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1. I voted in favour of the Decision, as I agree with its operative provision that Article 2 

of the Ordinance on Determining and Changing the Names and Course of the Roads 

and Streets in the Territory of Ljubljana Municipality (Official Gazette RS, No. 44/09) 

be annulled; I do not, however, agree with the entire reasoning of the Decision. 

 

2. I voted in favour of the Decision primarily because an important informative value 

of the Decision of the Constitutional Court is that it deemed the interference with 

human dignity to be a violation of the fundamental constitutional principle determined 

in Article 1 of the Constitution, i.e. that Slovenia is a democratic republic. With 

reference to such, the Constitutional Court clearly explained that constitutional 

democracy in Slovenia does not merely entail that the formal state order of Slovenia 

is that of a republic, but that in its substance it also includes the protection of human 

dignity, which in a broader sense also includes other human rights from the catalogue 

of human rights and fundamental freedoms determined in the Constitution. The 

Constitutional Court, as a guardian of constitutionality, for the first time elaborated the 

substance of Article 1 of the Constitution and attributed special significance and 

weight to the protection of human dignity. As stated in the Decision, in certain 

countries already the constitution framers determined the inviolability of human dignity 

to be a value and placed it among the general principles of the constitution. In the 

Republic of Slovenia this was now done by the Constitutional Court. 

 

3. By the Decision at issue the Constitutional Court thus expressed that it would 

protect human dignity against all interferences by authorities. In the democratic state 

of Slovenia there is no place for any act by authorities that harms the dignity of 

individuals, even if such is adopted by a majority decision of a representative body. 

Therefore, Article 2 of the above-mentioned Ordinance does not belong in the present 

time, as some citizens were harmed because of injustices and suffering in the former 

system under the rule of Tito. Many have justifiably taken the name Titova cesta Tito 

Street as a provocation and can be injured. 

 



  

4. The Decision of the Constitutional Court should be conciliating, namely in 

that the residents of Slovenia will be protected against such and any interferences 

with human dignity, which is the highest value of a human being. Therefore, the 

reasoning of the Constitutional Court should only be based on a constitutional review 

and not on an explanation and evaluation of the facts and circumstances of the 

relevant historical period, which is indeed stated in Paragraph 12 of the Decision, 

however, in my opinion, this is not respected most of all in Paragraphs 15 and 16 of 

the Decision and its scope is unbalanced in the reasoning on which the review is 

based. In addition, the main emphasis in the Decision is lost; namely that human 

dignity is a fundamental value already protected by the fundamental principle of 

Article 1 of the Constitution. 

 

5. The Decision of the Constitutional Court should not harm those to whom Tito’s 

name symbolises the positive aspects of his era. Recognition and respect for human 

rights is what unites us and not what divides us. This is the minimal consensus that 

we must reach in order to live in peace with each other. 
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