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 DEMENTIA MILITANS  
 

Since this is the fourth year in which the projects that I had prepared and proposed or merely 

prepared for applying to the call for proposals, issued by the ministry competent for scientific 

research activities, have all of a sudden been dismissed as unacceptable, I would find it only 

logical to demonstrate in detail the criteria and procedures of rejections at work. Neither the 

former nor the latter have hardly anything more in common with the research activities than 

that they are both used by the ministry responsible for science. Since what we are dealing 

with here is an evident lynching of my personality and the reality that the “fields of 

profession” (or more accurately: community) refuse to acknowledge everything not 

resembling in fullest the tunes that they have been singing in unison and selling as the 

ultimate reality, I am dared to publish an extracted version of the “argumentation” for their 

continuous rejections pretending not to be what in fact they are: pretentious acts of exclusion. 

I am also publishing this so-called argumentation because it presents us a historical (if not 

even historic) source on the basis of which it will always be possible to reconstruct the 

spontaneous ideology produced by the “experts” of here and now. 

 

1. THE FOUR SUMMARISED QUESTIONNAIRES CONTAINING REVIEWS WITH 

ANSWERS 
 

Scientific relevance 

1. Are the intended aims original and innovative? 

 (3) 
*
The project has nothing to do with historiography; if it were differently constructed 

(sic!), it could have been of greater interest.
**

  

 (5) The aims are modern and innovative. 

 (3) No comment. 

 (3) No comment. 

 

2. What is the scientific relevance of the posed problem? 

 (3) The scientific relevance with regard to the intended aims is appropriate. (What does 

this sentence mean?) 

 (5) The scientific relevance with regard to the intended aims is appropriate. (?) 

 (3) No comment. 

 (3) No comment. 

 

3. What effect will the project bear on the existent scientific concepts and methods if its 

objectives are achieved? 

 (3) The resulting effect could prove positive if the project actually derived from factual 

knowledge attained by the historical profession (other fields of profession, by all means, 

amount to nothing more than worthless blabbering; observation by D. R.) 

 (4) The resulting effect could prove positive if the project derived from factual knowledge 

attained by the historical profession and the available relevant literature. Moreover, the 

project and its design do not take into consideration the socio-historical conditions, but 

                                                 
*
 The numbers in brackets represent numerical grades on the scale extending from 1 to 5; then they are followed, 

if that is the case, by subsequent reviewers' comments. 
**

 The excessive absurdities have been underlined by D. R.; the particularly outstanding grotesquenesses, 

however, have been dually underlined. 
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one-sidedly construct their foundations upon the criticism of national ideological concepts 

(actual as well as imagined).  

 (3) No comment. 

 (3) No comment. 

 

Scientific approach 

4. Do(es) the proposed theoretical concept(s) give assurance for a proper realisation of 

the objectives set by the research project? (The abrupt shifts from the singular into 

plural form, by all means, present no stumbling block – neither for the questionnaire 

authors nor the reviewers, observation by D. R.) 

 (3) The concept is based on an ideological form constructed upon judgments having been 

passed in advance. 

 (1) The concept is based on a theoretically ideological form that passes judgments and 

evaluations in advance, without verifying the factual literature and the established 

historiographical knowledge. 

 (3) No comment. 

 (4) No comment. 

 

5. Do the proposed methods give assurance for a proper realisation of the objectives set 

by the research project? 

 (3) The methods are not clearly explained; what is clear, however, is that the project 

argumentation stems from an ideological perspective given in advance. 

 (1) The methods are not clearly explained; what is clear, however, is that the project 

argumentation stems from an ideological perspective given in advance. 

 (3) No comment. 

 (4) No comment. 

 

Scientific capabilities of the research project team 

6. What are the research capabilities and qualifications of the principal researcher? 

 (3) The principal researcher undoubtedly possesses the necessary qualifications, however, 

the question is to what extent he is actually willing to devote his attention to the factual 

analysis of the relevant literature. 

 (3) The principal researcher undoubtedly possesses the necessary qualifications, however, 

the question is to what extent he is actually willing to devote his attention to the factual 

analysis of the relevant literature. 

 (3) No comment. 

 (5) No comment. 

 

7. What are the research capabilities and qualifications of the research project team? 

 (3) There is no historiographer in the team and the latter therefore possesses only partly 

adequate qualifications. 

 (3) The team partly meets the requirements (Whose? Observation by D. R.). There is 

apparently no historiographer in the team. 

 (3) No comment. 

 (3) No comment. 
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Relevance of the research activity (for socio-economical development) 

(Only for fundamental research projects, oriented towards specific areas.) 

8. What relevance does the project have for economic, technological and cultural 

development in the Republic of Slovenia? (I pose this question to myself as well as the 

authors of this questionnaire: why does attained scientific knowledge, in their opinion, not 

bear any relevance for the social development? Is it perhaps because somebody would notice 

that society is not “economy”? Observation by D. R.) 

 Non-existent. 

 (3) No comment. 

 Non-existent. 

 Non-existent. 

 

Research environment 

9. Does the research environment contribute to a greater plausibility (!) that the 

research activities will produce good results? 

 (3) There are no competent authorities on historiography in the research environment. 

 (3) There are practically no competent authorities on the up-to-date historiography in the 

research environment. 

 (3) No comment. 

 (4) No comment. 

 

10. How does the project team incorporate into international research currents? 

 (4) Highly appropriately, even though it is exclusively based upon French historical 

anthropology. 

 (4) Highly appropriately, even though it is exclusively based upon French historical 

anthropology. 

 (3) No comment. 

 (3) No comment. 

 

11. Are the size and the composition of the team, the proposed timescale and the 

financial claim adequate? 

 (3) No comment. 

 (3) No comment. 

 (3) No comment. 

 (4) No comment. 

 

Overall evaluation of the project 

 (3) From the historiographical perspective, the project is acceptable only insofar it derives 

from factual criticism and analysis of historiographical stances. 

 (3) Nevertheless, from the historiographical perspective, the project is acceptable only 

insofar it derives from criticism of actual reality and actual situation in the field of 

historiography, instead of imagined theses and hypotheses that were surpassed ages ago 

(says the person claiming under Point 10 that the project team’s incorporation into 

“international research currents” is on the one hand exclusively based upon the French 

model, but nevertheless highly appropriate; it is by all means a known fact that the 

“international research currents” thrive on “theses and hypotheses that were surpassed 

ages ago”. 

 (3) No comment. 

 (4) No comment.  
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Annex 2 

 

The questionnaire for the evaluation 

of the proposals for research projects 

in the field of the humanities 

 

 

1. Actuality of the proposed topic 

 

Reviewer No 1: 

b) In case of a different treatment of scientific problems. 

c) In case of different, more comprehensive syntheses. 

d) Within the framework of the theoretical and methodological approaches set by the 

profession. 

 

Reviewer No 2: 

b) In case of a different treatment of scientific problems. 

c) In case of different, more comprehensive syntheses. 

 

Reviewer No 3: 

b) In case of a different treatment of scientific problems. 

 

Reviewer No 4: 

c) In case of different, more comprehensive syntheses. 

d) Within the framework of the theoretical and methodological approaches set by the 

profession. 

 

2. Suitability of the proposed methods to be used in the research: 

 

Reviewer No 1: 

a) Are the theoretical and methodological backgrounds of the research project on the same 

level as other such contemporary research activities in the world? YES 

 

Reviewer No 2: 

a) Are the theoretical and methodological backgrounds of the research project on the same 

level as other such contemporary research activities in the world? YES 

 

Reviewer No 3: 

a) Encircled (!) 

 

Reviewer No 4: 

a) Encircled (!) 

 

3. International cooperation of the project team: 

 

Reviewer No 1: 

a) Is the project based on international research cooperation? YES 

 

Reviewer No 2: 



Drago Braco Rotar, Dementia militans  
 

Monitor ISH, III/1–4, 2002, 378–395. 

 

 
5 

 

a) Is the project based on international research cooperation? YES 

b) Does the project involve foreign collaborating parties? YES 

 

Reviewer No 3: 

a) Is the project based on international research cooperation? (Encircled.) 

 

Reviewer No 4: 

a) Is the project based on international research cooperation? (Encircled.) 

 

4. Rationality of the programme  

 

Reviewer No 1: 

a) Is the size and scope of material costs appropriate in relation to the proposed programme 

and intended results? YES 

 

Reviewer No 2: 

a) Is the size and scope of material costs appropriate in relation to the proposed programme 

and intended results? YES 

 

Reviewer No 3: 

a) Is the size and scope of material costs appropriate in relation to the proposed programme 

and intended results?  

 

Reviewer No 4: 

No answer given. 

 

(Why the basic Subject-Verb Agreement is being violated here, it is for the authors of the 

questionnaire to explain.) 

 

5. Does the project involve junior researchers? 

 

Reviewer No 1: 

No answer given. 

 

Reviewer No 2: 

No answer given. 

 

Reviewer No 3: 

No answer given. 

 

Reviewer No 4: 

No answer given. 

 

6. What is your evaluation of the project proposal? 

 

Reviewer No 1: 

Insufficient. 

 

Reviewer No 2: 
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Insufficient. 

 

Reviewer No 3: 

Insufficient. 

 

Reviewer No 4: 

Satisfactory. 

 

2. DEMENTIA MILITANS OR THE UNIQUENESS OF SLOVENIA 

(A protesting note against considering infantile phantasms as reviews of scientific projects.) 

 

Expositio: Someone must have placed my project into the disciplinary field of 

“historiography”, although it had addressed the field of “cultural studies”. I do not claim that 

my project would have been accepted better in the latter field; the experience from these 

recent years has shown this much. The title of the project is DELIMITATIONS, 

IDENTITIES, OTHERS. A PROVINCE TRANSFORMED INTO A CENTRAL 

EUROPEAN STATE. CASE: SLOVENIA. Neither the title nor the brief summary in the 

project proposal manifest the air of self-praising and the conceptions of history that the 

representatives of the Central European “professions” generally think the world of, including 

Slovenian ones. And here we have four reviewers (two of them posing as historians, whereas 

for the other two I cannot be so certain, since they have not even indulged in putting down a 

single comment), who have filled the questionnaire – the brilliance of which leaves much to 

be desired – composed by the Science Office. The first two considered it necessary to add 

their comments or, to put it more accurately, copy them from each other. The situation is very 

reminiscent of a “historiographical” hive or ant hip (which in the jargon bears the meaning of 

“profession”, “Fach”) reacting against a foreign body that ended up there by sheer 

coincidence. Be it as it may, the project can just as well be considered to belong to the field of 

historical science (as practically all social sciences do), but it can by no means be placed into 

the area of “Slovenian historiography” (nevertheless representing in the comments 

historiography in all its entirety), the “factual” knowledge, of which, of course does not 

require as much intellectual effort as time and patience.  

 

Intrigue: The first two reviewers therefore ventured their “comments” (last year, in the 

“Cultural studies” box, the comments were given by four out of five reviewers; there was also 

one foreign review which was, not surprisingly, excellent. This year, however, the coordinator 

of the historical gild obviously decided not to expose the team of assessors and Science Office 

to such disgrace). It also comes as no surprise that the team of assessors did not include the 

individuals that I had proposed in my dossier, neither Slovenian nor Non-Slovenian (why then 

was it so necessary to submit one copy in a foreign language?). One of the reviewers made 

his/her task even easier by underlining number 3 at each question. To the best of my 

knowledge, not one of the reviewers was willing to be outspoken enough to admit: ”I do not 

grasp the concept of this project; let somebody else take over the assessment”, although, 

judging from the reviews, this should have been done at least by the two authors of comments 

or rather copy-cats thereof. 

 

A special masterpiece produced by the two reviewers–commentators is Annex 2, where they 

had to offer affirmative answers, and yet chose the evaluation term “insufficient”. What the 

two reviewers managed to achieve, if anything at all, was a document of pure historic value, a 
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unique source that will be one day presented to a person conducting a study of social 

representations of historical science on this territory. 

 

The numerical grades that the prescribed reviewers were supposed to justify vary 

considerably: let us take, for instance, the enigmatic sentence “Scientific relevance with 

regard to the intended aims is appropriate.” With one of the reviewers, it justifies grade 3 and 

with another it justifies grade 5 (as the case may be, then, it could just as well justify grade 1). 

What does “scientific relevance with regard to the intended aims” mean? Even the authors of 

the questionnaire have not entirely robbed science of its autonomy: they simply inquired 

whether the project was relevant, regardless of the intended aims. Or perhaps this targeting at 

the aims was in fact targeting at the “factual knowledge of historical profession” and “the 

available relevant literature”. Also the meaning of these syntagmatic units, somewhat 

mysterious and triumphant at the same time, is practically impossible to comprehend, unless 

in the sense of the stone of wisdom or passé-partout, a skeleton key, to avoid that French one-

sidedness, with which Slovenian historiographers dismiss the epistemology and other sciences 

on sciences. What then is “factual knowledge”? Knowledge of facts? Factualised knowledge? 

Knowledge constituting an integral part of facts? What factuality are we dealing with? Again, 

to avoid that French one-sidedness: are we dealing with Wirklichkeit, Warheit, Tatsätlichkeit, 

Realität? What exactly are the reviewers trying to tell me, apart from claiming that the project 

does not belong to “historiography” of their taste (which, after all, is no sin)? 

 

What is obvious is that the commentators do not even grasp the concept as of how a thesis is 

to be constructed (the latter is contained in the brief summary included in the project 

proposal) and they expect to read in the project proposal one and the same reproduction of 

“factual knowledge of historical profession”. If researchers submitted project proposals in 

their finalized versions containing conclusive findings or mere shooting blanks in all 

directions that would amount to – viewed from the perspective of scientific research and 

definitely not from the perspective of “historiographical profession” guardians – nothing more 

than utter nonsense. 

 

The commentators all along indiscriminately operate with terms that are scientific concepts 

(misapplication of this kind is rather common in Slovenia, even so common that editors of 

scientific texts are ready to spoil your work and substitute appropriate terms with incorrect 

ones, simply to comply with such misuse). “Ideology” is a scientific concept with a number of 

definitions in several epistemic horizons and not a measuring instrument of dilettantes. The 

phenomenon, understood and treated through this concept, represents an integral part of 

everyday life and there is nobody who could do without it. Ideology is certainly not 

something that one ascribes to others and not to oneself, without at the same time thwarting 

the very thing one wishes to tell: at that time you are completely inside ideology. The “one-

sided” French (and others likewise) historical anthropology that greatly disturbs the two 

commentators, first calls for analysis and the taking into account of “the shadow thrown upon 

history” by us, namely our own ideologies. It is, in any case, not possible to reduce ideologies 

to “forms”: this again represents an incorrect use of badly comprehended formulation. In a 

word, it would be preposterous to deny that there is also ideology at work in my text for 

project proposal, yet it is incorporated in the research as its object – there is much more 

uncontrolled (spontaneous) in “factual knowledge of the historical profession”. Ideology is 

not something visible to the unaided eye but something that can be detected by analytical 

procedures (what is visible is propaganda or doctrine). 
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Culminatio: The project does not belong to “historiography”, let alone to “the 

historiographical profession” because of another reason: the commentators are obviously not 

familiar with the meaning of this term or at least ambiguity: in the Anglo-Saxon world 

“historiography” is taken to mean the science of historical science, while elsewhere this term 

was adopted from there. You will not come across the terms “profession” or Fach nowhere 

outside the German language or German-influenced areas (yet this is not biased, but 

domestic); elsewhere history is a science among other social sciences. 

 

I also guarantee that “the project and its design scheme” do not by any chance “ensue from 

the criticism of national ideological concepts (factual and imagined)” as I am not a mentally 

retarded pupil of uneducated historiographers, but they, moreover, deal with historical 

elaboration of nationalistic ideologies on a certain locality and the consequences of this 

elaboration. Besides, how it is nowadays possible, following Anderson and his definition of a 

nation (“people” does not mean a different thing, even if the local pseudo Heideggerian 

philosophy comes up with no matter how pompous hierarchy between the Latin term and its 

translation) as imagined community to indiscriminately operate with the terms “factual” and 

“imagined”. 

 

The commentators attempt to foist upon me “judgements given in advance” and “ideological 

form”, for which I am apparently to be held responsible. This appears to be, as it keeps 

recurring, their crown argument (i. e. a symptom). We are thus back to how they understand 

preliminary hypothesis and how they imagine the path leading to scientific knowledge: they 

obviously rank among those who always start with addition and, as it is impossible to then 

reach more advanced mathematical operations, are then of the opinion that they are nothing 

but invented. It is our intent in the course of the research to be based on historical and 

sociological knowledge about nationalisms, obtained where the primary-school applied 

calculation has been outgrown and where the problems have been dealt with in a competent 

and professional way and not in a traumatic and mystifying way, irrespective of the so-called 

disciplinary “feudalism”, which dominates Slovenian academic milieu, and likewise obtained 

by some here through research. However, I do not intend to think that the present territory of 

the state of Slovenia is (was) on Mars or perhaps even on Alpha Centauri; I am, moreover, of 

the opinion that the phenomena (regardless of whether they are to our liking or not), which 

existed or have existed in Europe, existed or have existed also on this territory and in the 

society populating it. Questions are forms, quantities and relations. Slovenians because they 

are (were) Slovenians, are (were) not immune to anything their actions have (had) altogether 

concrete consequences in concrete notional and social contexts etc. 

 

Conclusio: A word on methods, which both commentators find “not clearly explained”, while 

they find it (with exactly the same words) “only clear that project argumentation stems from 

an ideological perspective given in advance”. It would be of no use to these two even if they 

had been clearly explained.  

 

As it is downright obvious that the commentators do not have the slightest idea of what 

ideology is (yet they do “factually recognize it” if it suits them) and as I have already 

discussed it, let me put in a word or two on the aforementioned unclearly explained methods: 

I believe that project proposal is not a methodological handbook for less educated 

historiographers (we can borrow handbooks, of course if we are able to recognize and use 

them, in libraries in Slovenia, too). I furthermore believe it imperative that a person who 

consents to assume the position of a reviewer of proposals for scientific research projects 
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possesses knowledge of methods, and sufficient for them to be only mentioned in the brief 

summary of the project proposal. And in case you have missed it, one can always refuse 

writing a review. 

 

Of course the commentators cannot say anything competent regarding the research team, 

because “historiography” is according to their opinion a “profession” (Fach, hence an 

interesting term Fachidiotismus, which could enter the vernacular, thus becoming 

“professional imbecility”), which owns “history”, rather than a science about history that at 

the same time represents historical science. How about if we start with the following: in order 

to become a historian, one does not necessarily have to graduate at the Department of History 

of the Faculty of Arts in Ljubljana. And continue with “research milieu” of the proposed 

project: of course it is not true that “within it there are not any competent experts on 

historiography”, “so far existing” that is, the one pertaining to the future should be the matter 

of interest of “historiographers”; our “research milieu” apart from some historians from 

Slovenia mainly involves the Paris based Centre de recherchers historiques (we have so far 

realized three joint projects and a large scientific gathering in March 2002 in Ljubljana, which 

saw no participation of Slovenian historiographers attending the gathering with the purpose of 

at least informing French historical anthropologists of how one-sided the orientation towards 

French historical anthropology is and how useless it is to be so one-sided; they could have, 

furthermore, shown them all the advantages of universal German, American or even Austrian 

second hand, and soon-to-come Slovenian seventh hand historical anthropology. It is 

therefore probably justified to presume that the all-purpose Slovenian historiographers do not 

have their dogs one-sidedly vaccinated against rabies and their sheep vaccinated against 

anthrax with vaccines one-sidedly invented by the one-sided French). 

 

Finale: I dismiss any further treatment of these reviews as useless. I protest, however, against 

the fact that someone can foist upon me his/her imbecile understanding of something he/she 

has not the slightest idea about, and then criticise the very thing, as if I were responsible for 

his/her hallucinations, this finally being accepted as a review of things he/she does not even 

discuss. I even more strongly protest against anyone rejecting (or financing) any project on 

the basis of such reviews. 

 

Braco Rotar 

(prevod: Manca Gašperšič) 

 

Ljubljana, 25 July 2002 

 


