1,
para. 3) and decree no. 108 (§ 1, para.
1.2) the Liechtensteins are exempt
from the confiscation of enemy
property because they “never com-
mitted an offence against the Czech
and Slovak peoples”.
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Socialists.

— The Liechtensteins were National

- During the whole of the Second
World War their Principality displayed
“a friendly attitude towards Germany”.

— During the war the prince never
behaved like a “traitor and enemy”
of the Czechoslovak Republic. He
is not “an unreliable person of the
state”.

— The Prince was able to prevent
Liechtenstein‘s annexation by the

Third Reich.

4. The “White Mountain” argument

— The Liechtenstein family acquired
its property after White Mountain by
“robbery of Czech owners” and “has
remained an enemy of this nation to
this day”.22

— The Liechtenstein family acquired
its first property in Moravia as early
as the 13th century.
— Only one-sixth of the prince’s
property confiscated in 1945 came
from the post-White Mountain set-
tlement (12,000 ha).
— According to valid Czechoslovak
laws, Prince Franz Josef II is not
responsible for the acts of Karl I von
Liechtenstein in the 17th century. In
addition, Karl asked the emperor
to reduce the punishments for the

insurgents.?”’

5. The penal argument

— Decree no. 12 is not a rule of criminal
law, it serves the land reform.

— The confiscation decrees are inad-
missible rules of punitive character.
— The Prince is the head of a sover-
eign and neutral state.

28 Horéicka: Die Konfiskation des Eigentums des Fiirsten von Liechtenstein, pp. 81-91, citation
p- 88.— Loffler: Die Verwaltung der Herrschaften und Giiter, p. 196 f. — Detailed esp. Hor¢icka,
Viclav: Die Enteignungen von liechtensteinischem Vermagen in der Tschechoslowakei 1945
bis 1948, pp. 9-139, there pp. 122-139 also excerpts of the decisive decrees no. 5, no. 12, no.

100 and no. 108.

229 Hor¢icka, Viclav: Die Enteignungen, pp. 66, 70 f.
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6. The argument of national and international law

— The national administration and con-
fiscation of Liechtenstein property are
legally permissible. They were under-
taken in accordance with Czechoslovak
law.

— They can be seen as disputed in terms
of international law.?°

— The confiscation decisions of the
in
Olomouc/Olmiitz and the District
National Committee in Ceské Lipa/
Bohmisch Leipa were not issued in
accordance with the law.

District National Committee

— The confiscation of the property
of foreign nationals is contrary to
international law.

— If interference in property rights
is not compensated with appropri-
ate damages, then according to the
interwar decision of the Internatio-
nal Court, it is not recognised.”!

— Conlfiscation runs counter to
the Charter of the United Nations,
signed by Czechoslovakia, which in
Chapter I declares as its goal “the
promotion and strengthening of
respect for human rights and fun-
damental freedoms for all without
distinction as to race, sex, language
or religion”.??

7. Argument of the crown and family estates

— The princely estates are not crown
estates.

— The princely estates are partly
crown estates.

— The Prince is the sole owner, fide -
commissum was abolished in 1924.

— The family property does not
belong only to the prince, but to the
whole Liechtenstein family.

20 Hor¢icka, Viclav: Die Enteignungen, p. 96, 100-102, 10°9.

51 Horéicka, Viclav: Die Enteignungen, p. 96.
22 Horéicka: Die Enteignungen, p. 83.
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— Revenues from the princely esta-
tes are not part of the state revenue of
the Principality of Liechtenstein. The
documents for the state budget from
1943-1945 prove this.

— The Principality of Liechtenstein
depends for public expenses of
the state on the revenues from the
princely estates.

8. Argument concerning recognition

- Diplomatic relations between
Czechoslovakia and the Principality
of Liechtenstein, which were estab-
lished in July 1938, were discontinued
in March 1939 along with relations with
Switzerland. After the war, unlike with

Switzerland, they were not re-estab-

lished.

1938
ognised the sovereignty of the Prin-

- In Czechoslovakia  rec-
cipality of Liechtenstein. Since that
time, Liechtenstein has never dis-
continued its diplomatic relations
with Czechoslovakia, because it
never acknowledged the Protector-

ate of Bohemia and Moravia.

It would also be interesting to carry out research into sources showing further
evidence whether, apart from the prince, any of the other aforementioned Liech-
tenstein nationals tried to protect their property from confiscation in any way. If
they did, what legal measures did they use and what were the results?

(8) Liechtenstein demands, complaints and testimonials

The prince hired Dr Emil Sobi¢ka, an experienced Prague lawyer, who formulated
the petitions, demands and complaints submitted to the Supreme Administrative
Court (SAC). Their objective was to halt or repeal National Administration and
the confiscation measures. He also intervened with the highest Czechoslovak offi-
cials on this matter. On 18 September 1945, Sobicka even wrote to President Benes
directly. His letter remained unanswered. In an advisory opinion from 7 Novem-
ber 1945, however, the lawyer Dr Jindfich Prochdzka, who worked in the legal
department of the Presidential Office, wrote that the confiscation of the prince’s
property was in accordance with Czech laws, and that decrees no. 5 and 12 could
in fact be interpreted as the rule of punitive character, but that from the point
of view of international law. In the preamble to decree no. 12, the president pro-
claimed that, “once and for all the Czech and Slovak soil is to be taken away from
the hands of foreign German and Hungarian land owners and traitors to the Repub-
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lic”. If it would not concern punitive measures, but another step in the land
reform, then expropriation with compensation would be adequate. On the basis
of Prochizka’s analysis, the head of the department at the Ministry of Agriculture,
Kot’atko, also came to the conclusion that, “in case of a possible arbitration fina -
cial compensation would have to be considered”.*>

In the summer of 1945, the prince and his brother, Karl Alfred, tried to per-
suade Switzerland also to intervene in Prague. The federal counsellor, Max Petit-
pierre, who was head of Switzerland’s Office of Foreign Affairs (OFA), promised
them support. In December 1945, Switzerland was dealing with its own citizens.
Following the model of the western great powers, they claimed compensation for
property of Swiss citizens which had been confiscated in Czechoslovakia. At the
end of December 1945, the Swiss ambassador in Prague suggested that the principle
concerning compensation for Swiss nationals should also be applied to Liechten-
stein nationals.?*

Prince Karl Alfred was in contact with Laurence A. Steinhardt, the American
ambassador in Prague, who was striving for compensation for nationalised Ameri-
can property. However, the American ambassador was unable to do anything for
Liechtenstein.

Georges Sauser-Hall, a professor of international and comparative law at
the University of Geneva, issued two advisory opinions in 1945 and 1946 on the
Liechtenstein question in Czechoslovakia. At the start of 1947, another advisory
opinion was elaborated by the lawyer Erwin H. Loewenfeld, lecturing at Cam-
bridge University.

The various institutions which were involved with the National Administra-
tion and confiscation of Liechtenstein property — various district national commit-
tees, the Provincial National Committee in Brno (Brinn), the Provincial National
Committee in Prague, the Supreme Administrative Court, the Ministry of For-
eign Affairs, the Ministry of Agriculture, the Ministry of the Interior, the Ministry
of Justice — successively rejected all the petitions, claims and complaints. Some
of the Czechoslovak authorities, however, were unsure of whether the Liechten-
stein confiscation was sustainable, whether they would have to be partially re-
voked, and whether the authorities would have to pay compensation. From August
1947, a special commission was assigned to the Liechtenstein question made up
of representatives from the Ministry of Agriculture, the Ministry of Justice, the
Ministry of the Interior and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. The chairman of this

23 Hor¢icka: Die Enteignungen von liechtensteinischem Vermogen in der Tschechoslowakei 1945
bis 1948, p. 67 £.
2% Horc¢icka: Die Enteignungen, p. 74.
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commission, Dr Michl from the Ministry of Agriculture, held the view that, from
the perspective of Czechoslovak law, it would “perhaps be possible” to defend
the confiscation of Liechtenstein property before the Supreme Administrative
Court, a wording that shows significant uncertainty. The representatives from the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs added doubts from the perspective of international
law and foreign policy, according to which “the confiscation of property without
compensation” from an international viewpoint would be “seen as the application
of a punitive regulation”.?’

Following a proposal from a special commission, the ministries commis-
sioned the drafting of expert opinions. The advisory opinion of Josef Budnik, is-
sued in November 1947 for the Ministry of Justice, defended various positions
from the Czechoslovak side. Nevertheless, he came to the conclusion that “the
confiscation of property ownership of foreigners without compensation does not
correspond with the so far existing usual interpretation of general principles of law
as recognised in civilised countries”.?* Officials from the Supreme Administrative
Court also noticed various procedural problems. In a conversation with Loewen-
feld, an unnamed high-up source from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs said that
failure to recognize diplomatic relations with Liechtenstein — as was expressed by
foreign minister Jan Masaryk in a diplomatie note dated 25 June 1946 to the Swiss
Office of Foreign Affairs — was apparently “unsustainable” %7
In his detailed research based on documents from Czechoslovak archives, Vaiclav
Hortic¢ka concludes that: “In the autumn of 1947, the state authorities including
the Supreme Administrative Court were aware of the legal shortcomings in the
confiscation of Liechtenstei property.”?*

At the end of 1947, based on expert opinion and recommendations regard-
ing compensation, the Liechtenstein side considered the possibility of seizing the
United Nations (the Security Council or the General Assembly) or the Internatio-
nal Court of Justice in The Hague (based on a Czechoslovak-Swiss agreement on
arbitration from 1930).

Close to resolving compensation in January 1948

Although everything had been factually confiscated, in legal terms it was not a
matter which had been closed. There were still to be final negotiations at the Sup-
reme Administrative Court, though these did not yet take place in 1947.
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Hor¢i¢ka: Die Enteignungen, p. 100.
26 Horéicka: Die Enteignungen, p.102.
%7 Horéicka: Die Enteignungen, p.102 ff., citation p. 105.
28 Horéicka: Die Enteignungen, p. 103.
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In January 1948 — shortly before Communist coup in 1948 — the internal doubts
on the Czechoslovak side about the legitimacy of the Liechtenstein confiscation
combined with pressure from Liechtenstein and Switzerland based on internation-
al legal arguments brought the situation close to a solution involving compensa-
tion. Two Czechoslovak officials examined the Swiss proposals for compensation
payment and on 22 February 1948 stated vis-a-vis the representative of Liechten-
stein that the Ministry of the Interior estimated the amount of financial compen-
sation to be between 20 and 30 million Swiss francs. In return, they noted that
Liechtenstein could provide a “special service” for Czechoslovakia by helping to
build a steel plant.?

However, the prince and his representatives had somewhat higher expec-
tations. In the spring of 1949, they were still hopeful that compensation could
amount to a quarter or a third of the value of the property of the prince, i.e. be-
tween 85 and 114 million Swiss francs, as well as 25 million Swiss francs for other
members of the Princely House who had been affected. During Summer 1949, the
Prince and Bern were considering the possibility of, for the moment, concentrat-
ing on compensation for the Liechtensteins’ industrial property and leaving the
negotiations on the landed property until later. Prague, however, was determined
not to compromise. It was not possible to include Liechtenstein citizens into the
Swiss-Czechoslovakian negotiations on compensation. In December 1949, Switzer-
land and Czechoslovakia reached an agreement whereby Swiss citizens would be
paid compensation totalling 71 million Swiss francs.

Czechoslovakia’s firm rejection of Liechtenstein’s claims continued after
the Communists seized power in February 1948, though there were still some
lingering legal doubts. In 1950, the legal department of the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs released an internal document stating that Czechoslovakia’s position

against Liechtenstein was “materially very weak, procedurally very strong”.**°

The negative ruling of the Administrative Court in 1951

The negotiations with the Czechoslovak Supreme Administrative Court had been
delayed. With the establishment of the new Communist constitution in May 1948,
the court was now called the “Administrative Court”. Its non-Communist judges
were pensioned off in June 1948 and the court was moved to Bratislava in the
autumn of 1949.

29 Horéicka,: Die Enteignungen, p. 107.
20 Horéicka,: Die Enteignungen, p. 109.
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The Supreme Administrative Court did not rule only on the Prince’s complaints
but also on the complaints by other members of the Princely House. Prince Alois,
the father of Franz Josef II, issued a complaint against the national administration
imposed on his estates. In December 1948, the Supreme Administrative Court
rejected this complaint, referring to the “German nationality” of the prince. In
April 1948 at the Supreme Administrative Court, Olga von Liechtenstein present-
ed a complaint against the confiscation of her property. The court dismissed her
complaint, again referring to her “German nationality” by saying this matter had
to be dealt with in a normal court “on an ethnic basis”. The Supreme Adminis-
trative Court used the same argument on 21 November in rejecting the confisc -
tion complaints by Prince Emanuel and Prince Hans.

On the same day the Administrative Court also ruled on the prince’s comp-

laint. At an oral hearing at the Supreme Administrative Court in December 1948,
the prince’s lawyer emphasised the prince’s special rights (privileges and immuni-
ties) as a sovereign ruler, of the damages caused to the Liechtenstein state and the
“character of confiscation as a punishment”. The prince did not demand the return
of his property, but damages, and that the confiscation declaration by the District
National Council in Olomouc, confirmed by the Provincial National Council
in Brno (Briinn), be annulled. At a meeting of the court senate of the Supreme
Administrative Court on 8 June 1948, the complainant’s petition was found to be
unsubstantiated. The court passed his final ruling only nearly two years later on
21 November 1951. All of the prince’s objections were rejected. The land registers
showed that the court found that the prince was not only the user, but the sole

owner, in addition he was of “German nationality” as was “ generally known”.
With this ruling by the Administrative Court “for Czechoslovakia, the
Liechtenstein case was closed”, at least on domestic level.?*' As the Czechoslovak
government viewed diplomatic relations as having been discontinued with the
Principality of Liechtenstein, wich was amount to a nonrecognition of the sovreign-
ty of Liechtenstein as a state, it was also impossible to appeal to international
jurisdiction — the United Nations, the International Court of Justice or the Inter-
national Court of Arbitration.

241

Hor¢icka: Die Enteignungen, p. 111-114.
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(9) No waiver of Liechtenstein claims

In the period since the implementation of the confiscation measures based on the
presidential decrees from 1945 and the subsequent rulings by ministries, national
councils and the Supreme Administrative Court, the situation has remained un-
changed. The prince, the Princely House, other former owners, and the Liechten-
stein state representing all of its citizens, have in no way given up their claims from
the Czechoslovak state, instead they have used various opportunities to uphold
them. This still remains the case today. Meanwhile, the Czech side continues to
stress the validity of the laws that historically justified intervention in property
relationships.

No normal relations until 2009

For several decades until 2009 it had proven to be impossible to untangle the Gor-
dian knot consisting in the blocking nexus between re-establishing diplomatic
relations and solving the still open property issue. Both parties were interested
in re-establishing diplomatic ties, but both sides set out procedural conditions:
Liechtenstein wanted to normalize relations only once the dispute over property
had been clarified. Czechoslovakia, and subsequently the Czech Republic and the
Slovak Republic wanted instead to normalize relations before settling the disputed
property issue.

Cutting the Gordian knot

In 2009, the aforementioned Gordian knot was cut. Diplomatic relations between
Liechtenstein and the Czech Republic were established (in parallel with the Slovak
Republic). The first measure was to establish together a commission of historians
with parity of representation, whose objective was to study their joint history,
to promote mutual understanding and to lay the foundation for a fruitful cooper-
ation and for resolving open issues.?*?

22 Marxer, Roland: Die Beziehungen zwischen dem Fiirstentum Liechtenstein und der Tschecho-
slowakei bzw. Tschechischen Republik seit dem Zweiten Weltkrieg. In: Liechtenstei-
nisch-Tschechische Historikerkommission (ed.): Das Fiirstenhaus, der Staat Liechtenstein und
die Tschechoslowakei im 20. Jahrhundert. Vaduz 2013, s. 213-235. — Detailed Marxer, Roland:
Die Beziehungen Liechtensteins zur Tschechoslowakei und zu deren Nachfolgestaaten seit
dem Zweiten Weltkrieg. Nachwirkungen und Entwicklungen bis heute. In: Hor¢icka, Viclav —
Marxer, Roland: Liechtenstein und die tschechoslowakischen Konfiskationen von 1945. Vom
Zweiten Weltkrieg bis zur Gegenwart. Vaduz 2013, pp. 141-247.
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Districts according to law no. 36/ 1960 Coll., O tzemnim Clenéni statu.

(5 large estates) 1903/ 14 (Kraetzl, Franz: Das Fiirstentum Liechtenstein und der gesamte Fiirst Johann von und zu
Liechtensteinsche Giiterbesitz. Statistisch-geschichtlich dargestellt. 8. Aufl. Briinn 1914):28262,98 ha; 1919 (Vozenilek,
Jan /ed./: Pfedbézné vysledky ceskoslovenské pozemkové reformy. Zemé Ceska a Moravsko-slezska. Praha 1930):
26041,39 ha. Until 1924 the other estates were fidei ommissum.

Size (in ha) according to: Tittel, Ignaz: Schematismus und Statistik des Grossgrundbesitzes ... in der Markgrafschaft
Madhren und im Herzogtume Schlesien. Prag 1905; Schematismus und Statistik des Grossgrundbesitzes ... im Konigreiche
Béhmen. Prag 1906.

Land register according to Vozenilek, Jan (ed.): Predb&zné vysledky ceskoslovenské pozemkové reformy. Zemé Ceska
a Moravsko-slezska. Prague 930.

According to Vozenilek, Jan (ed.): Predbézné vysledky ceskoslovenské pozemkové reformy. Zemé Ceska a Moravs-
ko-slezska. Prague 1930, situation as of |. . 1929 in Bohemia and |. 7. 1929 in Moravia. Includes all land held (i.e.
released and confiscated land), in bra kets is the size of the land released from confiscation

Proposed final position after the implementation o the so-called general agreement.

According to Lustig, Rudolf — Svétnitka, FrantiSek (eds.): Schematismus velkostatki v Cechdch. Prague 1933, and
Lustig, Rudolf (ed.): Schematismus velkostatkt v zemi moravskoslezské. Prague 1935.

According to Voldan, Vladimir et al.: Statni archiv v Brné. Guide to archival collections. Vol. 2. Prague 1964, p. 61.
According to SLHA Vienna, FA, box 317, Bericht zur Bewertung der Fiirst Franz Josef v. u. z. Liechtenstein Liegen-
schaften: Bergbauunternehmungen, Industrien und Handelsunternehmungen in der Tschechoslowakei zum Zeitpunkt des
Kriegsendes 1945, position as of 31. 12. 1942.
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a. Summary theses

(1) Background

The establishment of diplomatic relations between the Czech Republic and the
Principality of Liechtenstein in 2009 removed the remaining obstacles occurring
so far in the debate on the common Czech-Liechtenstein history and paved the
way for thorough, joint and collective historical research. The Czech-Liechten-
stein Commission of Historians was set up by both sides with equal representa-
tion to provide a platform for an expert debate on such aspects of the relationship
between the Czech Republic and the Principality of Liechtenstein / the reigning
Princely House of Liechtenstein, which were considered so far as either unre-
solved or a matter of insufficient research. The selected researchers represent-
ing both sides were thus provided with the opportunity to bring together their
different approaches, research traditions and archival resources. This enabled a
fruitful debate on historical developments and their causes that had partly uniting,
partly dramatically divisive effects.

The commission presents to its founders and to the general public the results
of its activities carried out between 2009 and 2013, in the hope that they will con-
tribute to an improved mutual understanding of their history and help develop
dynamic mutual relations.

(2) The work of the Czech-Liechtenstein Commission of Historians

The commission studied the history of bilateral relations between the two States
as well as the impact of the historical role of the Princely House of Liechten-
stein in Central Europe, especially in the territory of today’s Czech Republic. The
commission also studied such issues that have been regarded as contentious in an
objective manner (sine ira et studio). Its work thereby focussed on historical facts
and their scientific interpretation.

One of the commission’s basic working methods was to hold workshops
on broader topics. This enabled the commission to focus on a historical problem,
to call in numerous outside experts who had already done relevant primary or
contextual research on relevant issues, and to involve them as speakers or as par-
ticipants in the debate. During the three years, the commission held four interna-
tional and interdisciplinary workshops. The first two were rather methodological
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in character (in November 2011 in Vranov u Brna (Wranau) on Liechtenstein sites
of memory; in June 2012 in Vienna on continuity and discontinuity over the cen-
turies). The other two meetings focused on major historical aspects characteristic
for the impact of the House of Liechtenstein in Central Europe (December 2012
in Brno/Briinn on the Liechtensteins and the arts; in April 2013 in Prague/Praha
on the dramatic developments in the 20th century).

(3) Historical problems and stereotypes, their origin and formation

The Liechtensteins played a role in shaping Central European culture at many
levels over a very long period of time, from the Middle Ages practically up to the
present day. However, the history of the House and state of Liechtenstein in rela-
tion to the Czech lands is specific in many respects: on the one hand, it is a history
of relations between the Czech Republic and the Principality of Liechtenstein as
two sovereign modern states (and also a history of relations between their pre-
decessors); on the other hand, it is a history of the impact that the Liechtensteins
(the House of Liechtenstein) made in Central Europe. Over a long period of time,
the Liechtensteins consolidated their estates in the Lands of the Bohemian Crown
and Austria (mainly in the Moravia — Lower Austria border area) into a structure
resembling today’s “Euroregions”, straddling the borders of lands and states as
they existed at the time. This integration model had existed long before the Habs-
burgs began to integrate their Central European domains. This model developed
throughout the early modern period in parallel with the Habsburg monarchy’s
integration, and later also other families followed the example of the Liechten-
stein model for the cross-border integration of feudal land holdings. Over the
centuries, the Liechtensteins formed a component of larger administrative and ter-
ritorial structures (Margraviate of Moravia, Kingdom of Bohemia, Holy Roman
Empire, Habsburg Monarchy, Austrian Empire, Czechoslovak Republic). At the
same time, they were also aiming at a statehood of their own.

The latter ambition complicated the history of the House of Liechtenstein
and, at the same time, made it somewhat special. The progressive building of their
own state that began as early as in the 17th century, was seen as a complication
and a challenge to other state-building processes. This problem was evident in
relation to the integrating Habsburg Monarchy, and even more in relation to its
modern successor states built on the nation-state and republican principle, such as
the Czechoslovak Republic.

The dramatic events of the 20th century put a strain on relations between the
Liechtensteins / Principality of Liechtenstein on the one hand and Czechoslova-

174



Summary Report

kia / Czech Republic on the other. Problems began after the First World War as
aresult of the Treaty of Saint Germain. The territorial changes resulting from the
demarcation of a new border between Czechoslovakia and Austria had a consi-
derable impact on the Liechtenstein estates. Moreover, the Liechtensteins had to
learn to live with a new system, governed by a constitution that denied a priori the
core principles on which the existence and statehood of Liechtenstein were based.
The Czechoslovak Republic, for its part, was struggling to come to terms with the
heritage of the monarchy, of which the role and impact of Liechtenstein presence
in Bohemia and Moravia formed part. The relationship was further marred by his-
torical myths and stereotypes that influenced attitudes as well as concrete actions

of both sides.

(4) Property issues, their origin and formation

Since the Middle Ages, the Liechtensteins had concentrated their land holdings in
Central Europe. They gradually shifted their focus from Austria to the Lands of
the Bohemian Crown, above all to Moravia but also to Bohemia and Silesia. Step
by step the Lichtensteins acquired large tracts of land (by serving Czech kings
in the medieval period, by marrying into leading Moravian noble houses in the
late 16th century, by supporting certain members of the Habsburg dynasty during
the crises in 16061609 and 1618-1620, by directly and indirectly benefiting from
confiscations after the Battle of the White Mountain, by serving in the army of the
nascent Habsburg and Austrian Empire).

What helped them was that, unlike competing noble families, they were not
regarded as foreigners. The Liechtensteins enhanced this image through their ties
with traditional Moravian and Bohemian noble houses. At the same time they con-
tinued to build their unique identity as a princely house unequalled in the Lands
of the Bohemian Crown.

This long tradition not only set the Liechtensteins apart from other aris-
tocrats who increasingly ventured into business and industry, but it survived all
the changes in the modern era. Even after the reforms and confiscations that fol-
lowed the First and Second World Wars, the Liechtensteins remained attached to
their former landed property.

Future research may focus inter alia on the later fate of the possessions of
the prince of Liechtenstein that became subject of sequestration during the land
reform after 1918 as well as of the property of the prince and other nationals of
Liechtenstein confiscated in 1945 on the basis of the decrees of the president of the
Republic. Such research may lead to a detailed account on the fate and purpose of
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any further use of these possessions and property during the 20th century up to
the present.

(5) Mutual relations in the 20th century, their origin and formation

Another main area of interest for the commission of historians was the relations
between the two subjects over the 20th century, which in Central Europe was
marked by major upheavals and a whole series of dramatic events, historical pro-
cesses, which in many respects differed from similar phenomena in the western
part of Europe.

The events after 1918 gave rise to certain issues between the newly born
Czechoslovakia and the Princely House of Liechtenstein, which in part still await
resolution. These issues include the validity of the first Czechoslovak land reform
that has been applied on a substantial part of the Liechtenstein land holdings in
Bohemia, Moravia and Silesia and the closely related problem of Czechoslova-
kia’s refusal to recognize the Principality of Liechtenstein situated along the river
Rhine as a sovereign state in international law. The Liechtenstein side considered
these acts (sequestration of land holdings against small compensation, forced sales)
unjust, but de facto accepted them. From the Czechoslovak perspective, among
factors burdening the relationship were the doubts about the loyalty of the Prin-
cely House of Liechtenstein to the new Czechoslovak Republic, and the questions
of compatibility of the Liechtenstein Fideicommissum with the new republican
system. Another factor was the question of extraterritoriality/immunity which
the Liechtenstein immovable property might potentially enjoy in Czechoslova-
kia in the event of recognition of the Principality of Liechtenstein, and in case
the private property of the Princely House was seen as closely tied to the state
interests of the Principality of Liechtenstein. However, it should be added that in
the post-1918 period, historical myths, stereotypes and historical or pseudohistor-
ical arguments also played a part in the relationship between Czechoslovakia and
Liechtenstein; during the land reform confiscation measures against the holdings
of the princely family were justified by citing historical events and wrongs (Karl
L., the battle on the White Mountain) suffered centuries ago. In July 1938, the
Czechoslovak government, nevertheless, took steps towards the diplomatic recog-
nition of the Principality of Liechtenstein, since it considered the land reform
concluded in regard to Liechtenstein.

The Nazi occupation of Czechoslovakia between 1939 and 1945 and the
following measures taken by Czechoslovakia opened further issues regarding the
Czech-Liechtenstein relations. While the Czechoslovak side saw the Liechten-
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steins (members of the princely house and other Liechtenstein citizens) as part of
the German ethnic group (“Volksgruppe”) in Czechoslovak territory, the Liech-
tensteins in effect distanced themselves from Nazi Germany and insisted that they
were part of the Liechtenstein nation and citizens of a neutral state. One much dis-
puted question was whether the reigning Prince (in fact or allegedly) had described
himself as belonging to the “German nationality” during the population census
held in 1930; the census concerned simply the mother tongue not the nationality.
However, this fruitless dispute again only reflected old stereotypes, furthermore it
reflected efforts to regulate complicated matters in a simplified manner and finally
also the new political system that had emerged in the countries of Central and
Eastern Europe.

After the end of the Second World War, all Liechtenstein property in
Czechoslovakia was subject to confiscation on the basis of the Decrees of the Pre-
sident of the Republic. While in Czechoslovakia the step was mostly regarded as
justified, the Liechtensteins considered it unlawful both regarding the relations to
the House of the reigning Prince and in relation to other Liechtenstein citizens
who were also subject to confiscation.

Matters entered a new stage after the 1948 Communist coup in Czechoslova-
kia. In addition to the ethnic-national and constitutional arguments casting doubt
on their case, the Liechtensteins were now presented as class enemies. Relations
between Communist Czechoslovakia and the Principality of Liechtenstein / Prin-
cely House of Liechtenstein became part of the Cold War between the Eastern and
Western blocs.

However, after the war, the reigning Prince was also faced with a new situa-
tion: he had to focus on the Rhineland state. Due to the political framework con-
ditions even a partial restitution of the possessions in Czechoslovakia was not to
be expected.

The changed political situation in Central Europe after 1948 gave rise to an
unexpected historical phenomenon as regards the Liechtenstein image in Czecho-
slovakia. In contrast to the unfavourable stereotypes concerning the Liechtenstein
of the past periods, in the second half of the 20th century the image of the Liechten-
steins in Czechoslowakia became somewhat more differentiated. While the official
image remained decidedly negative, people began to form an alternative “dissident”
view. This became visible mainly in southern Moravia, where local memory, includ-
ing positive recollections of the Princely House, showed their effects in connec-
tion with resistance against Communist rule. An important role in projecting this
positive image was played by the Liechtenstein legacy in art and culture that could
be traced through their former chateaus and in the cultural landscape.
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(6) Issues related to culture and the arts

What defines the character of most sites of Liechtenstein memory is art and archi-
tecture, the passion for art collecting, and the cultural landscape. Activity in all
these areas is the lasting hallmark of the Liechtensteins which can be traced far
back into history. It seems fitting to describe it as a significant phenomenon shap-
ing the Liechtenstein identity in longue durée. In history, aristocratic families used
culture and the arts to demonstrate e.g. their political power and to project their
hierarchical position and their image and prestige in society.

The traces of the long-term Liechtenstein presence in architecture, arts and
culture in the territory of the Bohemian Crown Lands shaped the family’s image
even in times when it would otherwise have fallen prey to more recent clichés and
ideological stereotyping. For example, even during the Communist era when the
mass media, textbooks as well as specialised literature presented the historical role
of the Liechtensteins from the perspective of class struggle, the family’s architectu-
ral legacy e.g. in the Lednice—Valtice (Feldsberg—Eisgrub) Cultural Landscape was
appreciated as an important part of national cultural heritage. This again positively
reflected on the image of the Liechtensteins. In art-guides, for instance, negative
stereotypes were restricted to introductory and rather formalistic remarks (e. g.
highlighting the importance of artists and hard working dependent labourers) and
went on to present in a positive light the role of the Liechtensteins as art patrons
and buyers and as organisers of art and cultural events.

(7) Unresolved issues related to property

Despite the mutual understanding of the common history of the Lands of the
Bohemian Crown, Czechoslovakia, the Czech Republic and the Principality of
Liechtenstein and the perception of the role of the House of Liechtenstein, the
issues relating to property existing since the confiscations in 1945 have remained
unsolved. At least, this is how the Liechtenstein side perceives the situation. The
differences in the perception of this issue and its legal basis runs like a thread
through the modern history of mutual relations. The policy of the Czechoslovak
government formed in 1945, of the Communist-era governments as well as of the
governments formed since the fall of Communism in 1989 until today has always
been to insist that the acts of confiscation were legitimate. On the other hand, the
position of the Prince and the Principality of Liechtenstein is that these acts were
illegitimate. Generally speaking, this remains unchanged even now.
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Ownership is seen as something static. But history is dynamic, ever changing.
Ownership relations from a certain date change with time, exposed as they are to
modifications in law and politics, in the economic and social environment. Today,
the properties seized in 1945 and subsequently confiscated are now in a different
condition from that of almost seventy years ago. They are in new hands — either in
the hands of the Czech state or of different private owners. Many of the properties
are used for different purposes, well taken care of or not, and may have a different
value than before. Such facts must be taken into account in the present debate
on long-confiscated properties. It may seem that this perspective may further
complicate the ownership problem. However, approaches taking due account of
the dynamism of history, the flow of time and changing environment may in fact
make the problem easier to unravel.

179



Desiderata and possible further steps

b. Desiderata and possible further steps

The endeavours of the Czech-Liechtenstein Historians Commission in the rese-
arch conducted in 2010-2013 built on the many achievements of past analyses of
the history of the House of Liechtenstein in Central Europe and in the Rhineland
Principality of Liechtenstein, as well as into the history of bilateral Czech-Liech-
tenstein relations. The Commission’s own research and cooperation with rese-
arch institutions and colleagues in different countries has achieved a shift in focus
regarding a number of research topics and their interpretation and the necessary
understanding underlying it.

The shift in focus regarding the research into the history of the Liechten-
steins and Czech-Liechtenstein relations in particular affected issues related to the
sites of Liechtenstein memory and their role in the perception of the historical role
of the Liechtensteins: also the shaping of the image of the House of Liechtenstein
and the Principality of Liechtenstein in Czech eyes and, vice versa, the shaping of
the image of Czechs / Czechoslovakia / Czech Republic in the eyes of the people
of Liechtenstein, including the elites on both sides. A similarly important result
achieved in three years of the Commission’s work is the notable progress in under-
standing the continuity and long-term effects that helped the Liechtensteins create
a remarkable entity existing practically throughout the history of Central Europe
since the medieval times up to the present. But this applies also to the progress
achieved in understanding and correctly interpreting the ruptures and disconti-
nuities that have been an intrinsic part of the history of the Liechtensteins and at
times dramatically affected the fate of their family as well as of Central Europe as a
whole; this includes the establishment of independent Czechoslovakia in 1918 and
the resulting legal, social and property-related upheavals, as well as the tragedy of
World War II with all its consequences. Similarly important was the commission’s
research in the area of art and culture; these issues were consistently contextual-
ized within the above categories of historical research.

However, now that the commission has completed this stage of its work, there
are still many outstanding issues of expert as well as more general interest that, in
the commission’s opinion, require further research and clarification. On the other
hand, the commission has produced results that might give the broader public in
both countries a clearer insight into the complicated matter of Czech-Liechten-
stein relations, and might also create the prerequisites supporting the commissi-
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on’s founders, both on the Czech and Liechtenstein sides, in taking specific steps
towards even better relations and mutual understanding.

The commission has brought the research regarding the above mentioned
issues to a stage that offers a good foundation for future study of many specific
topics using historical as well as transdisciplinary methods and approaches. The
commission considers it important to build on the results of its research concern-
ing sites of Liechtenstein memory and their role in constructing and deconstruct-
ing historical images, myths and stereotypes. Time and again, images and ste-
reotypes rooted in a specific historical context (e.g. the Revolt of the Bohemian
Estates and Battle of White Mountain) affected events occurring much later (e.g.
the Second World War and the immediate post-war period). In the context of this
research, the commission considers it useful to work on biographies of some less
known members of the House of Liechtenstein who played a role in some histori-
cal events and contributed to shaping the image of the House of Liechtenstein.
Equally important, in the commission’s opinion, would be contextual study of
selected historical events, phenomena and processes, since the limited timescale
of the research so far left little room to contextualize the issues (as done e.g. by
Horel, Hobelt), which means that the issue of the role of the Liechtensteins is still
presented more or less outside the broad historical context. Another important
task for the future, in the commission’s opinion, is to thoroughly study the issues
related to the events of the 20th century that marked radical turning points in
Czech-Liechtenstein relations as well as in the situation of the House of Liechten-
stein in Central Europe.

The commission believes that in the coming period the publication of and
publicity for the existing results of the research should be much more extensive
than was possible in the past stage, when the Commission functioned as a closed
team under time constraints. The results of the commission’s work should be pre-
sented to the public in both countries through popular magazines, newspapers and
other media, as well as at exhibitions and other cultural events organised jointly by
Czech and Liechtenstein museums, national heritage institutes and other cultural
institutions. An important aim of such events should be to make the general public,
especially the young generation, aware of the positive but also problematic aspects
of Czech-Liechtenstein relations and of some pending topics.

The commission believes that the governments of both countries, as foun-
ders of the commission, should take the results of its work into account and, in the
light of its conclusions, support continued joint research and activities building on
the positive trend in Czech-Liechtenstein relations.
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As is apparent from the foregoing, the results of the research show that despite
differences in the understanding and interpretation of certain events, namely those
occurring in the 20th century, the history of the House of Liechtenstein is an integ-
ral part of the history of Central Europe and of the Lands of the Bohemian Crown
over a long period of time. The Liechtensteins played a role in developing the cul-
tural appearance of this region. Vice versa, without their estates in the Lands of the
Bohemian Crown they would have hardly attained such a prominent position in
Central Europe and translated this prominence into the present-day Principality
of Liechtenstein, thanks to which Czech-Liechtenstein relations can develop as
relations between two modern-day states and nations.

Czech-Liechtenstein relations have been profoundly affected by the com-
plicated history of the 20th century, namely by the non-democratic regimes that
dramatically influenced the relations between the two countries for more than
fifty years. One of the aspects natural to the undemocratic regimes was the policy
of emphasizing the negative aspects of Czech-Liechtenstein coexistence, bring-
ing into play historical myths, images and stereotypes constructed across a long
period of time. The commission believes that the present knowledge of the histor-
ical circumstances of the presence of the House of Liechtenstein in Czech lands
and of the history of Czech-Liechtenstein relations enables the governments of
both countries to build on the positive aspects of their long common history. The
commission is aware that the role of the House of Liechtenstein in Central Europe
is a unique and complicated historical phenomenon. Both sides will need to take
specific and daring steps in order to overcome stereotypes, to fully utilize all posi-
tive aspects in mutual relations, and to build up hope for the future.
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c. Prospects

At the end of 2013, the Czech-Liechtenstein Commission of Historians, estab-
lished on the principle of parity, completed the task set by the governments of the
two countries in 2010. It studied history, collected facts, discussed, evaluated and
drew conclusions sine ira et studio.

The commission’s work threw ample light on many issues affecting relations
between the House of Liechtenstein / Principality of Liechtenstein and the Lands
of the Bohemian Crown / Czechoslovak Republic / Czech Republic. It studied
the phenomena that bound them together as well as the events that finally divided
them, and the causes of these events.

History cannot be deleted from human memory. However, its study must
be based on scientific criteria and on correct and friendly relations and objective
assessment of facts, free of self-interest and emotional confrontation.

The presence and impact of the House of Liechtenstein — a princely house
since the 17th century, a ruling house of the Rhineland principality since the early
18th century — was a significant factor in the Lands of the Bohemian Crown. The
Liechtenstein presence has left deep marks in architecture and art, cultural institu-
tions, agriculture and forestry, as well as in collective memory and national histori-
cal discourse from the 19th century onwards, despite the fact that as of 1920 and
fully effective after 1945, the Liechtenstein-Czech-relations became interrupted.

Issues related to the confiscation of the Liechtenstein estates, especially of
the Prince’s own property, have never ceased to be a burden on mutual relations.
The establishment of diplomatic relations between the Czech Republic and the
Principality of Liechtenstein in 2009 has unlocked the situation and opened the
door for discussion and objective historical study.

The commission hopes that its work and the results of its work will improve
the understanding of common history and offer a basis for further efforts and
finally a satisfactory solution of the still open problems in the mutual interest

To summarize once more: history must be taken into account. It must be
studied impartially, without confrontation and emotion, on the basis of available
facts and using proper methodological and interpretative approaches. This was the
guiding principle of the commission’s effort to jointly work for and contribute to a
better understanding of relations between the two countries and the historical role
of the House of Liechtenstein.
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Czech-Liechtenstein history has always evolved in the context of “the big pic-
ture”. Stretching over centuries up to the present day, it is a history of exemplary
deeds in cultural achievement as well as human dramas.

The results of the work of the commission and cooperating institutions show
that Czech-Liechtenstein relations can be improved if we intensify cooperation in
all areas, including joint research in the fields of history and art history. The com-
mission proposes that the research activities should continue, intensify, deepen
and focus on selected specific issues
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a. Archival sources

(1) Sammlungen des Fiirsten von Liechtenstein, Hausarchiv, Vaduz-Wien
H Herrschaften

FA Familienarchiv

PK Plan- und Kartensammlung

Korrespondenz der Kabinettskanzlei

(2) Liechtensteinisches Landesarchiv Vaduz (LLA)
RA Oberamtsakten bis 1808

RB Oberamtsakten 1808-1827

RC Oberamtsakten 1827-1861

RD Regierung 1861-1862

LTA  Landtagsprotokolle 1862-1921
LTA  Landtagsprotokolle 1922-1949
Gesandtschaft Bern 1919-1933
Gesandtschaft Wien 1919-1923
Militirkontingent 1832-1868

Akten der Botschaft Bern

3) Amt fiir Auswdrtige Angelegenbeiten Vaduz

Diverse Materialien zu Konfiskationen in der schechoslowakei
Zusammenstellung des Fiirst Liechtenstein’schen Grundeigentumes im Raume der
CSR nach der Bodenreform zum Stande vom Jahre 1945

List of the Families affected by the Confiscation of the then Czechoslovakian
Government, Updated by the Office of Foreign Affairs of the Principality of
Liechtenstein

Karten

4) Schweizerisches Bundesarchiv Bern
Bestinde  E 2001

E 2001-07

E 2200-190

(5) Politisches Archiv des Auswdrtigen Amts Berlin

Reg. 123 Biiro des Reichsaussenministers, Akten betreffend Liechtenstein, 1938-39
Reg. 133 Biiro des Staatssekretirs, Akten betreffend Liechtenstein, 1938—1944
Reg. 375 Politische Abteilung, Akten betreffend Liechtenstein, 1936-1939
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(6) Nadrodni archiv Praba

Ceska dvorska kanceléi Praha, Viden 1293-1791
Ceské dvorska komora IV. Morava (CDKM 1V.)
Ministerstvo financ

Ministerstvo spravedlnosti

Ministerstvo vnitra — nova registratura
Ministerstvo zemédélstvi

Némecké stitni ministerstvo pro Cechy a Moravu
Nejvyssi spravni soud

Stard manipulace, Praha 1526-1838

Stétni pamdtkovd spriva

Stétni pozemkovy ufad

Usttedni feditelstvi statnich lest a statkd
Zemsky ndrodni vybor v Praze

(7) Archiv bezpecnostnich slozek Prabha
325 Stihdni nacistickych valeénych zlodinca
M2  Odbor politického zpravodajstvi MV
A 31  Statisticko-evidenéni odbor FMV

(8) Vojensky ustiedni archiv Praba
Sb. 37 Vojensky historicky archiv

9) Archiv ministerstva zabranicnich véci Praba
GS-A  Kabinet, r. 1945-1948

TO-O Lichtenstejnsko, 1945-1959

TO-O Svycarsko, 1945-1959

TO-T Svycarsko, 1945-1954

TO-T Svycarsko, 19701974

Pravni sekce V1., 1918-1945

Zpravy ZU Bern, 1918-1945

Zpravy ZU Bern, 1945-1946

Zpravy ZU Bern, 1947-1951
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(10)  Archiv Kanceldie prezidenta republiky Prabha
Kanceldf prezidenta republiky (KPR)

(11)  Moravsky zemsky archiv v Brné

Fondy A - Fondy stavovské a samosprivni zemské spravy a zemskych dfadi a
instituci:

Al Stavovské listiny

A3 Stavovské rukopisy

A4 Snémovni akta

A 12 Aktaslechtickd

Fondy B — Politické fondy:

B1 Gubernium

Bé6 Napoleonské vilky

B28  Okresni feditelstvi Hustopede

B29  Okresni feditelstvi Moravsky Krumlov

B 124 Krajsky ndrodni vybor Brno

B 180 Stdtni tfad pro véle¢né poskozence Brno

Fondy C - Justi¢ni fondy:

C2 Tribundl — pozustalosti

C38 Moravské zemské privo

C14 Odhady moravskych panstvi

C22  Okresni soud Bfeclav

C23  Obkresni soud Bucovice

C25  Okresni soud Hustopece

C27  Okresni soud Moravsky Krumlov

C28  Okresni soud Moravska Trebova

Fondy F - Velkostatky:

F9 Ruda nad Moravou

F28  Lichtenstejnské ustiedni feditelstvi Olomouc 1924-1945
F29  Lichtenstejnské tstfedni feditelstvi statkd Kolodéje 1901-1925
F30  Lichtenstejnskd tstfedni uétdrna Bucovice 1580-1924

F31  Lichtenstejnska lesni zafizovaci kanceldt Bieclav 1734-1947
F32  Lichtenstejnsky inspektordt Moravskd Trebovd 1785-1844
F34  Lichtenstejnsky inspektordt Breclav 1745-1815

F35  Lichtenstejnsky inspektorat Wilfersdorf 1764-1813

F43  Velkostatek Bieclav 1520-1946

F44  Velkostatek Buovice 1571-1947

F63  Velkostatek Lednice 1578-1924

F75  Velkostatek Moravska Trebovd 1614-1945
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F93  Velkostatek Uhersky Ostroh 1693-1947

F94  Velkostatek Valtice 1391-1945

F 115 Lichtenstejnsky stavebni ufad Lednice 1752-1945

F 116 Velkostatek Rabensburg 1644-1914

F 126 Lichtenstejnské lesni feditelstvi Olomouc 1869-1945

F 128 Lichtenstejnské cirkuléfe, normélie a instrukce 1722-1945

F 130 Lichtenstejnskd dvorni kanceldi Viden 1514-1926

F 132 Lichtenstejnskd katastrdlni spréva Olomouc 1775-1941

F 177 Velkostatek Moravsky Krumlov

F261 Lichtenstejnskd administrace velkostatkt Veseli nad Moravou 1763-1786
F 264 Velkostatek Plumlov 1571-1934

F271 Lichtenstejnsky revizni tfad Bfeclav 1878-1882

F275 Lichtenstejnsky inspektorat Sternberk 1781-1810

F 410 Lichtenstejnskd tovirna na hlinéné zbozi a cihelna Postornd 1888-1920
F 479 Lichtenstejnské uhelné a hlinéné doly, s.r.o. Mladéjov 1866-1950
Penzijni fond lichtenstejnskych zaméstnancd Olomouc 1867-1951
Fondy G - Sbirky a rodinné archivy:

G1 Bockova sbirka

G2 Novi sbirka

G4  Listiny Franti$kova musea

G 11  Sbirka rukopist Frantiskova musea

G 145 Rodinny archiv Ditrichstejnt

(12)  Moravsky zemsky archiv v Brné, Statni okresni archiv Breclav se sidlem
v Mikulové

Farni archivy

Archiv mésta Bieclav 1625-1945

Archiv mésta Hustopede 1362-1945

Archiv mésta Podivin 1637-1945

Archiv mésta Valtice 1295-1944

Archiv obce Hlohovec 1802-1845

Archiv obce Charvitskd Nova Ves 1781-1945

Archiv obce Ladna 1848-1945

Archiv obce Lanzhot 1870-1845

Archiv obce Lednice 15671945

Archiv obce zidovské Lednice 1865-1919
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(13)  Zemsky archiv Opava

Archiv Zerotinsko-vrbensky 1497-1744
Krélovsky ufad Opava 1742-1782

Sbirka map a pldnt 1561-2000

Sbirka rukopisti 1550-2009

Velkostatek kniZeci Opava 1564-1852
Velkostatek Sternberk 1381-1945
Velkostatek Usov — Nové Zamky 1564—1945
Velkostatek Velké Losiny 1568-1945
Zemské muzeum Opava 1882-1938

Zemské privo opavsko-krnovské 1501-1850

(14)  Zemsky archiv Opava, Stdtni okresni archiv Prostéjov
Archiv mésta Prostéjov 1392-1945

Archiv méste¢ka Plumlov 1600-1945

Obecni archivy

(15)  Zemsky archiv Opava, Stdtni okresni archiv Sumperk
Archiv obce Velké Losiny 1755-1945

(16)  Zemsky archiv Opava, pobocka Olomouc
Spréva statnich lestt Velké Losiny 1945-1948
Velkostatek Velké Losiny 1568-1945

(17)  Stdtni oblastni archiv Litoméfice, pobocka Décin
Rodinny archiv Kounicti, Ceska Lipa 1623-1947
Velkostatek Ceskd Lipa - Novy Zimek 1535-1947
Velkostatek Rumburk 1570-1936

(18)  Archiv Masarykovy univerzity Brno (AMU)

B 63 Frantisek Weyr
B 76 Jaromir Sedlacek
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a. Workshops

(1) Liechtenstein sites of memory
11.~12. November 2011, Vranov u Brna

Catherine Horel (Paris, Université de Paris I Sorbonne): Transnationale Erinne-
rungsorte in der Habsburgermonarchie. Eine Anwendung des Modells von Pierre
Nora / Transnacionilni mista paméti v habsburské monarchii. Aplikace modelu
Pierra Nory

Tomas Knoz (Brno, Masarykova univerzita, Filozofickd fakulta, Historicky
tstav): Liechtensteinische Erinnerungsorte — Einfiihrungsreferat / Mista liechten-
steinské paméti — ivodni referat

Thomas Winkelbauer (Wien, Universitit Wien, Institut fiir Osterreichische
Geschichtsforschung): Karl von Liechtenstein und das “Prager Blutgericht” vom
21.Juni 1621 als tschechischer Erinnerungsort / Karel z Lichtenstejna a staromést-
skd exekuce z 21. ervna 1621 jako &eské misto paméti

Jan Zupani¢ (Praha, Univerzita Karlova, Filozofick fakulta, Ustav svétovych
déjin): Die Liechtenstein in Osterreich-Ungarn. Souverine Stellung eines aristo-
kratischen Geschlechts / Lichtenstejnové v Rakousko-Uhersku. Suverénni posta-
veni aristokratické rodiny

Rupert Quaderer (Bendern, Liechtenstein-Institut): Bene§ vertrete “einen unse-
rer Aufnahme feindlichen Standpunkt”. Liechtenstein, der Volkerbund und die
Tschechoslowakei / Bene§ zastdva “stanovisko nepfitelské nasemu pfijeti”. Lich-
tenstejnsko, Spoleénost nirodi a Ceskoslovensko

Viclav Hor¢icka (Praha, Univerzita Karlova, Filozofickd fakulta, Ustav svéto-
vych déjin): Die Liechtenstein und der Zweite Weltkrieg — Erinnerungsort / Lich-
tenstejnové a druhd svétovd vilka — misto paméti

Michal Koneény (Brno, Masarykova univerzita, Filozofickd fakulta, Semindf
d&jin uméni / Nédrodni pamétkovy tstav): Lednicko-valticky aredl. Krajina paméti
nebo odraz vzornikové literatury? / Areal von Eisgrub-Feldsberg. Erinnerungs-
landschaft oder Widerspiegelung der Vorlagen-Biicher?

Vladimir Herber — Jan TravniCek — Zuzana Fialova (Brno, Masarykova univer-
zita, Pfirodovédeckd fakulta): The Memory of the South Moravian Liechtenstein’s
Landscape / Pamét jihomoravské “liechtensteinské” krajiny

Radka Miltova (Brno, Masarykova univerzita, Filozofick4 fakulta, Semindf dé&jin
uméni): Mythological Themes in the Liechtenstein Residences in Moravia as Part
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of the Ancestral Memory / Mytologickd tematika v moravskych rezidencich
Liechtensteint jako soucast rodové paméti

Lubomir Slavi¢ek (Brno, Masarykova univerzita, Filozofickd fakulta, Seminaf
déjin uméni): Liechtensteinische Sammeltatigkeit als Erinnerungsort / Liechten-
steinské sbératelstvi jako misto paméti

Petr Elbel (Brno, Masarykova univerzita, Filozofickd fakulta, Historicky tstav
/ Osterreichische Akademie der Wissenschaften): Bild der Liechtenstein in der
tschechischen Historiographie / Obraz Liechtensteint v ¢eské historiografii
BlaZena Gracova (Ostrava, Ostravska univerzita v Ostravé, Filozoficka fakulta,
Katedra historie): Bild der Liechtenstein in den tschechischen Geschichtslehrbii-
chern / Obraz Liechtensteint v éeskych uebnicich dé&jepisu

Zdenék Vacha (Brno, Ndrodni pamdtkovy tstav): Bild der Liechtenstein und
mihrische Denkmale der Liechtenstein / Obraz Lichtensteinti a moravské liech-
tensteinské pamdtky

Peter Geiger (Bendern, Liechtenstein-Institut): Bild der bohmischen Lander und
der Tschechoslowakei in den liechtensteinischen Medien / Obraz Ceskych zemi a
Ceskoslovenska v lichten3tejnskych médiich

Guests

Eliska Fudikovd (Praha)

Lothar Hobelt (Wien, Universitat Wien, Institut fiir Geschichte)

Jifi Kroupa (Brno, Masarykova univerzita, Filozofickd fakulta

Seminaf déjin uméni)

Alena Salasova (Brno, Mendelova zemédélskd a lesnickd univerzita v Brné /
Lednice)

Ondfej Hordk (Olomouc, Univerzita Palackého, Pravnickd fakulta, Katedra
teorie prava a pravnich déjin)

Johann Kriftner (Wien, Liechtenstein. The Princely Collections, Vaduz — Vienna)
Miroslav Svoboda (Moravsky zemsky archiv, Statni okresni archiv Bfeclav se
sidlem v Mikulov¢)

Arthur Stogmann (Wien, Liechtenstein. The Princely Collections, Vaduz — Vienna)
Marek Vafeka (Hodonin, Masarykovo muzeum)
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(2)  The Liechtensteins: continuities — discontinuities
18.-19. June 2012, Vienna

Jaroslav Panek (Praha, Akademie véd CR, Historicky tstav, v.v.i.): Kontinuititen
und Diskontinuititen in der mitteleuropaischen Geschichte / Kontinuity a dis-
kontinuity ve stfedoevropskych dé&jinich

Peter Geiger (Bendern, Liechtenstein-Institut): Vom Rand zum Zentrum — Fiirs-
tentum und Firstenhaus Liechtenstein seit drei Jahrhunderten / Od periferie
k centru — KniZectvi Lichtenstejnsko v priubéhu tif stoleti

Libor Jan (Brno, Masarykova univerzita, Filozoficka fakulta, Historicky tstav):
Anfinge der liechtensteinischen Kontinuitit auf dem Gebiet des Rechtes und
Besitzes / Pocdtky lichtenstejnské kontinuity v oblasti prava a majetkové drzby
Ondfej Horik (Olomouc, Univerzita Palackého, Pravnickd fakulta, Katedra
teorie prava a pravnich déjin): Kontinuititen und Diskontinuititen in den Eingrif-
fen in das Bodeneigentum in der Tschechoslowakei der Nachkriegszeit und die
Liechtenstein / Kontinuity a diskontinuity v povileénych zdsazich do pozemko-
vého vlastnictvi v Ceskoslovensku a Liechtensteinové

Arthur Stogmann (Wien, Liechtenstein. The Princely Collections, Vaduz
— Vienna): Glaube und Religion — Kontinuititen und Diskontinuititen in der
Geschichte des Firstenhauses / Vira a nibozenstvi — kontinuity a diskontinuity
v d&jinich kniZeciho domu

Anna Matusinova — Petr Fiala (Brno, Masarykova univerzita, Fakulta socidlnich
studii, Katedra mezindrodnich vztaht a evropskych studii): Katholischer Glaube
als Identifikatiossymbol im heutigen Europa / Katolickd vira jako identifika¢ni
symbol v dnesni Evropé

Jaroslav Sebek (Praha, Akademie véd CR, Historicky tstav, v.v.i.): Katholisches
Leben und Frommigkeit in den stidméhrischen liechtensteinischen Regionen /
Katolicky Zivot a zboZnost na jizni Moravé — regionu Lichten3tejnt

Zdenék Novak (Praha, Nirodni zemédélské muzeum): Das Erbe der jahrhunder-
telangen Einfliisse des Hauses Liechtenstein auf die Gartenkultur in den bohmi-
schen Lindern / Dédictvi staletych vlivi knizectho domu Lichtenstejnského na
zahradni kulturu v eskych zemich

Martina Pavlicova (Brno, Masarykova univerzita, Filozofickd fakulta, Etnolo-
gicky ustav): Volkskultur in Stidmahren aus dem Standpunkt der ethnischen Pro-
blematik / Lidov4 kultura na jizni Moravé z pohledu etnické problematiky
Martin Markel (Brno, Masarykova univerzita, Filozofickd fakulta, Historicky
ustav): Der Einfluss der Untertanenordnung auf die Gestaltung der burgerlichen
Gesellschaft. Die Verhaltnisse auf dem Dominium der Liechtenstein Mihrisch
Krumau im 18.-20. Jahrhundert / Vliv poddanskych #4dd na utvéfeni méstanské
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spolecnosti. Poméry na lichtenstejnském panstvi Moravsky Krumlov v 18.-20.
stoleti

Toma$ Dvotik — Adrian von Arburg (Brno, Masarykova univerzita, Filozofickd
fakulta, Historicky ustav): Grenzverinderungen und Migration auf dem Gebiet
der einstigen Lindereien der Liechtensteiner in Stidmihren im kurzen 20. Jahr-
hundert / Pfesuny hranic a obyvatel na byvalych lichtenstejnskych panstvich na
jizni Moravé v kratkém 20. stoleti

Marek Vateka (Hodonin, Masarykovo muzeum): Wirtschaftsaktivitaten Hart-
manns II. und seines Sohnes Fiirst Karls I. von Liechtenstein / Hospodafské akti-
vity Hartmana II. a jeho syna kniZete Karla I. z Lichtenstejna

Lothar Hobelt (Wien, Universitit Wien, Institut fir Geschichte): Die Liechten-
stein als (finanzielle) Schutzpatrone des Adels in den bohmischen Lindern. Ret-
tung der Chabrus-Grafen vor dem Bankrott in den 1870er-Jahren / Lichtenste-
jnové jako (finanéni) patroni eské Slechty. Zachrana chabrusovych hrabat pfed
bankrotem v 70. letech 19. stoleti

Johann Kriftner (Wien, Liechtenstein. The Princely Collections, Vaduz -
Vienna): Zielgerichtetes Sammeln. Stereotype und Briiche in einer Familie von
Mizenen und Sammlern / Cilené sbératelstvi. Stereotypy a zvraty v rodé mecendst
a sbérateld uméni

Jiti Kroupa (Brno, Masarykova univerzita, Filozofickd fakulta, Semindf d&jin
uméni): Vom Barock bis zum Neobarock: Motive der Kontinuitit in der liechten-
steinischen Architektur / Od baroku k neobaroku: Motivy kontinuity v lichtens-
tejnské architektute

Robert Stalla (Wien, Technische Universitit, Institut fir Kunstgeschichte): Stil als
Mittel der Kontinuitit bei den Liechtenstein / Styl jako prostiedek lichtenstejnské
kontinuity

Guests

Petr Elbel (Brno, Masarykova univerzita, Filozoficka fakulta, Historicky dstav
Eliska Fucikova (Praha)

Viclav Hor&i¢ka (Praha, Univerzita Karlova, Filozofické fakulta, Ustav svétovych
d&jin)

Catherine Horel (Paris, Université de Paris I Sorbonne)

Susanne Keller-Giger (Buchs)

Tomd$ Knoz (Brno, Masarykova univerzita, Filozofickd fakulta, Historicky tstav)
Josef Loffler ( ien, Universitit Wien, Institut fiir Geschichte)

Roland Marxer (Balzers)

Christoph Merki (Triesen)
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Thomas Winkelbauer (Wien, Universitit Wien, Institut fiir osterreichische
Geschichtsforschung)
Jan Zupani¢ (Praha, Univerzita Karlova, Filozofickd fakulta, Ustav svétovych

déjin)

(3)  The Liechtensteins and the Arts
2.—4. December 2012, Brno

Herbert Haupt (Wien): Uméni ve sluzbach reprezentace. KniZata z Lichten3te-
jna jako objednavatelé a sbératelé v obdobi baroka / Die Kunst im Dienste der
Reprisentation. Die Fiirsten von Liechtenstein als Auftraggeber und Sammler im
Zeitalter des Barocks

Jiti Kroupa (Brno, Masarykova univerzita, Filozofickd fakulta, Semindi déjin
uméni): Reprezentace Lichtenstejnt a Ditrich3tejnti — symbolické formy / Repri-
sentation der Liechtenstein und Dietrichstein — Symbolische Formen

Hellmut Lorenz (Wien, Universitat Wien, Institut fiir Kunstgeschichte): P¥iklady
“representatio magnificentiae” lichtenstejnského domu v barokni grafice / Bei-
spiele der “representatio magnificentiae” des Hauses Liechtenstein in der baro-
cken Graphik

Eliska Fudikova (Praha): Karel I. z Lichtenstejna a jeho prazsky paldc / Karl I. von
Liechtenstein und sein Prager Palais

Friedrich Poleross (Wien, Universitit Wien, Institut fiir Kunstgeschichte): Della
virti e della grandezza Romana. Lichtenstejnsky paldc v Rossau — Pozndmky
k architektufe, programu a autorovi / Della virtu e della grandezza Romana. Das
Palais Liechtenstein in der Rossau — Bemerkungen zu Architektur, Ikonographie
und Konzept

Toma$ Knoz (Brno, Masarykova univerzita, Filozofickd fakulta, Historicky
Ustav): LichtenStejnska zdmeck4 sidla v kontextu moravsko-rakouské renesance a
manyrismu. Zdmek Rabensburg / Die liechtensteinischen Schlossbesitze im Kon-
text mahrisch-dsterreichischer Renaissance und Manierismus. Schloss Rabensburg
Vladimir Manas (Brno, Masarykova univerzita, Filozofickd fakulta, Ustav
hudebni védy): Hudba na dvofe Karla I. z Lichtenstejna / Musik am Hofe Karls
I. von Liechtenstein

Martin Krummholz (Praha, Akademie véd CR, Ustav d&jin uméni, v.v.i.): Anton
Florian z Lichtenstejna — Uméni ve sluzbach habsburské propagandy / Anton
Florian von Liechtenstein — Kunst im Dienste der habsburgischen Propaganda
Miroslav Kindl (Olomouc, Univerzita Palackého, Filozofickd fakulta, Katedra
d&jin uméni): Nizozemsti umélci ve sluzbé knizat Lichtenstejnti ve druhé poloviné
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17. stoleti (Jan van Hoy, Franciscus van der Steen, Jan van Ossenbeeck and Hans
de Jode) / Netherlandish Artists in the Service of the Princes of Liechtenstein in
the 2nd Half of the 17th Century (Jan van Hoy, Franciscus van der Steen, Jan van
Ossenbeeck and Hans de Jode)

Stépan Vicha (Praha, Akademie véd CR, Ustav d&jin uméni, v.v.i.): Prazsky mali¥
Anton Stevens ve sluzbich kniZete Gundakara z Lichtenstejna / Der Prager Maler
Anton Stevens im Dienste des Firsten Gundaker von Liechtenstein

Gernot Mayer (Wien, Universitit Wien, Institut fiir Kunstgeschichte / Kunsthis-
torisches Museum): Uméni jako dobroc¢innost. K obdivuhodnému uméleckému
patrondtu Marie Terezie Savojské z Lichtenstejna (1694-1772) / Die Kunst der
Wohltitigkeit. Zur erstaunlichen Kunstpatronage von Maria Theresia von Savoy-
en-Liechtenstein (1694-1772)

Martina Lehmannova (Praha / Brno, Muzeum hlavniho mésta Prahy / Moravska
galerie): Lichtenstejnsky mecendt Moravskému priumyslovému muzeu. Podil Jana
II. z LichtenStejna na utvafeni mista paméti / Liechtensteinisches Miazenatentum
gegentiiber dem Mihrischen Industriemuseum. Anteil von Johannes II. von Liech-
tenstein an der Gestaltung des Erinnerungsortes

Pavel Sopik — Markéta Koufilova (Opava, Slezsk4 univerzita / Slezské muzeum):
Pétrani po identité. Lichtenstejnové ve Slezském zemském muzeu / Die Suche
nach der Identitit. Die Liechtenstein im Schlesischen Landesmuseum in Troppau

Zuzana Vseteckova (Praha, Akademie véd CR, Ustav d&in uméni, v.v.i.): Jif
z Lichten3tejna a na Mikulové a vytvarné uméni pielomu 14. a 15. stoleti / Georg
von Liechtenstein und die Kunst an der Wende des 14. und 15. Jahrhunderts

Petr Fidler (Ceské Budéjovice, JihoCeskd univerzita, Filozofickd fakulta, Ustav
d&in uméni): Rimské echo. Vyvojovy vyznam valtického zimeckého kostela
/ Rom in Feldsberg. Entwicklungsgeschichtliche Bedeutung der Feldsberger
Schlosskirche

Johann Kriftner (Wien, Liechtenstein. The Princely Collections, Vaduz — Vienna):
Venkovské kostely Lichtenstejnti / Landkirchen der Liechtenstein

Vit Vlnas (Praha, Ndrodni galerie): Korespondence Karla Fusebia z Lichtenstejna
jako pramen poznani uméleckého obchodu v Cechich v 17. stoleti / Die Korres-
pondenz Karl Eusebius von Liechtenstein als Quelle zur Kentniss des Kunsthan-
dels in Bohmen

Bohumir Smutny (Brno, Moravsky zemsky archiv): Lichtenstejnské hospo-
défské snahy / Die liechtensteinischen Wirtschaftbemthungen

Toma$ Krejcik (Ostrava, Ostravskd univerzita v Ostravé, Filozofickd fakulta,
Katedra historie): Lichtenstejni ve svych mincich, medailich a pecetich. Mezi
uménim a ekonomikou / Die Liechtenstein in ihren Miinzen, Medaillen und Sie-
geln. Zwischen Kunst und Okonomik
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Guests

Catherine Horel (Paris, Université de Paris I Sorbonne)

Peter Geiger (Schaan)

Ivana Holdskovd (Brno / Lednice, Nérodni pamatkovy dstav)

Ondfej Hordk (Olomouc, Univerzita Palackého, Privnickd fakulta, Katedra
teorie prava a pravnich dé&jin)

Michal Koneény (Brno, Nérodni pamétkovy tstav)

Radka Miltové (Brno, Masarykova univerzita, Seminaf déjin uméni)

Michal Tlustdk (Brno / Valtice, Narodni pamatkovy ustav)

Petr Tomdsek (Brno, Moravskd galerie)

Zdenék Vicha (Brno, Ndrodni pamétkovy tstav)

Thomas Winkelbauer (Wien, Universitit Wien, Institut fiir Osterreichische
Geschichtsforschung)

Jan Zupani¢ (Praha, Univerzita Karlova, Filozofickd fakulta, Ustav svétovych
dgjin)

(4)  The Princely House of Liechtenstein, the state of Liechtenstein and Czecho-
slovakia in the 20th century
26.-27. April 2013, Prague

Jan Zupani¢ (Praha, Univerzita Karlova, Filozoficka fakulta, Ustav svétovych
dgjin): Einfithrung: Umbriiche / Uvod: Prelomy

Christoph Merki (Triesen, ehem. Universitit Bern und Liechtenstein-Institut):
Besitzverschiebungen: Vom Grundherrn zum Bankier / Promény pozemkové
drzby: Od pozemkového vlastnika k bankéfi

Rupert Quaderer (Bendern, Liechtenstein-Institut): Firstenhaus und Bodenre-
form / Knizeci dim a pozemkova reforma

Susanne Keller (Buchs, Universitit Ziirich): Fiirstentum und Bodenreform /
KniZectvi a pozemkova reforma

Lothar Hobelt (Wien, Universitit Wien, Institut fiir Geschichte): Adel in Oster-
reich und die Briiche von 1918-1933-1938-1945 / Slechta v Rakousku a zlomy
1918-1933-1938-1945

Peter Geiger (Schaan — Bendern, ehem. Liechtenstein-Institut): Bemiihungen
um Riickgewinnung und Rettung firstlicher Giiter 1938 bis 1945 / Snahy o zno-
vuziskani a zdchranu kniZecich statkt

Viclav Hor¢icka (Praha, Univerzita Karlova, Filozofickd fakulta, Ustav svéto-
vych dé&jin): Enteignungen 1945 bis 1948 / Vyvlastnéni 1945-1948
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Ondiej Horik (Olomouc, Univerzita Palackého, Privnickd fakulta, Katedra
teorie prava a pravnich déjin): Die rechtlichen Aspekte der Staatseingriffe in das
Vermogen des Fiirstenhauses Liechtenstein / Pravni aspekty stitnich zdsaht do
vlastnictvi kniZectho domu Lichtenstejni

Catherine Horel (Paris, Université de Paris I Sorbonne): Enteignung des Adels in
Ungarn nach 1945 — eine vergleichende Perspektive / Vyvlastnéni uherské slechty
po roce 1945 — srovndvaci perspektiva

Josef Loffle (Wien, Universitit Wien, Institut fiir Geschichte): Fiirstliche Verwal-
tung (bis 1948) / KniZeci sprava (do roku 1948)

Johann Kriftner (Wien, Liechtenstein. The Princely Collections, Vaduz — Vienna):
Die Fiirstlichen Sammlungen im 20. Jahrhundert / KniZeci sbirky ve 20. stoleti
Arthur Stogmann (Wien, Liechtenstein. The Princely Collections, Vaduz
— Vienna): Einblick in den zwischen 1945 und 1997 im “Sonderarchiv Moskau”
verwahrten Teilbestand des Hausarchivs / Pohled na fondy Domiéciho archivu
umisténé v letech 1945-1997 ve “Zvlastnim archivu v Moskve”

Peter Geiger (Schaan — Bendern, ehem. Liechtenstein-Institut): Alle enteigneten
liechtensteinischen Staatsangehorigen: Wer, was, wo? Was wurde aus dem ent-
eigneten Besitz? / Vyvlastnéni lichtenstejnsti obcané: Kdo, co, kde? Co se stalo
z vyvlastnénych majetkt?

Roland Marxer (ehem. Amt fiir Auswirtige Angelegenheiten, Vaduz): Die Bezie-
hungen zwischen dem Fiirstentum Liechtenstein und der Tschechoslowakei —
Tschechischen Republik seit dem Zweiten Weltkrieg / Vztahy mezi KniZectvim
Lichtenstejnsko a Ceskoslovenskem — Ceskou republikou od druhé svétové vilky
Karina Hofeni — Alzbéta Steinerova — Vojtéch Drasnar — Kamila Kohoutkova
(Brno, Masarykova univerzita, Fakulta socidlnich studii, Katedra sociologie)

“Die Gestaltung der Liechtenstein”. Gegenwirtiger soziologischer Diskurs zur
liechtensteinischen Frage in Tschechien / “Vytvafeni Lichtenstejnti”. Soudasny
sociologicky diskurz o lichtentejnské otizce v Cesku

Jan Zupani¢ (Praha, Univerzita Karlova, Filozofickd fakulta, Ustav svétovych
déjin): Schlussdiskussion: Einsichten, Folgerungen / Zivéreénd diskuse: Néhledy,
zavéry

Guests

Tomd3 Dvotdk (Brno, Masarykova univerzita, Filozofickd fakulta, Historicky
astav)

Eliska Fucikova (Praha)

Tomas Knoz (Brno, Masarykova univerzita, Filozoficka fakulta, Historicky ustav)
Robert Kvagek (Praha, Univerzita Karlova, Filozofickd fakulta, Ustav Ceskych
déjin)
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Viclav Ledvinka (Praha, Archiv hlavniho mésta Prahy)

Martin Markel (Brno, Masarykova univerzita, Filozofickd fakulta, Historicky
ustav)

Michal Stehlik (Praha, Univerzita Karlova, Filozoficka fakulta

Jaroslav Sebek (Praha, Akademie véd CR, Historicky tustav, v.v.i.)

Thomas Winkelbauer (Wien, Universitit Wien, Institut fiir oOsterreichische
Geschichtsforschung)
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b. Publications by the Czech-Liechtenstein Commission of Historians

Volume 1
Liechtensteinisch-Tschechische Historikerkommission (ed.): Liechtensteinische
Erinnerungsorte in den bohmischen Landern. Vaduz 2012.

Czech edition:
Geiger, Peter — Knoz, Tomds (edd.): Mista Lichtenstejnské paméti. (Casopis Matice
moravské 131, 2012 — Supplementum 3). Brno 2012.

Volume 2
Liechtensteinisch-Tschechische Historikerkommission (ed.): Die Liechtenstein:
Kontinuitaten — Diskontinuitaten. Vaduz 2013.

Czech edition:
Geiger, Peter — Knoz, Tomds (edd.): Lichtenstejnové: kontinuiry — diskontinuity.
(Casopis Matice moravské 132, 2013 — Supplementum 4). Brno 2013.

Volume 3
Liechtensteinisch-Tschechische Historikerkommission (ed.): Die Liechtenstein
und die Kunst. Vaduz 2013.

Czech edition:
Geiger, Peter — Knoz, Tomds (edd.): Lichtenstejnové a uméni. (Casopis Matice
moravské 132, 2013 — Supplementum 5). Brno 2013.

Volume 4
Liechtensteinisch-Tschechische Historikerkommission (ed.): Das Firstenhaus, der
Staat Liechtenstein und die Tschechoslowakei im 20. Jahrbundert. Vaduz 2013.
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Czech edition:

Peter Geiger — Tomds Knoz (edd.): Lichtenstejnové, Lichtenstejnsko a Ceskos-
lovensko ve 20. stoleti. (Casopis Matice moravské 132, 2013 — Supplementum 6).
Brno 2013.

Volume 5

Merki, Christoph Maria — Loffle , Josef: Das Haus Liechtenstein in den bohmi-
schen Landern vom Mittelalter bis ins 20. Jahrbhundert — Giiter, Rechte, Verwal-
tung. Vaduz 2013.

Czech edition:
Merki, Christoph Maria / Loffle , Josef: Lichtenstejnové v Ceskych zemich od
stredovéku do 20. stoleti. Majetky, prdva, sprava. Vaduz 2016.

Volume 6
Keller-Giger, Susanne — Quaderer, Rupert: Das Fiirstentum Liechtenstein, die

bobmischen Lénder und die Tschechoslowakei, Geschichte der zwischenstaatlichen
Beziehungen. Vaduz 2013.

Czech edition:
Keller-Giger, Susanne / Quaderer, Rupert: Lichtenstejnsko, ceské zemé a Ceskos-
lovensko. Historie mezindrodnich vztahs. Vaduz 2015.

Volume 7
Hor¢i¢ka, Viclav — Marxer, Roland: Liechtenstein und die tschechoslowakischen
Konfiskationen von 1945. Vom Zweiten Weltkrieg bis zur Gegenwart. Vaduz 2013.

Czech edition:
Hor¢icka, Viclav / Marxer, Roland: Lichtenstejnsko a ceskoslovenské konfiskace z
roku 1945. Od druhé svétové vdlky po soucasnost. Vaduz 2015.

Volume 8

Geiger, Peter — Knoz, Tomds — Fulikovi, Eliska — Hordk, Ondtej — Horel, Cathe-
rine — Kriftner, Johann — Winkelbauer, Thomas — Zupanié, Jan: Liechtenstei-
nisch-tschechische Beziehungen in Geschichte und Gegenwart. Synthesebericht
der Liechtensteinisch-Tschechischen Historikerkommission. Vaduz 2014.
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Czech edition:

Geiger, Peter — Knoz, Tomas — Fucikova, Eliska — Hordk, Ondfej — Horel, Cathe-
rine — Kriftner, Johann — Winkelbauer, Thomas — Zupani¢, Jan: Cesko-lichtenste-
jnské vztahy v déjindch a v soucasnosti. Souhrnnd zprava Cesko-lichtenstejnské
komise historikd. (Disputationes Moravicae, sv. 5). Brno, Matice moravska 2014.
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Index

Index of Names

Albert I, of Habsburg, King of the Romans, Duke of
Austria and Styria, 1255-1308, 31

Albert I, of Habsburg, Duke of Austria and Styria,
1298-1358, 31

Albert II1, of Habsburg, Duke of Austria,
1349-1395, 32, 33, 93

Albert IV, of Austria, Duke of Austria, 1377-1404

Albert V, of Bavaria, Duke of Bavaria, 1528-1579

Albert V (Albert II), of Austria, King of the
Romans, King of Bohemia Margrave of Moravia,
1397-1439

Albert VI, of Austria, Duke of Austria, 1418-1463,
34

Aldegreven Heinrich, German Engraver and
Painter, 1502-1555/1561

Alt Jakob, German Painter, 1789-1872, 127

Altdorfer Albrecht, German Engraver and Painter,
c. 1480-1538

Anna of Boskovice and Cerna Hora, wife of Karl 1,
38
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In 2009 the Czech Republic and the Principality of Liechtenstein established diplomatic
ties, thus ameliorating a situation which had lasted since 1945 because of the post-war period
of confiscations in the Czech lands. In 2010 the governments of both countries established a
joint commission of historians in order to examine the development of relations within the
context of their rich history to the present day, and to explain it not only to the two peoples
but also to an international public.

This Summary Report by the Czech-Liechtenstein Commission of Historians contains the
results of common research of more than three years, published at first in German and in
Czech. This English Edition now opens the results to a worldwide public of interested rea-
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The Summary Report sheds light on the history of the Princely House of Liechtenstein,
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