Europe in the 17"-20" centuries

The starting point in our deliberations is that & is not just a great idea, not
merely a project, but also a real existing parthef world, a continent whose
inhabitants have shared a common destiny sinceta@rcaistorical time and the
nations of which are constantly being bound cldsgether through politics,
culture and trade. Accordingly, we should examheeway to a modern Europe
in the light of two aspects, from two perspectiviesst, Europe is understood as
a structure, i.e. as a historical reality, as am@&nse number of events and
processes that played themselves out in the aetastthoday called “Europe”.
Second, Europe manifests itself as a project, adea as a subject of discourse.
On this level we ask how the contemporaries, oaidynonly a thin stratum of
the educated elites and later also broader segroktiie population, understood
this continent. How did they perceive their affjnivith each other and the
borders between them?

Both of these levels were, naturally, connectedweleer, it seems appropriate
to me to examine Europe first and foremost asctsire, as a “network” that
was never aimed for and therefore came into belmg coincidence”, as an
entity that spontaneously took shape. Since tlisgss has been formulated and
reflected on by many contemporaries, what is inftmeground for us is above
all the components of identity and otherness.

The decisive steps towards a deeper reflection therimess, on European
particularities, were stimulated and effected by @ttoman invasion, but above
all by early European overseas expansion. Whered#isei Middle Ages, those
perceived as “others” or opposites were confinedhto Islamic (and Jewish)
world, by the time the Europeans found themselvethe threshold to the early
modern period, they were having to come to termtg vain ever-growing

diversity of non-Christian, i.e. non-European crési



This happened at the very same time as Europeaarewnd the European
economy were entering a new era characterisedrnogheoone hand, renaissance
and humanism and, on the other, economic growtbrapanied by increasing
intensity of long-distance trade, which extendemhirthe Atlantic coast all the
way to the eastern Mediterranean and eastern Baltic

However, it was in international relations that theghest intensity of
intracontinental ties was found; in other words, tire increasing scale of
dynastic policy combined witdiplomatic contacts and wars This European
scale of dynastic policy could be illustrated by tHapsburg marriage policy
around 1500, which led to the first attempt to twean empire that would
include Spain and the Netherlands, Italy, the Gerrfands, Bohemia and
Hungary. Nevertheless, the numerous wars of th® déhtury were local
conflicts triggered by a quest for dominance inaas European macro-regions.
To facilitate both unfolding trade and also the stantly expanding
geographical reach of politics, cartography assumsgecial significance. The
cartographers and those who used their creatiomdystieveloped a perception
of Europe as a unique totality. This “body” coutdpire the setting of goals for
a hegemonistic policy: for the first time since tthsintegration of Medieval
universalism, we can observe it in Hapsburg hege&stioraspirations — in the
guise of Catholic renewal — in the"L.&nd early 1% centuries, then again under
Louis XIV, but above all in the Napoleonic era,sthime in the name of
bourgeois “civilisation”.

The embodiment of the continentalso meant that this body had different
members, which could become ill or even be lostwas the case when the
southeast fell under Ottoman rule. The embodiediralso needed a clear
demarcation — above all in the east, where thenseagould not form a natural
border in the way that it did in all other direct In concrete terms, that posed
the question of whether Muscovite Russia belongsEtmope. It was no

coincidence that Peter the Great had relocated¢dpgal westwards and since



his time the Ural Mountains have been regardedhasetstern boundary of
Europe; incidentally, a project that is sometimadled into question to the
present day.

Under these conditions in trade and politics, gapkical knowledge became
extremely important and acquired significance | tbntemporary discourse. It
was against this background that the first symhbblimap of Europe was
conceived. It is known above all from Sebastian Mearis “Cosmography”
(first published in 1544 with more than 20 repriotger the next 100 years). In
it, “Europa in forma virginis” is presented as antde figure, with Spain (and
the Spanish crown) as her head, Italy and Denmarkea arms, France and
“Germania” as her body, Bohemia as her heart osdime reprints) as a locket.
Below the belt we find countries that are todayaregd as belonging to eastern
Europe: Hungaria, Prussia, Sarmatia, Lithuania,slRusand also lands under
Ottoman rule, like Graecia, Albania, Bulgaria, éigen though this Europe was
imagined as a symbolical space, it is importandewce that there was already a
strong understanding of a continent seen not anBreabstract concept, but also
as a place with concrete components, “membersilectdby their historical
names.

All of this was, however, a pure intellectual garmepolitical reality, it was not
until the first pan-European conflict, called tfirty Years War, that our
continent achieved the status of an interconnettedtory. It was the first
conflict that involved, more or less, almost allrgpean countries. Never before
had so many financial and material resources bpentn a war, no earlier
conflict had claimed so many lives, not only ontleéields, but above all as a
consequence of rapine and epidemics. Significatiteymost popular periodical
— and one of the earliest periodicals at all — fhatlished accounts of recent
military events was called THEATRUM EUROPEAUM.



These circumstances were characteristic of furtdewvelopment toward
European coherence in the course of the followwm ¢enturies. Wars, for both
regional and continental dominance, succeeded eihenr almost continuously
after the Hapsburg attempt to achieve European rtiomoe failed in the Peace
of Westphalia. They were presented as wars forlaads, for the king’s glory,
but the rulers faced the very real fact that tr@doprecondition for their success
was “nervus belli” — money. Already in the™&entury the English humanist F.
D. Pistorius had opined that

“War begeth Poverty, Poverty Peace,

then People will traffic and Riches incriese,

Riches produceth Pride, Pride is War’s Ground,

War begets Poverty, so we go round.”

What do we know about those “Riches” that were these of pride and
consequently of wars? In attempting to answer tusstion, we cannot be
content with a superficial explanation referringato influx of American silver,
which was naturally important — above all for Spaie have to remember that
the 16" century was a period afconomic and commercial prosperityin
western and central parts of Europe.

It was the period that saw the establishment offitisé manufactories, a time
when long-distance commerce alongside trade inrfugoods, which was also
being engaged in more widely, was oriented towandss consumption goods
like grain, wood, linen, cheaper textiles, hemp, #ad so on. These brought a
massive upswing in sea and river transport witmtheith the result that two
new directions gained the upper hand alongsideolthiéMediterranean axis in
long-distance commerce: the Baltic-North Sea lind the line from the North
Sea along the Atlantic coast. The increasing iot@mection of markets can be
indirectly illustrated through correlations of micurves, but directly through
the so-called price revolution, a dramatic and alinteurope-wide devaluation
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silver from the Americas to Spain and from therethe rest of Europe. We
know today that the influx of silver was not thdyocause of this; another was a
steep increase in the extent of trade in goodsther words, it had more the
character of a growth crisis.

This prosperity was damaged temporarily by the tyh¥fears War in some
European regions, but it was not stopped. It coetinand became important for
European integration, because it created econoamddthat brought European
countries together. Yet this coherence was notcbaseequality of all regions,
but on an increasing dependency of the less-degélgpuntries on those that
formed the “core” — to use Immanuel Wallersteine&ynt — of European
development: the Netherlands and England. This m@sonly a matter of
communication, but a structural change: in thesed| as a result of economic
prosperity in the 18 century, the foundation for the uneven developntbat
still exists was laid down. From here, the lessellgyed countries, “the
periphery”, depended on the more highly developmxe”. This relationship of
dependency was institutionalised and strengthemélokei course of the centuries
between then and our times, translated into thephetrical myth about “East”
and “West".

This was not the only case néw emerging dependencem European early
modern history. At the very same time, the Europgamtries were compelling
the newly “discovered” parts of the world to acct#mir dominance. Although
the Spanish and Portuguese expansions were chgically the earliest, the
really effective system of combined political andoeomic domination by
Europeans was developed during th& aid 18 centuries through Dutch and
English conquest, followed by France and also Russa particular manner of
Siberian expansion. Symptomatically, Europe asrdimment of permanent wars
transferred its militant habits also into newly qoarred colonies. They became
battlefields in the struggle for dominance — oraily in Europe, gradually also

throughout the world. The configuration in the dmtfchanged from one of
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Anglo-Dutch rivalry in the second half of the ™ Zentury to Anglo-French
colonial expansion in the £8while the position of the oldest major colonial
power — Spain — was gradually weakened. In th8 déntury the struggle
between these two established colonial powers wdarged and deepened
through their conflict with the ambitious new emarg powers — above all
Germany — that aspired to acquire colonies. Thaimwesiasm for profit, prestige
and exploitation was disguised under the banner wiore digestible ideology,
that of a “civilising mission”. In this context, Eape’s singularity and its rulers’
claim to a leading role in the world were concefiteal less in terms of the only
true religion, as had earlier been the case, kheran terms of a singularity of
an advanced “progressive” civilisation or higherdtae, which had to be
imposed on “barbarians”.

We know, nevertheless, also a very differgr@aceful view of Europe which
somehow opposed and alternated to the reality efctimtinent of wars and
conguests. This view of a peaceful continent urideds Europe since the
Middle Ages as above all synonymous with Christignivhich had to live in
peace in order to be unified against the Turkigleah This was the view of
Aeneas Silvio Piccolomini (Pope Pius Il) and theneaargument was used by
the King of Bohemia, George of Podiebrady, in higjgct to create a league of
Christian kings against the Ottoman Empire. Howetee idea of European
peace became secularised during th® déntury, — maybe since Erasmus of
Rotterdam (Querella pacis 1517). The idea of aeohi@nd peaceful Europe was
later accompanied by the principle of stable bardand of some kind of
institutional guarantee for this peaceful “coexmst®’ of rulers. Even though
some of the architects of projects of this kind evewvolved in politics, like the
famous Count of Sully, a minister to King Henry 8f France, these pacifist
dreams remained above all a matter of powerlesdlantuals, like the last
Bishop of the Bohemian Brethern Jan A. Comenius ghglish Quaker William
Penn, the French Abbé de Saint-Pierre (1713), ercamtury later the German



philosopher Immanuel Kant, already with a broadworld-wide perspective.
Symptomatic tension can be observed in the changiogvation of peace-
projects: on the one hand, it is presented as amminterest of European
rulers (Sully), on the other, as an interest oftadl population (Kant).

It is symptomatic that since the "&entury Europe has been one of the
favourite objects of symbolism in the visual arttowever, the intensity of
symbolic depiction has been uneven and it hastaiobr evidentiary value that
it culminated in two periods: in the  8entury and then again in the first half of
the 20". In the early modern period, war, art and sciemeee among the most
important attributes of the symbolism of Europe. the 19" century and
especially the 20 this was accompanied by the symbolism of a smifident,
highly effective industrial society, in some casegressed also through the
physiognomy of the (naturally white) European.

Let us turn back from these symbols and utopiaardsetowards the historical
reality and ask to what extent Europe redliffered from other continents in
early modern and modern times. This seems to bedh&al question if we try
to define or construct the historical background Eafropean identity. The
already mentioned iBcentury specificities — humanism, the Renaissatie,
Reformation — were supplemented by three impopantesses in the £7and
18" centuries: the formation of the modern state, lkgianary changes of
political system and incipient capitalist enterpris

Associated with this since the end of thd' t@ntury was a search for the roots
of European singularity in human nature, and pestapo in human mentality.
Should these peculiarities be looked for in theusesetween rational, capitalist
ethics and religiousness, as Max Weber thoughtw&r Europe’s singularity
attributable to the capability of the white racef?v@@s it the love between man
and woman, as some researchers recently claimeds|.bowever, remain for
now with the historically identified peculiaritiesf the early modern period —

state, political revolutions and capitalist entesgr



The stateas such was naturally not a European peculiarig only aspects of
it that could be described as specifically Europathe early modern period
were a number of special circumstances, traits Weatdo not find in other
continents. Roman law had already strongly inspaed stimulated Medieval
scholars. With the advent of humanism, its recept&cquired a new
significance. For the entity of the state theresara perpetual latent tension
between norms based on “national law” and the fpies of Roman law, which
are oriented towards universal validity. At the satime, an intensification of
international relations had given topical relevatwehe problem of “ius inter
gentes”— in other words, a quest for universalgogmised norms to be observed
in both diplomatic relations and armed hostilittetween states.

A broader European particularity that also had pldéedieval roots was the
tradition of estates, the principle that the pagiéd estates and their institutions
had a share in the power of the state. In the Wigifilamed circumstances of a
political crisis, this principle could easily beatisformed into a revolutionary
demand for popular representation. This could hag®ve all in opposition to
another, likewise specifically European form of gmyment in the early modern
period —Absolutism. We distinguish this form of government from Otan
despotism first and foremost in the respect thatpbwer of the ruler is subject
to certain rules and cannot be equated with argitmale. The higher phase of
this form of government was enlightened absolutisvhjch was not only
specific in and of itself, but also as an instdoalisation of a general
characteristic of the way of thinking described Eagopean: the conviction,
regarded as progressive, that one can and musigeheincumstances and
institutions. This was where the ruler's obligatmrth regard to the wellbeing
of his subjects lay. With the quest for transforomt of the existing
circumstances that were perceived to be in neeckfofm, we return to the

European particularities. It is true that thedimig for better circumstances was



initially oriented primarily towards reforms, butwas most consistently in the
shape of revolution that it manifested itself.

There have been a great number of rebellions, jlaptieavals in the history of
the whole world. What was particularly European wias revolution as a
fundamental, planned change of the political (ewalht also social) system, or
attempt at such a change, achieved by using fonck sametimes only by
threatening violence. Conflicts of this kind of aced in the 16-20" centuries
and contributed decisively to the breakdown of dlédated traditional system
of feudal privileges and inequality of human beirige Dutch revolution in the
1560-70s, the English revolutions, the American &Rrehch revolutions. In all
of them, there was an indispensable preconditiba: vision of a better, fair
political system and the conviction that human gsimre able to formulate
principles of structural change and that it is gassto realise such a new
system, which is regarded as just and progres@iuereflections on revolutions
are necessarily accompanied by reflections on mefousually, it is difficult to
distinguish a revolutionary breakthrough from refercaused by revolutions or
prompted by the danger of revolution.

The capitalist system,in which the entrepreneur aims at maximal prdifibtigh
investing capital and exploiting the wage laboumairkers who are personally
free, seems to have come into being in EuropeMédieval — or more properly
ancient — precursor was the principle of invioldpilof private property
inherited from Roman law. Its correlation with thepirit of Calvinism” is
evident, even though not in the sense given ty iMax Weber. Only under a
system of rational profit-oriented decisions, didoecome possible from the
scientific revolution onwards to apply new inventgan production, above all as
components of the industrialisation that becamentiost significant factor in
European domination on a global scale.

Have these three particularities contributed somgtlessential to shaping the

present-day Europe or are exclusively early mogdranomena involved? In
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their historical concrete form, they were naturdithked with the early modern
period, but when we observe them on a more abdeaet, we note that what
we are dealing with is the essential fundamentaipmnents of the process that
we can describe asodernisation, or alternatively as a transition from the
traditional feudal society to the capitalist, bceots one. First, it was the process
of bureaucratisation and rationalisation of theampfus of state and the public
service. Second, it was an effort to achieve cigiits and constitutionalisation
— be it through revolutions or reforms. Third, itasva longing for a
maximisation of profits, achieved in capitalistigabrganised production and
tied to the high ethical value of labour. Togettigse three processes were — to
formulate the matter in even more abstract ternas -activist attitude to life,
motivated by a longing for change, for an improvetnan conditions and
correspondingly also a feeling of dissatisfactiomhwhings as they were and
faith in the possibility of improvement, often cdeg with the idea of constant,
necessary progress.

Hand-in-hand with modernisation went a weakeninghef hitherto dominant
role of Christianity, the highest level of which svidne religiosity of the Baroque
period. Secularisationgradually penetrated both the private and alsqthmic
sphere. The religious legitimacy of the old ordexswncreasingly often called
into question. All of this weakened the absolutediy of the old, religiously
based moral norms, especially in the eyes of tueadd. Even more important
was the relativisation of the old patrimonial teesd feudal dependencies, allied
with the rapidly spreading principle of civil eqitg which was initially not yet
necessarily coupled with the principle of politigarticipation. This led to a
crisis of the old, traditional identities and comgently resulted logically in a
search for new secularised certainties and aftilat in other words for new or
newly modified identities. The new identity, a colsisness of a value-related
affiliation with a large social group, was articidd and formulated mainly

among the intellectual elites. It presented itselfa mixture of the historical
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heritage — historical institutions (including aldbe old state), collective
memory, collective culture, language ties, etc.nd #he modern principle of
civil rights, freedom of the individual and equglaf all people. It was on this
path that a new type of polity — the modern nastate — gradually came into
being in various parts of Europe in thé"t@ntury.

The 19" century saw the transformation of Europe from ifiguiration of states
into acontinent of nationsand — as some authors say — nationalism became the
strongest and dominating ideology — compatible hwith liberalism and with
conservativism. Wars and struggles between kingspainces were replaced by
conflicts presented as conflicts of national indése Dynastic claims were
replaced by national ones. Not only European berdare “nationalised”, also
colonial expansion — insofar as it was possibleeeame a matter of national
discourse.

Trying to explain this important turn, we must takéo account that nation-
formation proceeded according to two basic modéle first was based on
internal civic reconstruction of old early modertatss, like England, the
Netherlands, France or Sweden: state-nations, whiele regarded as the
“property” of the feudal ruler and had “their owmtiling classes and high
culture, transformed themselves into nation-statescommunities of equal
citizens.

The other model was more diverse and complicatediab represented by a
development, which started in a situation whereoa-thominant ethnic group
lacked a state, a written language (or the traditiba culture in this language
had been interrupted) and had virtually no rulitasses. These groups lived on
the territory of multiethnic European empires, like Ottoman, the Russian or
the Hapsburg, but also the Danish, British and BSpanAs they became
increasingly integrated into the system of streegihg communications that
accompanied modernisation, members of the non-domhiethnic group —

mostly belonging to the unprivileged, or even lowksses of society — were
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confronted with the experience that using theirnaeular instead of the
dominant state-language led to their being regaededecond-class citizens, as
primitives. Once they had overcome the old subjeentality, they found their
situation of linguistic inequality degrading andalerable. Since it was only in
rare instances that general assimilation enteregitture as a way out of this
situation, the adoption of a new identity, definasl national, was the only
alternative. Consequently, a new social engagenmanerged: “national
movement”, i.e. purposive, well-organised efforts to achialkeattributes of
fully formed nations: a national culture based amrgten language, a full social
structure and some degree of autonomy.

National movements were mostly, but not everywhswuecessful: national
agitation demanded equal conditions for their lagguand culture, initiated
mass movements and achieved some degree of polartcipation. Their
nation-formation differed from that of establishesthte-nations, where the
nationalisation proceeded “from above”, in thatwiais a social innovation
starting from below. The principle of civil equglitvas incorporated into the
idea of national solidarity and equality of natisegardless of their size.

It was not by accident that the Declaration of HanRights and the French
Constitution, enshrining the principle of a “onedamdivisible nation” of
citizens, were promulgated at the same time. Mod@@npean constitutions
drew decisive inspiration from the French model ,aadalogically, they
differentiated in the concept of political partiatmn between liberalism and
democracy. Both of these doctrines were frequedidgussed in the course of
the 19" century and almost consensually regarded as gp&aiestern” values,
but their general acceptance took a long time aasl wsually coupled with the
process of nation formation.

The acceptance and spread of the principles oftibtn@nalism and liberalism
did not at all mean that the principles of civildanuman rights had achieved a

breakthrough. This fact can be illustrated by,eeample, pointing out that for a
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long time Europe knew no unambiguous, generallgpied list of human rights
and that until the present day some aspects areniormly interpreted. While
today a consensual opinion on the theme “right twkivstill does not exist,
throughout the 10 century there was also no consensus regardinggheto
political participation. Should also the poorersathe women have a share in
political decision making? It was not until thesfidecades of the 9Gentury
that the journey to a breakthrough of democratiogmples (in the sense of
general participation) had been completed in mosbjgean countries. And it is
one of the ironies of history that soon after fdémocratisation had been
achieved in most of Europe, two alternative antiigeois concepts established
themselves: in the west fascist corporatism andhén east Bolshevik social
democracy which, however, would come into effectyoafter a period of
dictatorship of the proletariat.

When we reflect on European particularity, we mnet forget two further
processes or principles closely associated withptireciple of equality of civil
rights. The first was the high value attributedstxularised education This
was highly appreciated already by humanists, buhéir time as a symbol of
exclusive elitism, as a workshop of intellectualstarcratism. Through the
enlightened and constitutional principle of eqyald new concept of education
was created: at the elementary level obligatorydibr at the academic level
open to all gifted (men) without regard to thentlbior property.

Incidentally, some degree of secular educationim@sded in the prerequisites
for modern nation formation: only pupils with sotegel of training in abstract
thinking could achieve the ability to imagine tlegich of them is a member of a
large social group, without having the opportungdymeet at least a smaller part
of them. This was exceptionally important in thesecaf national movements
and it has had consequences in recent Europeamyhisin the fact that school
education was and sometimes still is highly appited especially among those

nations that emerged “from below” as a result atsgsful national movements.
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To give one example: it seems to me that the reeecellent performance of
Finnish schools in comparative evaluation of thiesults cannot be explained
without taking into account this high position oflugation among national
values.

Another old principle passed down from the Middlge& and reconstructed
through the modernisation of Europe was phiaciple of solidarity with poor
and suffering people, which was originally based @mristian charity. This
principle gained new strength and social relevanate 19' century against a
background of industrialisation and the new caisitdbrm of division of labour
and exploitation. It served as a basis for thegsfiel to realise the vision of
social justice, even though it was understood imymeontroversial ways: as
Christian socialism, social market economy, Prowmitm, Blanquism,
Marxism, etc. Also in this case, we are dealinghwiuropean particularity,
which was later exported in a similar way to thenaapts of nation and
nationalism, as “socialism” or “communism” from neyd Europe to rather
different societies and civilisations in other goants.

How was theimage of Europe perceived during this decisive phase of
modernisation from the beginning of the™@entury onwards? Napoleon
Bonaparte represents the first and last conscitiempt to combine European
progress — understood as liberation from the eelwt feudalism with its
unification under one ruler — with unity broughtoab through French conquest.
This project provoked a series of European cosflithe greatest since the
Thirty Years War — and failed. Nevertheless, theaidof some kind of
unification combined with emancipation survived abdcame a part of
European heritage. Already in 1814, Saint-Simon $@de very utopian ideas
about the need to unify European nations to protieein against wars and
exploitation. At the same time, a man at the opgposnd of the political
spectrum, Count Metternich, successfully tried g¢alise another concept of a

peaceful Europe — not as a unity of nations, bwraalliance, a brotherhood of
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European rulers based on a balance of powers. lderstood that if they
continued to wage wars among themselves, as thielhéen doing for centuries,
they would open the door to international inst&pind revolutions. In other
words, Metternich understood the idea of Europeaityuas a conservative
concept, as the most important instrument for pvasg the old pre-modern
system of inequality and feudal dependences. A&y, this system — called
the Holy Alliance — managed to survive for onlyeavfdecades, but at least they
were an almost peaceful period.

An alternative, idealistic and democratic idea dabBuropean unity had no
chance of becoming reality, but this vision createttadition, represented by,
among others, Giuseppe Mazzini with his “Europehofmelands”, by Victor
Hugo’s idea of a “United nations of Europe”, whisbcame the central aim of
the League for Peace and Liberty at its congress368 (publishing a journal
under the same name until the 1870s) — and mamysothihe call for unification
was also later usually combined with a call for ggeeand included a specific
gender dimension represented by, among otherdyd&uittner.

How did the media of this period represent the icent of Europe to the
ordinary citizen? What conceptions and opinionsiccdie get in individual
countries from the press and other printed itemsh ssencyclopaediasaimed
at a wide readership? Answering this question wotllowever, require a
concentrated research project. Here | would likdimot myself to a small
example: the definitions of Europe in Czech engyakic dictionaries. In the
oldest — dating from 1862 — Europe is characteriasdthe most highly
developed continent, and indeed above all thankkdgower of its states and
also thanks to the school system. Thereby, and alsoa result of its
geographical location, Europe is quasi-predesttodasbcome the centre of trade
and civilisation in the whole world. At the samendi, Europe is developing
itself, thanks to the great French Revolution, iataivil society of which the

defining characteristics are equality of citizensl éiberation of peasants. Thirty
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years later, the biggest Czech encyclopaedia ofityedescribed Europe as a
civil society whose love of freedom had been cadstéd since the Middle
Ages in struggles against dangers from the eastHtins, Mongols and Turks).
However, a symptomatic characteristic is addech#d: tEurope has become a
kind of “federation of nations”, the further progseof which will depend on the
extent to which the individual nations participatat. In this, an important role
belongs to the new nations, those that are justarprocess of taking shape. The
so-called Masaryk Encyclopaedia, a semi-officialkvifom 1926, repeats the
key characteristics of Europe as economic progessbs a large number of
nations, but also attaches key significance to twantinent's cultural
particularity, which is anchored in the Christiaadition and a highly developed
historism.

The Czech perceptions fundamentally reflected tren tprevalent European
auto-stereotype, supplemented with high esteenth®rrole of the small and
emerging nations in the building of Europe. Alreanlghe compendiums of the
18" century Europe appears as the continent thatpisriur to all of the others
in the sciences and arts, and also in lifestylee Huropeans were likewise
presented as humane, intelligent and industriows a#so as the guardians of the
true Christian religion. Then, in the L@entury, general superiority in trade,
transport and industry, which was accepted as alatnas added on to this. And
it is only understandable that this superiority htad be interpreted: the
predominant and almost consensual view was that wiaa involved was a
merit of the “white man”, abilities that he had hegven either by nature or by
God. It is no coincidence that in this period rédosory was taken seriously as a
new scientific discovery and became widely accepted

Thematisation of European particularities bore famther differentiation within
itself. The whole of Europe did not distinguishelfsthrough a high level of
scientific and cultural development, but ratheryamlpart, for which a new name

was invented: “the West”, “the Occident”. When, fexample, Max Weber
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speaks of the region where the most important rlltinnovations and
rationally reasoned science came into being anelbydbenefited humankind as
a whole, this region is not called Europe, buteatime Occident. Concealed in
this is the germ of the stereotype that we cahs## today: Europe is divided
into two parts, the more developed, albeit tenadbr smaller, West and the
backward East, and when European dominance in ¢inkel vg talked of, what is
really meant is the dominance of the West.

In addition to what was communicated to them thiolitgrature, citizens in the
19" century increasingly often had the opportunitygt to know Europe for
themselves througtravel. This became possible thanks to several innovations
of the industrial era, especially railways. Tralsecame “bourgeoisised” in that
destinations were, on the one hand, chosen foméssireasons, but also
determined by cultural motives: those who couldmlfit wanted to see the
monuments of European culture and also get to kadferent European
peoples. Educational trips paved the way to theepinof “Museum Europe”,
which is considered an essential factor in predegtEuropeanisation. Later,
from the end of the century onwards, mass migrabgnthe lower classes
entered the picture alongside the travel done éy#iter off.

We must not forget that at the level of internagilorelations national interest
developed in increasingly opposing ways. Decisimetlfie development of the
European idea was the formation of two great doabt the Entente and the
Central Powers. This produced a face-to-face catdimn between two
groupings imbued with the increasing aggressivenalism that was one of the
negative results of the successful process of médionation. The arguments on
which the ideology of these two coalitions was blaseluded the assertion that
they were “better” Europeans or represented Eurofj@agress”.

An argument concealed behind nationalist vocabulagncerned the
transformation of “classical” colonialism into expaonist imperialism. In the

end of the 18 century, only a nation-state with colonies coutddecepted as a
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member of the internally divided family of “civiksl” states. Europe’s claim on
dominance over the whole world was accepted asr@ge and self-evident.

We know where all of this ledlhe First World War and its consequences
endangered the coherence that Europe had inhéritedthe 19' century. The
October Revolution emancipated the eastern parthefcontinent from the
capitalist and liberal Europe. The principle offsitermination, formulated
both by the western leaders (with Woodrow Wilsorefoost among them) and
by the Bolsheviks and Lenin, opened the way toeifmergence of new nation-
states, whose politicians were liberated from thistoncal burden of
colonialism, but inherited ethno-national resseatits and conflicts. They could
not form the main trends of international relatiowhich remained the preserve
of the great powers, but they did represent immorsarategic positions and
provided a great variety of pretexts for new tremdgreat-power policy.

The terrible experiences of the First World War dtdoprobably not be
described as primarily a crisis of the Europeam.idewas much more a result
of the internal contradictions in modernisation abdve all of the hegemonistic
thinking and self-assertive moral exceptionism tlcharacterised European
politicians in all of the leading powers.

For many intellectuals and politicians the expeareeiof the war and also the
emergence of new nation-states represented a gupomt in their thinking
about Europe. It strengthened the project to bugdEurope as a continent of
peace, democracy and “cultural synthesis”, as xample T.G. Masaryk hoped
in his 1918 book “New Europe”. However, his conceptauthentic Europeans
was limited to western powers and smaller Europstates and excluded (the
old Imperial) Germany and Bolshevik Russia.

It is no wonder that Masaryk was one of the poliis who demonstrated a
great understanding of the better-known and morportant pan-European
project of Count Richard Coudenhove-Kalergi. Isygnptomatic that also this

project failed to take account of the Soviet Uniamd, on the other hand,
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supported the possession of colonies by the carthpowers. Admirers of this
project should be reminded of that, and also offdot that Britain (or more
accurately the British Commonwealth) was not supdo® belong to this
Europe. However, the European reality was glarinigjig opposite of this
utopian intellectual vision.

First and foremost, the First World War broughteavrera of brutal warfare to
Europe. It differed from “classical wars” in thatio longer had the sole goal of
subduing the opponent’s military might, but ratlodr destroying all of his
resources of strength, which included the civilipopulation. Physical
annihilation of the civilian population, the consttion of extermination camps
for military and civilian opponents — all of thetbéngs had hitherto been known
only as instruments of European supremacy in thents, but now they
assumed a constantly growing role as weapons thedpEans used on each
other — and not just on external enemies like membEother nations or races,
but also the “enemy within”. A wish to dominate Bpe by exterminating
national or political “others” became a pervertedriant of European
communality.

One of the results of the First World War was tkatope lost its dominant
position in the world to the USA, but American po&tr isolationism enabled
the illusion of world hegemony to cling to life farlittle longer. What was of
essential importance was that the structure ofBhmpean great powers had
totally changed — not only as a result of Germadgfat and Austro-Hungary's
disintegration, but also rather also as a consespuehthe October Revolution.
The change was reflected not only on the map obfirbut also in the internal
form of the European states. The Czarist empire reptaced by the anti-
Bourgeois USSR. All that remained of the “classSicapitalist Europe of the
19" century was a fraction — Britain, France and a emaller states, such as
those in the Benelux area or Czechoslovakia. Cvemnext 20 years, more and

more European states embarked on the road of datiem regimes — from
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Spain to Bulgaria, from Italy to Lithuania — natilyawvith the extreme case of
the triumphant German National Socialism, which ldogdecisively determine
events in the next few decades. On the other hardlfferent alternative to
liberal capitalism appeared in the form of the $laavian “welfare state”.

In such a politically fragmented Europe, Pan-Euamp@nm never became
anything more than an intellectual game. Ironigalllge first temporarily
successful European unification project began enahti-democratic camp — in
Nazi Germany. As early as 1934, Alfred Rosenbergitated a vision of a
Europe united by old Medieval values and abovetlbugh the idea of
nationalism, implicitly under the rule of Germaixplicitly, the ideology of a
“New Europe” did not become the key argument uiiitd latter phase of the
Second World War, when it was presented as a mpddtical and cultural
value that had to be defended against RussianBakshevik barbarians. This
new Europe was presented as a German-dominatedatite to the Jewish,
Bolshevik and Americanised capitalist Europe, aetiegate entity that had to be
destroyed.

Already the First World War had certainly alterdugk tstructure of economic
relations, which since the end of the"1&@ntury had appeared to be strongly
integrated. Indeed, many authors even speak ohdnie European economic
integration, the renewal of which was attemptedoulgh various regional
customs unions. There are also references to theetc difficulties that in the
post-war years are believed to have played a désiadp role in the newly
established nation-states. This problem will calyabecome the theme of many
historical studies in the future. Something tha&tytvill not be able to ignore in
that is the extent to which in the inter-war pertbé global preponderance of
Europe was still able to assert itself relativehte economic superiority of the
United States. The great depression from 1930 afsvavas of decisive
significance for both the economic structure andopean self-understanding.

European capitalism appeared totally threatenetdpmiy by the crisis itself, but
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also by its ripple effects on domestic politicshrough constantly deepening
class conflicts. For anyone unwilling to adopt ertithe Fascist model or the
Bolshevist alternative, all that remained was adamental restructuring of
capitalism in the sense of a social market econdfowever, this succeeded
only in only a few countries.

Immediately after the global economic crisis, Ewep or more precisely the
part of it that had remained democratic — had toterad with another grave
threat. This came from Hitler's Germany, which daug way out of the system
crisis through force. Europe should be united un@erman leadership and
contend for world supremacy. This was supposedet@adhieved through the
broader world war and it is one of the ironies ektthy that the Europe of
liberalism and (western) European bourgeois soomdyg saved through the
victories of the “anti-European” communist worldwer the USSR and the non-
European USA. However, the price that Europe haggbiofor this was a fairly
high one. Europe’s dominance of the world was wdlth favour of the USA.
On the European continent, the sphere of Sovieepextended as far as Berlin,
Prague and Ljubljana. Europe was divided into wasted eastern parts. A new
regionalisation of the continent could begin, aé tkame time as a new
stocktaking of themselves by its inhabitants. Dsston focused not only on war
crimes, but also the question of ideological reasand it was fairly easy on the
abstract level to identify racism and “nationalisa® the principal culprits. It
remains open to this day whether that was a petiaghosis.

The two great wars of the ®Ccentury divided Europe into hostile camps.
Whereas during the First World War these camps wiefened primarily in
national terms and survived the end of it, aftee #econd, in which the
fundamental difference could be expressed alswlitiqal terms, only the anti-
fascist camp survived, declaring “nationalism” te &Bn enemy of humanity.
Europe was redefined as a continent of peace amdatacy. Nevertheless, this

remained an empty declaration of goodwill, sinae diefeat of Fascism did not
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pave the way for European unification. It was motg before Europe was again
divided into two parts as a consequence of a nemw~ithe Cold War — and all
successful steps toward European unification comceonly one part of the
continent. The term “Europe” itself was re-definedthe political terms of
liberalism and democracy and occupied by the Weé&. still know how
difficult it is to forget the four decades when thi¢est, the “Occident” or
literally the “evening land”, was understood as timdy Europe and “the East”
was excluded not only from the present Europeannmamity, but also from its
history.



