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Prefece

It  seems paradoxical to say that European history has always 

been a neglected subject, but i f  we accept Professor Haledd’s 

definition o f European history as “  the history o f all European 

nations considered as a whole, as a community clearly distinct 

from any other ” , we shall find that o f the vast number o f  

books nominally concerned with European history very few  

indeed satisfy the definition. W e have books by the hundred 

thousand dealing with the history o f the nationalities and states 

which belong to the European community; we have books 

dealing with world history from a European standpoint; but 

the histories o f Europe itself as a distinct and autonomous com
munity are so few that they can be counted on one’s fingers.

It is easy to understand this state o f things in the past when 

Europe was regarded as the civilized world, so that the history 

o f Europe became merged in a universal history o f human 

progress as we see in the case o f Gibbon or Condorcet. But 

this attitude was already out o f date in the nineteenth century, 
and the immense advance o f historical studies in that age pro
vided no lack o f material for a comprehensive study o f Europe 

as a whole. Unfortunately the growth o f political nationalism 

and the romantic cult o f nationalist ideologies proved as fatal 
to the study o f European history as they were to the hope o f a 

European order. Every people was so intent on asserting the 

uniqueness o f its historical achievement and the self-sufficiency 

o f its cultural tradition that they had no time to understand 

the nature o f Europe herself or to appreciate the common 
European achievement.
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PREFACE

Today the situation has entirely changed. The idea o f  

European unity is no longer regarded as a vague utopian ideal: 

it has become a living political issue which is likely to be the 

centre o f international discussion in the immediate future. For 

now that Europe has ceased to be the mistress o f the world the 

nations o f Europe have suddenly realized their need o f one 

another and o f some common bond to protect them from  

social disintegration and economic collapse before the pressure 

o f rival world empires, each o f which is larger than the whole 

o f Europe put together.
The pessimists may say that it is already too late— that we 

can never recapture the opportunities that were lost during the 

nineteenth century and again for the second time in the period 

between the wars. But whatever the political future o f Europe 

may be, the need for historical understanding remains. For 

even if  Europe should undergo a process o f disintegration like 

that o f the Hellenistic world, the tradition o f European culture 

will still survive and will continue to influence the civilization 

o f the modem world in somewhat the same way that Hellenism  

continued to influence the civilization o f the ancient world in 

the age o f the Roman Empire.
It is this clear recognition o f the mission o f Europe in the 

new post-European age which distinguishes the work o f Pro
fessor Halecki from that o f other writers on the subject: from  

the pessimism o f the good Europeans who regard the passing 

o f Europe as the downfall o f the whole tradition o f Western 

civilization, and from the facile optimism o f those who put their 

faith in the coming o f a new global civilization based on the 

common way o f life o f the Common Man. His book is the 

only one that is known to me— perhaps the only one in exis
tence— which answers the question— What is Europe?— in a 

way that does justice to the complexity o f the problem without
losing sight o f any o f the relevant factors. This is partly due
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PREFACE

to the fact that he approaches the subject from a different 

point o f view from other historians: and with a special know
ledge o f those aspects o f European history that have been for
gotten or underestimated by Western historians— above all the 

development o f the peoples and states o f Eastern Europe in the 

formative period o f the European state system from the four
teenth to the sixteenth century.

T h e neglect o f this field o f study by Western historians 

is apt to have a serious effect on our understanding o f the 

whole European problem, since it has led to a false or over
simplified conception o f the division between East and West 

which is reflected in current misconceptions o f contemporary 

international problems. Thus the nationalist ideologies o f the 

nineteenth century gave birth to a series o f simplifications o f  

history— Pan-Germanism, Pan-Slavism, even Pan-Turanianism  

— and though these were mutually inconsistent and contra
dictory, their cumulative effect was to accentuate and to ex
aggerate the cleavage between Eastern and Western Europe until 
it became fatal to the existence o f the European community.

In reality the division between East and West has never 

followed racial frontiers. As Professor Halecki shows, Eastern 

Europe in the M iddle Ages was a society o f peoples and king
doms, similar in political structure to the multi-national society 

o f Western Europe and sharing a common cultural and religious 

tradition with it. It was only in proportion as this older Eastern 

Europe was conquered and absorbed by the great military 

empires— a process which only reached its climax in the nine

teenth century— that its rich and complex international relations 

were superseded by the sharp dualism o f conflicting power 

groups. In this new situation Slavophils and Pan-Germans 

became the propagandists o f rival imperialisms and the genuine 

claims o f the suppressed nationalities were used by either party 

to inflame the conflict. Yet it must be obvious to anyone who
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views the history o f Eastern Europe as a whole that the conflict 

is an artificial one based on a whole series o f misconceptions 

and simplifications. T h e culture o f Eastern Europe was never 

the exclusive creation o f a single people or even a single race. 
It was the result o f a complex process o f development in which 

influences from the Mediterranean and the Baltic crossed and 

mingled with those from Western Europe and from the East. 
Even the clash o f rival empires which resulted from the west
ward expansion o f Russia and the eastward expansion o f Prussia 

in the eighteenth century did not represent any profound 

cultural divergence between East and West, but was the result 

o f the parallel development o f new types o f imperialism which 

had more in common with one another than with the older 

Eastern European states which they replaced.
It is Professor Halecki’s thesis that Eastern Europe is no less 

European than Western Europe— that both alike are integral 
parts o f one great community o f peoples, sharing the same 

spiritual ideals and the same cultural traditions. It is true that 

owing to its geographical position Eastern Europe has been 

more exposed than the West to external dangers, so that its 

development has been interrupted by catastrophic changes, like 

the Mongol conquest o f the thirteenth century and the Turkish 

conquest in the later middle ages, which caused parts o f Eastern 

Europe to be separated for centuries from the rest o f the Euro
pean community. So too today, it is Eastern Europe which 

has had to bear the brunt o f the totalitarian attack. But this is 

a danger that menaces Western Europe also, and as there are 

forces in Western Europe that favour the totalitarian revo
lution, so also in Eastern Europe the forces o f freedom are so 

deeply rooted in national and religious tradition that they 

cannot be entirely destroyed so long as the peoples o f Eastern 

Europe retain their national identity.
The history o f Eastern Europe provides a wholesome
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PREFACE

corrective to the naïve confidence in material progress which 

was so characteristic o f Western culture, alike in Europe and 

America, during recent generations. It shows us how painful and 

costly the work o f civilization must be: höw again and again 

the Christian peoples have seen their hardly won achievements 

destroyed in a moment so that they had to start again from the 

beginning. Yet still the work went on. The ruined towns were 

rebuilt, the devastated fields were brought back into cultivation 

and the tradition o f Christian culture was kept alive. A ll this 

forms an essential part o f the common European achievement, 
since the efforts and sacrifices o f the peoples o f the East made 

possible the relative security o f the peoples o f the West which 

was the condition o f their progress. Thus Eastern and Western 

Europe are not rival representatives o f conflicting traditions o f 

culture. They are members one o f the other and owe each 

other a debt o f mutual gratitude and understanding. Professor 

Haledd’s book is a notable contribution to the payment o f this 

debt.
Christopher Dawson
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Introduction

In  December 1947 I spoke at the annual convention o f the 

American Historical Association on “  New  Interpretations o f  

M odem  European History It was the last o f a long series o f
lectures and articles in which during the past twenty-five years 

I  have discussed the problems o f die chronological and terri
torial divisions o f history.1

M y interest in these problems arose from the conviction that 

this constituted a limited but concrete approach to what is 

usually called the philosophy o f history. As a matter o f fact, all 

the data o f history must be systematically organized within 

clearly defined limits o f both time and space before the very 

content o f human evolution can be interpreted in the light o f its 

basic issues. This conviction was formed under the impression 

o f the tremendous changes in international relations which 

followed the war o f 1914-1918. But at present, after the war o f  

1939-1945, we all feel even more distinctly that our generation is 

passing from one great period o f history to another. The crisis o f  

our times was and is, therefore, m y main source o f inspiration.
However, before deciding to co-ordinate m y ideas and to 

present th an  in synthetic form, I was inspired also by two out
standing works which have appeared in recent years. One o f  

them, Arnold J. Toynbee’s S tu d y  o f H istory , is well known, 
especially since its six big volumes have been condensed in a 
one-volume edition.2 It is, therefore, hardly necessary to em
phasize its unusual importance and truly universal scope. 
Gonzague de Reynold’s Form ation de VEurope— like Toynbee’s 

S tu d y  y still unfinished— is, as indicated by the title, limited to 

European history.8 But since I chose that same starting point, 
his four volumes proved particularly helpful. And the author’s
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outlook is so universal that he has in fact made a remarkable 

contribution to the interpretation o f history at'large.
In both works the divisions o f history in time and space, in

cluding the problem o f Europe’s frontiers and constitution, 
received due attention. But it is perhaps not useless to make 

these vital and highly controversial questions the object o f a 

special inquiry. T h e views o f a Polish historian now living in 

America may supplement, in some respects, those o f an English
man and ofa Swiss, both o f whom have remained in Europe, and 

contribute to a discussion which will continue for many years.
In its actual form, this contribution is very small. One o f the 

reasons for the brevity o f the present work is my desire to avoid 

any useless repetition o f what has already been so well said by 

others. Furthermore, it has seemed advisable to publish first a 

preliminary outline, listing the most important problems which 

still await a definite solution and drafting a programme for 

further investigations. N o single scholar is qualified to answer 

equally in detail all the questions raised. The writer hopes, 
however, to return to some o f them, which have always been the 

special field o f his research.
In addition to the sections dealing with Central and Eastern 

Europe, especially in the transition periods from mediaeval to 

modem and from modem to contemporary history, I should like 

to develop the ideas sketched in the last chapter. For it is my 

opinion that the basic problems o f international organization 

which the European Age has tried to solve remain the decisive 

issues o f the world o f today and tomorrow. Together with 

Europe's imperishable cultural achievements, the various plans 

for the organization o f at least one continent, though they 

issued in failure, survive as an invaluable record o f experience 

for the future generations which will have to organize the world 

as a whole on the same ageless foundations o f national and in

dividual freedom.
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CHAPTER I

What is European History?

About fifty years ago a German scholar, Hans Helmolt, created 

quite a sensation by editing a “ world history" entirely 

different from any other.1 Its very plan was a reaction against 

the usual pattern o f putting Europe first and following its 

development through the traditional periods : ancient, med
iaeval, and modem. Instead o f this, Helmolt invited the various 

contributors to study the geographical regions o f the globe, 
beginning with America, each one from its origins to the present. 
H e included the so-called “ unhistoric”  tribes, reached the 

Mediterranean world not before the fourth volume, and left 

only the last two, out o f eight, for the treatment o f Western 

Europe from the Middle Ages to the present.
In  spite o f the quantity o f new information thus collected, 

and the new vistas opened, the success and influence o f that 

publication remained somewhat limited. It abandoned the idea 

o f Europe as the centre o f universal history without replacing it 

by any other pivotal conception, and presented so obviously 

exaggerated a view in the opposite direction that some change 

o f the arrangement had to be made in the second edition. But 

— what is most important— the European history which never
theless remained the major part o f the whole seemed to be 

nothing but the sum total o f the histories o f the various parts o f  

Europe. And that is no adequate definition o f European 
history. O f course, any fragment o f the history o f any European 

nation comes under that head, but if  we are to understand 

its real meaning and discover the place which it rightfully
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occupies in universal history, some other definition must be 
given.

Let us say, as a preliminary working definition, that European 

history is the history o f all European nations considered as a 

whole, as a community clearly distinct from any other. Further
more, it must be admitted that from the moment when Europe 

was constituted as such a community until the time when its 

destinies became intimately connected with those o f all non- 

European countries, Europe really occupied a unique place in 

world history, a place exceptionally important and outstanding.
Such a statement does not mean a return to the old mis

conception which practically identified European and universal 
history. Today it would be particularly absurd to defend this, 
although even now, and even in America, general outlines o f  

what is called world history are more or less histories o f Europe, 
with some information on ancient Egypt and Asia as an intro
duction and a picture o f contemporary global politics as a 

conclusion. Such an approach, onesided as it is, is based upon 

the realization that there was a specific period— so long that it 

might well be called an age— when Europe, as a well-defined 

unit, really held a central position in the world. This does 

not at all imply that it was always so, and it obviously no 

longer is.
The strongest argument in favour o f what may seem a privi

leged treatment o f European history is the very origin o f the 

entirely different present situation. It was through European 

initiative that more or less intimate relations between all parts 

o f the world have been established, with new advantages and 

opportunities for the non-European parts. The history o f that 

process is a history o f European discoveries, expansion, and in
fluence, whatever we may think o f their methods and merits. 
The mere fact that this is so forces the historian to start with 

Europe if  he wants to explain that universal development. It

THE LIMITS AND DIVISIONS OF EUROPEAN HISTORY
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also gives special significance to the apparently remote problem 

o f Europe’s own origin, which explains the rise and decline o f 

its power. In other words, the limits, both chronological and 

territorial, o f a European history thus conceived have an un
questionable importance from a universal point o f view. And  

in order to avoid vague generalities, the divisions o f European 

history into chronological periods and geographical regions 

must be studied with similar care. Europe, i f  interpreted from  

the historical point o f view, is much more than a geographical 
u n it; it is a supra-national community, and its history is 
certainly— to use Toynbee’s significant expression— “  an in
telligible field o f study ” .

It is possible that this great English historian takes too ex
treme a view when he holds that no history o f an individual 
nation, without excepting his own, can be such an intelligible 

whole.* On the other hand, he admits that even the larger com
munities, which he calls civilized societies, cease to be 

completely intelligible in themselves as soon as the problem o f  

“  higher religions ”  is included in the study o f history.8
But in any case Europe in its historical sense comes nearer 

than any other community to Toynbee's conception o f “  an 

intelligible field o f study ” , even if  we leave open the question 

whether it comprised one or several civilizations. It is true that 

it was never completely isolated, as were, for instance, the native 

societies o f the Western hemisphere. But even the continuous 

relations o f neighbourhood with Asiatic societies— civilized or 

not— are no obstacle to a separate and yet comprehensive study 

o f European history. Such a study cannot exhaust the universal 
field o f world history, but it will always prove the easiest ap
proach to such a general history, especially for those whose own 

tradition is European, and that means not only the Europeans o f  

today, but also the descendants o f those who settled in America, 
Australia or South Africa.

I. WHAT IS EUROPEAN HISTORY?
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However, before any detailed analysis is made o f historical 
Europe, it must be repeated that it is— or rather, was— not only 

a closely knit community, but also an age, which in our day has 

come to an end. A ll that has been said about Europe as a field 

o f study intelligible in itself and o f primary importance refers 

only to that European Age. But the very fact that this age is 

now closed makes the interpretation o f European history easier, 
more instructive, and perhaps also more urgent than before.

It has been frequently stressed that, from the point o f view o f  

historical method,4 ancient history is so instructive to study 

because it is completed ; we are able to contemplate the whole 

process o f its evolution from the beginning to the end. The  

same can be said today o f European history. That comparison 

with the ancient, Greco-Roman world is both suggestive and 

comforting, for it shows that the end o f an age, and even o f a 

whole cultural world, need not necessarily mean complete 
extinction like that which occurred, for instance, in the case o f 

the pre-Columbian civilizations o f America. Europe’s present 

decline need not lead to what Oswald Spengler calls an U nter
gang, although the crisis is much more acute today than it was 

when he wrote his sensational book.6 Nor need Macaulay’s 
gloomy vision o f a New Zealander meditating over the ruins o f 

London6 ever come true, although this time seemed so near in 

1940.
On the contrary : the destruction o f the most glorious monu

ments o f Athens and Rome did not mean the death o f a civi
lization to which European culture is more than “  affiliated ”—  

to use Toynbee’s terminology again. Greco-Roman civilization 
has survived in its European continuation, and in like manner 

the latter can survive in the coming age, if  again, in spite o f sub
stantial changes in geographical limits and forms o f organi
zation, the spiritual heritage o f the past is preserved— and 

possibly even enriched and extended.

THE LIMITS AND DIVISIONS OF EUROPEAN HISTORY
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In  this connection it is important to raise the question o f the 

name o f that civilization which Spengler considered doomed. 
N ot only by Spengler, but by a great majority o f scholars, as well 
as in current popular usage, it is called Western rather than 

European. It is, however, doubtful, whether the former name is 

really preferable. First o f all, “  Western ”  is a purely relative 

designation which explains nothing— what we call the Near East 

is western for the Far East, which in turn lies west o f America.
But there is an even more serious objection. Those who call 

European civilization Western are inclined to decide in advance 

one o f the most difficult and controversial questions o f European 

history. They accept the idea o f a fundamental dualism in 

Europe and consider only its western part really European. 
Gonzague de Reynold makes a basic distinction between two 

Europes o f which only the western one is VEurope européenne.1 
Toynbee does not mention any “  European ”  civilization among 

the twenty-one civilized societies which he recognizes : besides 

our Western society, he finds on European soil a distinct Ortho
dox Christian society— in fact, two such societies, one in its 

original home in South-Eastern Europe and the other outside 

that region, in Russia, i.e., in North-Eastern Europe.8
Since the big issues involved in these distinctions, which can 

be traced back to the origins o f modem historiography, will be 

discussed in some o f the following chapters, only one or two 

consequences o f such an interpretation might be pointed out 

immediately. First o f all, the term Western civilization entails 

the practical limitation o f European history to Western Europe 

and its leading powers. Even if  it is true that in some periods 

these Western powers played a particularly important rôle, 
their identification with Europe at large is almost as misleading 

as the identification o f European history with world history. 
Moreover, i f  the very name o f European civilization is 

abandoned, an important element which explains the origin and

I. WHAT IS EUROPEAN HISTORY?
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character o f that specific form o f culture might be disregarded 

and forgotten.
Although today this so-called Western culture has spread 

almost all over the world— not without undergoing very con
siderable transformations— its original European home has 

obviously influenced it very deeply. Even if  we reject the 

theories o f geographical determinism, we cannot completely 

overlook the close relationship between historical development 

and the varieties o f natural environment, which create conditions 

and offer possibilities o f very different kinds.* The conditions 

which our remote ancestors found in Europe are among the 

basic factors in the earliest foundations o f their culture, and have 

left permanent traces in the whole course o f history.
Even more important than Europe's favourable climate were, 

in that respect, two other distinctive features o f that part o f the 

world. These are its comparative smallness, and, combined 

with this, the extraordinary variety o f particular regions within 

the narrow limits o f that peninsula attached to the huge Asiatic 

continent. Whatever is colossal and uniform is definitely un- 

European, and that is the secret o f all the refinement and dis
tinction o f European civilization. It is, too, the profound 

reason for the importance o f small countries, even o f city-states, 
and also for the development o f local autonomies, in European 

history and particularly in the comparative history o f individual 
cultural contributions to a common patrimony.

The variety o f the European background is not only geo
graphical, it is also racial, and that disposes o f any racial inter
pretation o f European history. There is, indeed, a specific race 

to which most Europeans belong. But its very name, Indo- 

European, clearly indicates that a large, even the larger, part of 

that group— a linguistic rather than an anthropological com
munity10— settled in Asia and created there, in different 

conditions, civilizations entirely different from the European.

THE LIMITS AND DIVISIONS OF EUROPEAN HISTORY
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T h e  great variety o f peoples within the European branch o f the 

“  Aryans ”  has been increased through the complete cultural 
assimilation o f small but not unimportant fragments o f other 

races, even o f some o f the numerous Asiatic invaders o f Europe, 
the case o f the Hungarians being the most striking. And it is 

hardly less instructive that some o f the Finnish tribes became 

truly European, forming the nations o f Finland and Estonia, 
while others have not to the present day.

T h e peculiar features o f Europe's morphology were nowhere 

more favourably developed than at the southern tip o f the 

Balkan peninsula, and no other European people succeeded 

better, nor at an earlier date, in taking advantage o f these 

natural opportunities than did the Greeks. It was therefore in 

ancient Greece that not only the name, but also the spirit o f  

Europe was born, and G . de Reynold, who calls that country 

the P roto-E urope, has described in some o f the most suggestive 

and original chapters o f his work how the tradition o f Hellenism 

contributed to the moulding o f Europe's culture until our day.11
Whereas de Reynold’s study traces with special care the liter

ary aspect o f that persistent influence, the work o f the Polish 

philologist Tadeusz Zielifiski emphasizes the moral values o f  

Hellenic religion, which in his opinion anticipated to a certain 

extent the Christian revelation.1* There is an even more general 
agreement as to the significance o f Greek political thought and 

practice, which demonstrated more than two thousand years 

ago that totalitarian government must fail, even under des
cendants o f the heroes o f Thermopylae, and that the noblest 

democratic ideas can be distorted, even by disciples o f Pericles, 
especially when misused for purposes o f power politics.18

In addition to the instructive examples provided by these ex
periences in the totalitarian and democratic forms o f  

government, and to the rôle played by Greece in waging against 

Asiatic imperialism the first fight for the freedom o f Europe, the

I. WHAT IS EUROPEAN HISTORY?
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ancient Greeks contributed to the foundation o f European 

history through their experiments in federalism, an element 

which has been insufficiently appreciated. It was not difficult 

for Hamilton and Madison to point out the shortcomings o f the 

Achaean League and similar loose confederations ;16nevertheless 

they remain the starting point for any serious study o f federal 
government,16 which is the only system that could have solved 

Europe’s basic political problems.
The Greek and Roman traditions are inseparable in European 

history, and consequently the whole Greco-Roman civilization 

is sometimes called simply “  Hellenic ” , while the whole 

“  Western ”  civilization is frequently designated as “  Latin ” . 
Yet it would seem more exact to say that ancient Rome with its 

permanent heritage is, in addition to Greek civilization, the 

second o f the mighty cornerstones on which the structure o f  

historic Europe was laid, a second, equally important factor in 

the development o f European humanism, and one which re
appears in each o f the successive “  renaissances ”  o f European 

culture.
But it would be misleading to identify the ardo R om anus, 

based on solid principles o f law and high ideals o f civic virtue, 
with the im perium  Rom anum , which was neither universal nor 

permanent, or with the even more precarious p a x Rom ana, based 

upon ruthless conquest. The real greatness o f imperial Rome 

was limited to the brief Augustan age,16 which was followed by 
centuries o f decline and o f Oriental, un-European influence 

and had been preceded by the centuries o f the Roman Republic, 
which were to have a much stronger appeal for many Europeans 

o f a distant future.17
It was not the political unification o f subjugated peoples, but 

the extension o f the sphere o f a common Greco-Roman culture 

which was the lasting achievement o f the Eternal City. That 

enlargement o f the ancient foundations o f Europe was to

THE LIMITS AND DIVISIONS OF EUROPEAN HISTORY
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provide, as is frequently stressed,18 a truly providential oppor
tunity for the rapid spread o f that new, but most important, 
element o f Europe’s final constitution which was contributed by  

Christianity.
Perhaps it was even more providential that the new religion, 

z  lu x  ex  O rien te revealed to mankind at holy places fin from 

Europe’s limits and soon apparently well established in im
portant Asiatic and African cities, was to find for many centuries 

its only safe domain, as well as its permanent centre, in Europe. 
Moreover, Europe and Christendom seemed to become ident
ical ; European civilization was and is often called Christian 

civilization, and with much better reason than when it is called 

Western or Latin.18
There is a serious danger in that identification, because 

Christianity cannot be bound to any one tradition or culture,88 

and because, as already pointed out, Europe, even historical 
Europe, should not be identified with the world which the 

Gospel is destined to reach. But long before the other con
tinents had heard the Gospel preached for the first time, and 

after the Near East, including the Holy Land, had been lost 

to Europe, Christianity penetrated European civilization so 

deeply that, together with the Greco-Roman heritage which it 

helped to preserve, it definitely formed the European mind. 
Even if  and when that mind seemed to reject Christian doctrine, 
it remained more than n a tu ra liter C hristianas ; it remained 

faithful, even if  unconsciously, to the Christian species o f  

culture. While there had to be, sooner or later, a Christianity 

outside Europe, there could not be any real Europe outside 

Christianity. And it was from Europe that the Church set out 
upon her worldwide mission.

First, however, all the European peoples had to be con
verted. And it was through that conversion, and no longer 

through imperial conquest, that Europe’s historical limits were

I. WHAT IS EUROPEAN HISTORY?
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extended until they approached the geographical frontiers o f the 

continent. How far that extension proceeded and when it was 

completed is a vital problem which will be studied below in 

detail. But it must be emphasized at once that the participation 
o f the former “  barbarians ”  in the formation o f Europe was not 

at all limited to those who crossed the boundaries o f the de- 

dining Roman Empire. Even more complex and important was 

the gradual inclusion and co-operation o f those peoples who 

remained in their settlements far beyond these boundaries, in 

regions o f Europe which neither Greek nor Roman influence 

had hitherto reached.*1
T h e general significance ofthat process does not lie chiefly in 

the additional territory acquired, nor in the number o f peoples 

who passed from pre-history to history and joined the original 
nudeus o f the European community ; mass and quantity alone 

never mattered very much in European history. Decisive was 
the fact that the new members o f the European community were 

and remained different from the old ones and from each other ; 

in their homelands, and even in the former provinces o f the 

Empire where some o f them established their new kingdoms, so 
many separate nations came into existence as soon as the Greco- 

Roman civilization in its new Christian expression had been 

received and adapted to the special needs and characters o f the 

converts.
T h e result was the formation o f a whole scries o f particular 

national cultures which together constituted European civil
ization in its final form. T h e earlier elements which had 

contributed to the birth o f this civilization, particularly the 
Christian faith, remained factors o f unity. But more decidedly 

than any geographical compartments, the ethnic and linguistic 

differences, as well as those o f local tradition and mentality, 
were factors o f diversity, almost equally strong. Even within 

the limits and under the cover o f the Roman Empire, that
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diversity survived Roman rule, which in some cases prepared 

and promoted the consolidation o f tribal groups into real 
nations.8* T h e settlement o f all the “  barbarian ”  immigrants 

and the introduction o f all the former “  outsiders ”  into the 

European society made it finally what it was to be in the fol
lowing centuries.

Having recalled and briefly defined that fourth and last 

constituent element o f historical Europe, it is now possible for 

us to implement the preliminary definition given above. Europe 
is the community o f all the nations which, in the favourable 

conditions o f a continent small but full o f variety, accepted and 

developed the heritage o f Greco-Roman civilization, trans
formed and elevated by Christianity, thus giving to the free 

peoples outside the ancient Empire access to the permanent 
values o f the past.

T h e history o f Europe has now been described with more pre
cision ; but it must still be emphasized that it is not only the 

history o f a distinct community placed in the universal space o f  

the globe ; it is also the history o f a specific age within the time 

o f human destinies. Therefore, now that the constituent factors 
o f the European community have been considered, a few words 

must be said about the place o f the European age in the course 

o f the general history o f mankind.
It is still customary to divide all history into the three 

traditional— or, rather, conventional— periods : ancient, med
iaeval, and modem. The second-rate German scholar Cellarius, 
who definitely fixed that division in the seventeenth century (al
though its elements can be traced to earlier humanistic 

writings),28 had an exceptional— and hardly deserved— success 

with his artificial conception. There has only been added, in 

recent times, a fourth period, called the contemporary, and 

gradually it has become obvious that the three original ones can 

be considered, at best, only as periods o f European, not o f
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universal, history. But does even European history, as defined 

above, fit into that schematic pattern, frequently— and very 

rightly— criticized, but not yet replaced by any more acceptable 

division into chronological periods?
Ancient history never was, and could not possibly be, limited 

to Europe. Even those surveys which are most inclined to 

identify the world with Europe, and pay little attention to the 

ancient past o f the Far East, start with Egypt and the series of 

empires in the Near East before turning to the Greeks. It is, 
therefore, evident that what is usually called ancient history 

began long before there was any European history, even in the 

limited sense o f the history o f any individual people established 

in geographical Europe. And wherever we may place the be
ginning o f the history o f the European community, it is certain 

that most, if  not all, o f“  ancient ”  history will remain outside it.
It is equally certain today that most, if  not all, o f the so-called 

contemporary period does not belong to the European age. The  

history o f all the European nations is, o f course, continuing, but 

they no longer constitute a community so distinct from all other 

peoples as to make European history, as hitherto, “ an in
telligible field o f study ” , separated as a whole from any other. 
N or does the European group o f nations now occupy any 
privileged, leading position in the world.

That great change in the position o f Europe is, in fret, the 

distinctive feature o f contemporary history. Therefore, what
ever we may think o f that purely relative term which necessarily 

must be abandoned as soon as each new period, in turn, ceases 

to be “  contemporary ”  for the historians,84 the events now 

called contemporary already lead us into another age, an age 

which follows the European. The chronological boundary 
between the two is a special question which will be « ra m in i 

later in connection with the problem o f the possible survival o f  
European civilization.
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Another question remains to be answered here. Since both 

ancient and contemporary history are practically outside the 

European Age— except, perhaps, for the more or less indefinite 

periods o f transition— there remain only two o f the conventional 
periods : mediaeval and modem history. Could we not, then, 
simply admit that these two well-known periods cover the field 

o f European history, so that no new chronological division o f 

that history is needed ?
There are, however, serious objections to such a simplification 

o f the problem. First o f all, the very names “  mediaeval ”  and 

“  modem ” , again merely relative terms never intelligible in 

themselves, would be entirely senseless in such an interpretation. 
A  “  middle ages ”  must be placed in the middle, between two 

other ages ; it cannot possibly be the first period o f any other 

age. And the centuries o f European history that we continue to 

call “  modern ”  have long ago ceased to deserve that name, 
which, as a matter o f fact, is almost identical with “  con
tem porary” .88 T h e German distinction between neuere and 

neueste G eschichte is more logical and expressive, but the first o f  

these two terms could hardly be applied to what ought to be 

considered the last and latest part o f the European Age.
But what is much more important than any o f the subtleties 

o f terminology is the fact that there is no longer any general 
agreement as to the limits between mediaeval and modem  

history. The hesitation o f historians between the various dates 

which are supposed to separate these two periods suggests that 

a rather long transition period actually intervened. Th e  

European Age would therefore include, not the two periods in
herited from an erroneous division o f universal history, but 

three periods which should receive entirely new names as soon as 

their precise limits and their real significance are established.
Before trying to do this, we must realize that the limits them

selves— certainly not any individual dates— are less important
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than the content o f each period, which ought to be analysed 

first. T h e new division o f European history should be based—  

as in any similar case— upon the main problems o f the periods to 

be distinguished, on problems common to all European nations.
T o  choose these problems is no easy task, but one by-product 

o f the process will serve as a very useful test : should it prove 

impossible to apply to the history o f any individual nation a 

chronological division based upon the leading problems com
m on to the rest o f Europe, this would be an indication that such 

a nation, at least in the given period, was not really part o f the 

European community.
It is hardly necessary to emphasize that for even more 

obvious reasons such a division o f European history would have 

little, if  any, significance for the non-European histories o f the 

same centuries. But the European Age as a whole will un
doubtedly prove to be one o f the main divisions o f history at 

large, since it is the age o f European supremacy in the world. 
And a successful study o f the limits o f that age, both o f its 

duration and o f its area, might be an approach to the philosophy 

o f not only European, but general history.
Already, in the light o f these preliminary remarks, a first 

general observation is in order regarding historical Europe’s 

unity in diversity, which corresponds to a similar unity in 

diversity typical o f geographical Europe, and which is reflected 

in the character o f the most typically European countries : 
“  proto-European ”  Greece and Switzerland, the “  heart o f 

Europe ” .*•
Europe came into existence as an historical community be

cause numerous peoples entirely different from each other, 
without effacing their particularities and without ever com
pletely uniting politically, joined in a co-operation based upon 

common cultural conceptions, traditions, and principles. The  

individual nations which developed within that community were
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rather small if  compared, for instance, with the peoples o f India 

or China. Likewise small was the area in which they had their 

home ; and compared with the length o f other histories— to 

mention only that o f Egypt— the age o f their common greatness 

was o f rather short duration.
But within these narrow limits o f time we see the same 

variety o f events in rapidly changing periods that is so striking 

in Europe’s physical and ethnical backgrounds. This certainly 

is an unusually dynamic history, whether proceeding through 

evolution or through revolutionary upheavals. And that is a 

first argument in favour o f the conviction that the end o f the 

European Age in history is not necessarily the end o f Europe, 
or o f a civilization which, though inseparable from the European 

heritage, has ceased to be exclusively European.
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CHAPTER II

The Chronological Limits :
(a) The Beginning of European History

A s the title o f a book which will remain one o f the classics o f  

historiography, Christopher Dawson has used a very suggestive 

expression : “  the Making o f Europe ” .1 One o f the main 

inferences to be drawn from his analysis o f this process is that it 

would be vain to look for the specific date o f any year in which 

the European community came into existence. As a matter o f 

fact, that community was slowly “  made ”  in the course o f a 

long period which, in the light o f Dawson’s interpretation, 
covers approximately the whole first millenary o f our Christian 

era.
This is, o f course, an approach entirely different from the 

traditional belief that there was somewhere in the middle o f that 

same millenary a revolutionary change which represents a clear 

cut between two great periods o f history : Antiquity and the 

M iddle Ages. One o f the weaknesses o f this earlier conception 

(which still appears in most text-books and in the teaching o f  

history) was and is the uncertainty in determining the event 

whose date would serve as such a landmark.
M ost frequently, however, the year a.d. 476 has been chosen. 

Th is was supposed to be the exact date when the Western 

Empire came to a sudden end ; and while the year 1453, which 

unquestionably marks the end o f the Eastern Empire, has ceased 

to be most popularly held as the closing date o f the M iddle Ages, 
476 has kept some almost mystical appeal as the date which 

inaugurated that period. Benedetto Croce tells us the typical
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story o f his schoolmaster who used to say that in 476 the 

curtain descended on the stage o f Ancient history only to rise 

immediately over the stage o f Mediaeval history.* W e may 

wonder whether that schoolmaster has definitely disappeared.
Specialists know today that Odoacer’s revolution in 476 

had not at all that epochal significance which was for long 

attributed to it. The Polish historian Kazimierz Zakrzewski has 

proved in an exhaustive monograph that what really happened 

in that memorable year was not at all a decisive turning point in 

the history o f the Roman Empire, and even less in universal 
history.8 And it is by no means fortuitous that this has been 

shown by a scholar who turned from the study o f classical 
Antiquity to that o f Byzantine history, for the progress o f Byzan
tine studies in the last half century has made us realize that the 

Eastern Empire, always calling itself Roman without any 

qualification, continued even after 476 to represent the un
interrupted tradition o f the Empire as a whole, while the Western 

Empire, as created by the divisions o f the fourth century, had 

been disintegrating well before 476.4
In addition to internal weaknesses which G . Ferrerò and 

M . Rostovtzeff have traced back to the crisis o f the third 

century,6 that disintegration had as its causa efficiens the great 

migrations which at various moments threatened the very 

existence o f the Empire in the East also. Therefore, even for 

those who maintain the usual division o f history into ancient 
and mediaeval times, it is now apparent that between these 

two periods stands, not any single date, but a transition which 

lasted about three hundred years. Hence “  The end o f the 

ancient world and the origins o f the Middle Ages ”— to quote 

the title o f an outstanding work by Ferdinand Lot, the leading 

French expert in the history o f the “  barbarian ”  invasions®—  

together constitute what is almost a period in itself, corres
ponding more or less to the centuries o f the Völkerw anderung.
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German historiography, which created the term, used to 

interpret the consequences o f these migrations and invasions o f 

the Empire as a complete break in the Roman tradition which 

inaugurated a new era : the M iddle Ages, as a truly “  Ger
manic ”  age.7 It was, however, a German scholar from Austria, 
Alfons Dopsch, who, as a result o f painstaking research which 

included the whole archaeological background and the cultural 
and economic aspects o f history, explained that there was no 

caesura, no “  catastrophe ” , in the development o f Europe and 

its civilization during all the time from Caesar to Charlemagne.8 

W hat he calls “  the foundations o f Europe’s cultural evo
lution ”  is, therefore, like Dawson’s “  making o f Europe ”, 
an uninterrupted process, with no demarcation whatever—  

either by any individual year, or by the period o f the migrations 

even— between its “ ancient”  and its “ mediaeval”  parts. 
W ithout carrying the process, as Dawson did, to the end o f the 

tenth century, Dopsch nevertheless preceded the English 

scholar in breaking with the whole traditional division o f 

history, and approached the origin o f Europe from a similar 

point o f view. However, his interpretation, and more particu
larly the time limits o f his study, raises the question whether 

the foundations o f European civilization were not already com
pleted and Europe already “  made ”  in the days o f Charlemagne. 
How difficult it is to answer this question can be seen from a 

special study made by the Polish mediaevalist Marian Serejski, 
who tried to find out the real meaning o f the name “  Europe ”  

when used in the sources o f the Carolingian period.8 And only 

a few  years after the publication o f Dopsch’s book the great 

Belgian historian Henri Pirenne started a discussion which 

must be examined in all its far-reaching implications before any 

conclusion as to the general problem can be suggested.
In  connection with the rather unexpected observation that 

there is a striking contrast between the Merovingian and the
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Carolingian periods, and that the latter was, in spite o f a cultural 
renaissance, a period o f economic regression,10 Pirenne made 

the even more sensational statement that “  without Mohammed 

there would have been no Charlemagne When he developed 

his idea in a brilliant address at the inauguration o f the 

international congress o f historians in Oslo, in 1928, it was 

found necessary to hold a special discussion meeting in which 

a dozen historians from various countries raised objections, but 

at the same time recognized the tremendous importance o f  
Pirenne’s hypothesis. After seven years o f further research he 

presented the theory in his last book, published after his death.11
In Pirenne's opinion, the end o f the ancient world and the 

rupture o f its tradition were brought about in the seventh 

century by the unexpected Arab expansion which rapidly en
circled the Mediterranean from the east, the south, and the west. 
The centre o f Western Christian culture then separated from  

the Eastern and shifted toward the north, to what were formerly 

the frontier regions in the centre o f the continent ; this led to 

the rise o f Frankish power in the following century, which 

culminated in the coronation o f Charlemagne. That event would 

thus appear as a consequence o f a decisive historical process, 
which “  moved the axis o f the world ”  and proved much more 

important than the Germanic invasions. T h e turn from one 

age to another—being, o f course, not connected with any in
dividual date but prepared by a transition o f one hundred years 

(650-750)— would thus occur much later than it would ac
cording to the old conceptions, but much earlier than is 

suggested by either Dopsch or Dawson. Here again, however, 
the question arises whether that momentous turn really was 

“  the making o f Europe ” , or only a step, perhaps the decisive 

one, towards the formation o f a new world.
The answer has been facilitated by a side-light o f Pirenne’s 

theory, w hidi is more than a problem o f terminology such as it
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m ay appear at the outset. T h e facts which he so rightly stressed 

make us realize that the “  unity ”  which had survived from the 

fifth to the eighth century, only to be “  broken ”  by the advance 

o f Islam, was the Mediterranean community, 11 and that, in 

general, the “  ancient ”  world— a relative and almost meaning
less term— could, with greater accuracy, be designated as the 

“ Mediterranean” world. W e thus arrive at a much more 

precise idea regarding the age which was followed— or rather, 
was gradually superseded— by the European Age. And our 

inquiry as to the beginning o f the latter will certainly benefit 

from a few remarks about the limits and the divisions o f the 

preceding Mediterranean Age.
A s a whole, that age and what might be called Mediterranean 

history is outside the scope o f the present study and o f its 

author’s competence. It would be especially preposterous to 

enter here into a discussion o f the beginning o f that age and the 

origin o f the Mediterranean community. One thing, however, 
seems unquestionable. This was the first and earliest supra
national community to appear in recorded history— and that 

explains, incidentally, why its history is usually called “  ancient,’* 
and why the term is comparatively better justified than the 

designations “  mediaeval ”  and “  modem ” . But another thing 

is equally clear. It would be hardly correct to speak o f a 

Mediterranean Age before the various peoples living on or near 

the shores o f the Mediterranean Sea, or at least a considerable 

part o f them, had come into dose relations with each other, 
forming a real community. Their earlier history— or, rather, 
the little we know about the earliest, quasi-isolated development 

o f each o f these peoples— is, o f course, already part o f  

“  undent ” , but not yet o f Mediterranean, history. And this is 

a first difference between the two terms.
Th at observation leads immediatdy to another problem 

which has more in common with our study o f European history,
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and therefore requires special attention. It concerns the basic 

character o f Mediterranean civilization. N o such civilization 

appears in Toynbee’s list o f civilized societies, and for good 

reasons. The Mediterranean community, when definitely con
stituted, included various civilizations, since the various 

peoples united in that community had individually achieved a 

high degree o f culture. It is precisely for that reason that we can 

speak in this case, as in the European case, o f a supra-national 
community, although it might seem anachronistic to speak o f 

“  nations ”  in the contemporary sense when referring to the 

peoples o f so remote a past.
Furthermore, the cultural differences between the various 

European nations, typical as they are o f the European com
munity, are yet much smaller than those between the various 

members o f the Mediterranean community had been. Europe’s 

national cultures have all a common background and cultural 
tradition. The various cultures which came into existence 

when, one after the other, the peoples o f the Mediterranean 

region emerged from primitive pre-history could not possibly 

have anything like that. Toynbee is therefore right if, from his 

point o f view, he considers them all as separate civilizations. 
For each o f them is more o f “  an intelligible field o f study ”  

than any national culture within the European, and parti
cularly within the so-called “  Western ” , community.

But Toynbee had to recognize, at the same time, the intimate 

relationship between the different civilizations o f the Mediter
ranean area, including even the society o f ancient Egypt, which, 
though “ wholly unrelated”— that is, neither affiliated nor 

apparented— to any other, did not remain completely isolated. 
It would prove extremely instructive to add to Toynbee’s 

charts and tables illustrating the relations between civilized 

societies something like a genealogical tree. Such a tree would 

show that, with the exception o f the civilizations o f the Asiatic
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Far East and o f the Western, American hemisphere, all civilized 

societies can be traced bade to two or three which originated 

as dose neighbours on the shores o f the eastern basin o f the 

Mediterranean, or in its Asiatic hinterland.18 The members o f  

this small original group o f “  Mediterranean ”  cultures and the 

later sodeties which are all “  affiliated ” , directly or indirectly, 
to one o f these civilizations, have so much in common with each 

other and become so much more “  intelligible ”  when studied 

in their mutual relations, that it seems justified to speak, on a 

higher level, o f one Mediterranean world.
It is important to note that all the oldest dvilizations o f that 

whole region originated around the eastern basin o f the 

Mediterranean Sea, or even further in Asia.14 Therefore, passing 

now to the division o f the Mediterranean Age into chrono
logical periods, it is not difficult to distinguish two o f them : in 

the first one, the Mediterranean community was limited to that 

eastern basin only, while in the second period the western basin 

was induded, and the whole Mediterranean Sea became the 

natural centre o f a great historical community, developing in the 

direction o f political and cultural unification.
From the point o f view o f European history it must be re

called that during the first o f these periods, the name o f Europe 

was already invented.16 Even then that name was used in order 

to designate a specific part o f the Mediterranean lands in con
tradistinction to the other parts, in Asia and Africa. The  

relations between the Greek “  Proto-Europe ”  and the nearest 

parts o f Asia— a “  Pre-Europe ” in G . de Reynold’s symbolic 

terminology16— were, however, so close in this period, that in 

the days o f Alexander the Great there was serious danger that 

the centre o f the whole community would move into the 

Asiatic hinterland o f the Mediterranean. I f  that shift had been 

effected, Europe would never have been “  made ” , and there 

would have been no European Age in universal history.17

II. THE BEGINNING OF EUROPEAN HISTORY

31



What really happened, however, was a move in the opposite 

direction— or, radier, two moves, one from each side— which 

brought together the eastern and the western parts o f the M edi
terranean region. Their union was prepared through Phoenician 

and Greek colonization coming from the East, and finally 

accomplished through Roman conquest. Even before that 

conquest included all Mediterranean lands, their history had 

become an indivisible whole through a process admirably 

characterized in a famous passage o f Polybius, explaining, the 

decisive importance o f the first half o f the third century 

B.c.18 It is therefore possible to point out the specific moment 

when the second period o f the Mediterranean Age began. No 

similar date can be given with regard to the beginning o f the 

first one, although the description o f practically all eastern 

Mediterranean countries attempted by Herodotus seems to 

indicate that in his days (towards the middle o f the fifth century 

b.c.) the historical unity o f that eastern section was already 

realized in the consciousness o f his generation.

T h e extension o f this community which Polybius described 

more than two hundred years later seemed to him to cover 

“  almost the whole world ” . As a matter o f fact, it was only a 

Mediterranean world which had been “  made ”  as the result o f 

a growing intercourse between various societies which merged 

their individual civilizations in one Greco-Roman civilization, 
chiefly Hellenic in culture and politically integrated through the 

creation o f the Roman Empire.
However, the creation o f that Empire, which for the Mediter

ranean world was universal, can be called the beginning o f the 

end o f the Mediterranean Age. In this case Toynbee’s theory 

that a universal Empire always appears when any civilized 

society is disintegrating finds striking confirmation.1* Even 

G . de Reynold, who stresses the continuity o f the imperial idea 

in the course o f history without quite convincing his reader that
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this conception o f Asiatic origin ever became truly European, 
has to admit that the Roman Empire was hardly founded when 

it began to decline.20
Y et the moment when Caesar's heritage formally became an 

Empire under Augustus is not only the beginning o f the end o f  

one age— an “  end ”  which was to be protracted for several 
centuries; it is also connected with the beginning o f what 

has been called the “  making ”  o f Europe and proved to be the 

introduction to a new age, the European— a process which lasted 

even longer. Therefore the whole problem o f the end o f the 

Mediterranean Age is much more relevant to the object o f this 

study than the other problems o f that earlier age, briefly dis
cussed above. It is, in fact, one o f the problems directly con
nected with the time limits o f European history, although, after 

what has been said, it must be admitted in advance that the 

two ages under discussion were not neatly separated from each 

other by any single date : the older community was not yet 

dissolved when the new one was in the making, so that they co
existed during the centuries o f a long transition period.

In  full agreement with Dawson's interpretation,21 it must be 

stressed, first, that the making o f Europe started with Caesar's 

conquest o f Gaul. It is very significant that this conquest was 

completed only about a score o f years before the establishment 
o f Roman domination in Egypt. Thus, almost simultaneously, 
the oldest member o f the Mediterranean community was 

definitely united with all the others in one body politic, and 

that same state expanded for the first time over a large and 

important territory lying outside the Mediterranean world. 
Originally, only the comparatively small part o f Gaul situated 
on the shores o f the Mediterranean had been aRoman province, 
connecting Italy and Spain. Now Rome advanced into the core 

o f the European continent to reach the western and northern 

maritime limits o f Europe, and, before crossing into the
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adjacent islands, merged all “  three parts ”  o f Gaul in one w ell- 
defined unit.

That unit was to become one o f the main pillars o f the Euro
pean community o f the future. Therefore, whatever we may 

think o f the methods o f Roman conquest, G . de Reynold is 

certainly right in emphasizing that Roman rule prepared the 

formation o f the future French nation** and contributed to the 

continuity between the prehistoric Celtic tribes and con
temporary France, a continuity which C. Jullian, so critical o f 

the effects o f the Roman impact, has outlined from an entirely 

different point o f view.**
Neither Britain nor Germany, nor the Danubian countries, 

were ever completely incorporated with the Roman Empire. 
It is, therefore, rather artificial to speak o f Rome’s decisive 

rôle in the formation o f the mediaeval and modem nations 

which were to appear in these regions, except perhaps in the 

cases o f Switzerland and Belgium.*4 But it is obvious that in 

the imperial period the orbis Rom anos consisted o f two unequal 
parts. The main part was indeed the old Mediterranean world, 
definitely separated from Persia, a world which was neither 

Asiatic nor African nor European,*6 although it included 

sections o f all three continents. But the Empire also included 

a considerable non-Mediterranean section o f Europe, partly 

organized into Roman provinces, partly forming a Roman 

sphere o f influence beyond the actual lim es.
The years in which this was achieved constitute, therefore, 

a decisive turn in general history, and it is deeply impressive 

that these were precisely the years immediately preceding and 

following the birth o f Christ. Hence, to speak o f a Christian era 

is more than a question o f conventional chronology. In the light 

o f concrete facts, the basic division o f all history into two great 

epochs, B.c. and A.D., appears more convincing than any 

other.*6
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Any map o f Europe at the beginning o f the Christian era, and 

during the next three or four centuries, shows more or less one 

half o f the continent in colours, corresponding to the territorial 
divisions o f the Roman Empire, while the other half is left 

white, with only a few geographical and tribal names inscribed. 
And it is highly instructive to interpret these “  two Europes ”  o f  

a period when the making o f the European community had 

hardly begun.
That basic division has little in common with the future 

problem o f the difference between Western and Eastern Europe. 
T h e part o f Europe which was already “ historic ”  two thousand 

years ago included the Balkan peninsula— that is, a large part o f 

Eastern Europe— and did not include, for instance, the 

Scandinavian countries, which from the very beginning o f their 

history, several centuries later, were considered “  Western ” . 

T h e dividing line was not yet running from the north to the 

south, but from the north-west to the south-east. That line—  

which, o f course, underwent frequent fluctuations creating 

transitional zones— separated from each other what we may call 

O ld Europe and New  Europe.
Old Europe, under the Roman Empire, actively participated 

in what is usually considered the last period o f ancient history, 
the centre o f historical life still being in the Mediterranean 

region. New  Europe, on the contrary, is little more than a 

“ geographical expression” . It is that part o f geographical 
Europe which was still in the prehistoric age but already on the 
threshold o f history, practically unexplored but occasionally 

visited by adventurous tradesmen looking for amber on the 

Baltic shores ; an object o f curiosity for some Greco-Roman 
historians and geographers, who had, however, only the vaguest 

information on a distant region, the unknown north-eastern 

limits o f which were supposed to be the limits o f the world 
itself.27.
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That division o f Europe, though different from any later one, 
has nevertheless left lasting traces. More important than the 

archaeological fact that there are ruins o f Greco-Roman monu
ments in Old Europe, which are entirely lacking in N ew  

Europe, is the difference o f cultural background which even to
day separates parts o f the same country situated on different 

sides o f the ancient Roman border. The case o f Germany is 

particularly striking in that respect, but similar observations 

can be made in Hungary, while in Rumania, whose present 

territory was only briefly occupied by the Romans, the question 

to what extent the Roman settlements survived is decisive for the 

controversial problem o f the nation’s historical continuity.18
There was, indeed, a basic change in the situation when the 

frontiers o f the Empire could no longer be defended, and lost 

for ever their political significance. For a long time historio
graphy was particularly interested in those “  barbarians ”  who, 
in die period o f the great migrations, crossed these boundaries 

and settled on imperial soil, first simply penetrating in minor 

groups into the Greco-Roman world, then invading the 

Empire in masses, and eventually replacing it, at least in the 

West, by a number o f new, smaller states which were, however, 
not yet really “  national ” , but only fragments o f the former 

whole.88
Since these states were founded by Germanic tribes, the 

influence o f the “  barbarians ”  who, coming from New Europe, 
conquered the Old one is usually considered a specifically 

Germanic contribution to the making o f Europe. In the light 

o f Dopsch’s theory, mentioned above, that change was not so 

much a destruction o f ancient culture by the Germans as its 

absorption and continuation by the invaders. And Pirenne has 

made it dear that, in spite o f the political changes which resulted 

from the Germanic invasions, the Mediterranean community 

continued to subsist through the centuries o f the migrations;
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that, as a matter o f fact, the migrations did not introduce any
thing absolutely new in history.80 It is, therefore, rather more 

important, even from the point o f view o f the rôle o f the 

Germanic peoples in history, that they not only created states 

on formerly Roman territory, but that even those o f than  who 

remained outside the old Roman border were gradually included 

in the community o f historic Europe. This was another ex
tension o f that community far beyond the Mediterranean region, 
and it deserves special attention in any study o f Europe's 

formation.
Thanks to Charlemagne, that extension again took the form 

o f an extension o f the Empire, which, in its new structure, 
definitely reached the Elbe, crossed the Danube in the northern, 
and followed it in the eastern, direction. But this time it was 

more than an advance o f the imperial frontier and o f what 

remained o f ancient culture : above all, it was an advance o f  

Christianity, the most powerful force in the making o f Europe 

— how powerful it was becomes evident i f  we consider that 

Christianity continued to advance towards the north-east, for 

into lands which the restored Empire never succeeded in 

absorbing, either under Charlemagne or later under the 

German kings. And that leads us bad: to the initial question 

as to when and how the process o f Europe's formation can be 

considered completed, and which territories and peoples had 

to be added to the European community before we can really 

speak o f the European Age replacing the Mediterranean.
Under the spell o f the surviving imperial tradition and o f  

Charlemagne’s personality, it is usually admitted that as soon as 

all the Germanic tribes, including the recalcitrant Saxons in 

the north-eastern corner, were brought into the restored 

Empire, a new age, the so-called mediaeval period, did begin, 
with the centre o f the new community moved from the Medi
terranean towards the north.81 Even if  this were conceded,
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the achievement could hardly be called exclusively Germanic. 
Dawson has stressed the contribution o f Celtic Ireland to the 

making o f Europe through the advance o f Christianity.82 

And Toynbee has opened new, although highly problematic, 
vistas by indicating the possibility o f the formation o f a “  Far 

Western ” Christian civilization under Irish leadership, which 

would have changed the structure o f Europe completely had 

it not, as he says, remained “  abortive ” .33
Both English scholars are well aware o f the prominent place 

which the Normans also occupy in that early phase o f European 

history, particularly in the century following Charlemagne, a 

place so well described in American historiography by Charles 

H. Haskins.84 Long before the three kingdoms o f Denmark, 
Sweden, and Norway were finally organized in their Scandin
avian homeland, there was such a radiation o f Norman 

expeditions from Scandinavia towards the most distant regions 

o f the European continent, that Toynbee speaks o f an “  abor
tive ”  Scandinavian civilization which could have contributed 

to the variety o f Europe’s cultural development.86 And one 

o f the states founded by Norman Vikings inaugurated the history 

o f the largest country in Eastern Europe, to which they gave the 

name o f Russia.86
This eastern initiative o f the Normans, overlooked in 

Haskins’s presentation, has served Dawson as an approach to 

the problem o f how that frontier region, far away from Rome 

but carefully watched by Byzantium,87 became a part o f the 

European community. It is, therefore, through a study o f both 

Norman and Byzantine influence on the making o f Europe 

that he came at last to the Slavic peoples, especially to their 

Eastern branch, which, though politically organized under 

Norman leadership, soon absorbed its foreign masters, so that 

the degree o f their influence remains the most controversial 
question o f early Russian history.88 As to the other Slavs, who
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came into contact with the Greco-Roman world much earlier, 
they have not yet received sufficient attention in any analysis 

o f the formation o f Europe.8* It is therefore highly gratifying 

that the Czech scholar F. Dvom fk, after publishing important 

contributions to the study o f the relations o f the Slavs with both 

Rome and Byzantium in the ninth century, is now preparing a 

book on “  the making o f Central Europe ”  which will fill a gap 

in Dawson’s work.40
It took the whole second half o f the first Christian millenary 

before all Slavic peoples had entered the European community. 
Their Southern branch settled during the sixth and seventh 

centuries in large regions o f the Eastern Empire, and later, 
following the example o f the Slavicized Bulgarians, created 

new states in the invaded territories,41 just as the German tribes 

had done, some hundred years before in the lands o f the 

Western Empire. The two processes, ending in the Christian
ization o f the invaders, are therefore analogous and com
plementary, in spite o f differences which will be examined later.

T h e Western branch o f the Slavs, separated from the former 

through the Magyar conquest o f the Danubian plain, which 

around 905 destroyed the Moravian state— incorrectly called an 

Empire— entered into relations with the Empire o f Charlemagne 

in the ninth, and with that o f the Ottomans in the tenth, century. 
In the case o f the Czechs this contact resulted in both Christian
ization and inclusion in the Empire. The Slavic tribes between 

Elbe and Oder, opposing both Christianity and German domin
ation, had lost any chances o f survival before the European 

community was completely formed.48 The Poles, who thus 
became Germany’s immediate neighbours, were converted in 

966 through the intermediary o f Bohemia, but, unlike Bohemia, 
they succeeded in creating a completely independent state.48 

T h e date o f 1000, when the independence o f Poland was 

recognized by Emperor Otto III at die congress o f Gniezno,44
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can be considered, in agreement with Dawson’s conclusions, 
the final date o f the making o f Europe. For in the next year 

newly converted Hungary received from the pope the royal 
crown which was to remain her national symbol ; a few years 

earlier, in 988, Kievan Russia had officially received the 

Christian faith from Byzantium ; and at about the same time, 
conversion to Christianity made the three Scandinavian 

kingdoms full-fledged members o f the European community.
The conception o f that community represented by the well- 

known contemporary picture which shows Otto III on the 

imperial throne, receiving the homage o f Rom a, G a llia , G er
m ania, and Sclavtm a, remained a dream o f the young Emperor, 
who died in 1002 without having succeeded either in extending 

his influence as far as K iev or in settling German-Polish re
lations by having a king o f Poland as the Empire’s collaborator 

in the Slavic world.46 But the inclusion o f that whole world in 

the Christian community which Rome and Byzantium, not yet 

definitely separated from each other, continued to lead was an 

extension o f that community equal in importance to the earlier 

inclusion o f the Germanic world. And with only the small 
group o f Baltic peoples still outside— but already the object of 

missionary activity46— most o f geographical Europe and almost 

all the peoples o f the European race were at last united in one 

civilized society, the variety o f which only increased its vitality.
T h e tremendous north-eastern extension o f Christian Europe 

during the ninth and tenth centuries was at the same time a 

badly needed compensation, because in the two preceding 

centuries Christendom had lost to Islam almost all o f its 

Asiatic and all o f its African territories, and even, temporarily, 
the Iberian peninsula. The Arab invasion not only destroyed 

what still remained o f the Mediterranean community, but made 

the ancient “  Roman ”  sea— once the centre o f a civilized world 

— a frontier between two civilizations.47

40



T h e  epochal significance o f that fact has been well brought 

out by Pirenne. But he seems to go too far when he tries to 

prove that the Muslim onslaught, endangering the com
munication lines through the Mediterranean, definitely 

separated the Byzantine East from the Roman West,48 thus 

making possible the re-establishment o f a separate Western 

Empire. Actually, the dose relations between the old and the 

new Rome, whether friendly or hostile, did not cease ; Byzan
tium , entering the most heroic, truly epic period o f its history,48 

continued to defend Christendom, long before the Western 

crusaders, in the borderlands and outposts o f Asia Minor and 

Syria ; and the Western Empire^ only temporarily restored by 

Charlemagne, was not really reconstituted before the second 

half— 962— o f the tenth century, which still bdongs to the 

millenary o f Europe’s slow formation.
T h e Mediterranean Age ended, after at least four hundred 

years o f decline, in the course o f the eighth century. Tw o  

hundred years later, the European community, prepared since 

the beginning o f the Christian era and compensated for the 

losses south o f the Mediterranean by the gains in North- 

Eastern Europe, entered the time o f its greatness : the European 

Age.
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CHAPTER III

The Chronological Limits :
(b) The End of European History

I n  his foreword to Eric Fischer's provocative book on “  the 

passing o f the European Age " , Sidney B. Fay remarks that the 

work itself is “  not quite so pessimistic as the title suggests ” .1 

N ow , whereas Fischer does indeed reach the conclusion that, 
though “  the Age o f European Western Civilization is gone . . . 

transformed Western civilization may survive in new centres 

outside Europe it nevertheless seems evident that he is going
too far. It is an exaggeration to compare the “  passing "  o f  

European civilization with the complete disappearance o f the 

cultures o f the Incas or the Mexicans.* And in spite o f the 

shifts, transfers and transformations o f Western civilization 

which he so ably describes, there is no reason for predicting that 

this civilization, in its renewed form, will survive only on other 

continents.
It is certainly true that our civilization, together with all the 

others which still exist in the contemporary world, is passing 

through a crisis which can be rightly compared with the crisis 

o f Greco-Roman civilization towards the end o f the Mediter
ranean Age. But Toynbee's qualified optimism, expressed in 

his comparative study o f civilized societies, is based upon an 

observation which makes us distinguish civilizations which are 

totally extinct from those which survive in what he calls 

“  affiliated "  societies.4 Furthermore, such an affiliation might 

be very loose, so that the historian remains rather doubtful
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about the whole connection, or, in other cases, so dose and 

intimate that it is entirely obvious.
Such is precisely the case in the relationship between the 

“  Hellenic ” and the two Christian civilizations, Western and 

Eastern, which appear on Toynbee’s list, or between the 

Mediterranean and the European Age, to use the terminology 

o f the present study. That terminology proves helpful when we 

turn to the problem o f the possible relationship between our 

“  passing ” civilization and that which will follow— or, rather, 
is now in the making. For the geographical terms Mediter
ranean and European dearly indicate that though there was a 

shift o f cultural centres, involving territorial losses and gains, 
a fairly large part o f the territory, the European sector o f the 

Mediterranean world, remained the same, greatly contributing 

to the continuity between the two ages and their dvilizations.
However, before studying that territorial problem, which 

requires an investigation o f the geographical limits o f European 

history, it is necessary to continue the study o f its chronological 
limits. And now that we have examined the dates o f the 

“  making o f Europe ” , we must seek similar dates for what a 

pessimist might odi the “  un-making ”  o f Europe, and what 

undoubtedly is the end o f a whole age. In doing so we must, 
o f course, always remember that, whether we study the begin
ning or the end o f such an age, it will never be identified with 

the date o f any individual year, but with a transition period 

which may last for centuries, and during which the two ages, 

the declining and the rising, seem to coexist. Such was the 

situation during a large part o f the first millenary o f our 

Christian era, and, in spite o f the accelerated rhythm o f modern 

and contemporary history, we have to expect something similar 

towards the end o f the second millenary.
This great process o f gradual change need not necessarily 

involve the “  passing ”  o f Europe as a whole. I f  we call it the
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end o f European history, this certainly does not mean that there 

w ill not be, in the future, a European history in the sense in 

which such a history developed early in the Mediterranean Age. 
But it will again be chiefly the history o f individual European 

countries, or o f certain parts o f Europe within larger, not 

exclusively European, communities. The European com
munity typical o f the European Age o f history, a real unity in 

all its diversity, a unity clearly distinct from any other part o f  

the world and occupying in the world at large a truly unique 
position, temporarily a position o f leadership— that community  

will no longer exist. It is disintegrating before our very eyes.
In order to grasp the full implications o f this change, and to 

answer the question as to when the process o f disintegration 

started, let us examine the characteristics o f the European com
munity at the height o f its historical rôle.

First o f all, it is well to remember that throughout the whole 

course o f European history in its proper sense Europe was 

practically identical with Christendom. From the decisive 

years around 1000 almost all European peoples, but only these 

peoples, were united in the same Christian faith. The last 

European heathens were converted in the following centuries,5 

while outside Europe only a few Christian communities, most 

o f them separated from the main body o f the Church, survived 

after the Mohammedan conquest.5
Around the same time, the survival o f the Greco-Roman 

culture, renewed before and after 1000 in a whole series o f 

renaissances,7 was assured in the European part o f the Mediter
ranean world, and the heritage o f that culture transmitted, 
together with Christianity, to all the other parts o f Europe. 
Thus both traditions, Greco-Roman and Christian, were 

intimately associated on European soil, and the two elements 

combined in the formation o f a specifically European mind 

which contained great potentialities for development.
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It is true that the early dreams o f a harmonious state system, 
uniting Europe politically as it was united in faith and culture, 
did not come true. But even after the failure o f mediaeval 
universalisai there appeared, one after the other, various plans 

for an organization o f Europe.9 Invariably such plans were 

limited to Europe alone, often in opposition to non-European 

forces ; and usually they were influenced by the belief that the 

European community, identical with the Christian Republic 

and with “  real ”  culture, actually was the world, or at least its 
natural centre.

There was indeed, within the European community, a great 

variety o f cultures. That diversity resulted from geographical 
conditions, from differences in the ethnical background, from a 

great variety o f vernacular languages— which never ceased to 

be used, in spite o f the tremendous rôle o f the common classical 
languages— and, eventually, from an ever-increasing difference 

o f national consciousness. Around the year 1000, the various 

European nations o f the future were already in formation, and 

therefore the roots o f European nationalism, though its 

“  vogue ”  did not come before the nineteenth century,9 must 

be traced back far into the M iddle Ages.10 But these cultural 
differences never were as profound as those which before the 

Roman conquest, and even under the cover o f Roman dom
ination and the spread o f Hellenism, had separated the various 

civilized societies o f the Mediterranean world. Furthermore, 

these differences within the European world were almost 

insignificant i f  compared with die cultural cleavage between 

Christian Europeans and non-Christian non-Europeans.
There was, therefore, a European solidarity, not always 

strong enough to overcome the endless rivalries between 

European nations, nor even to organize the common defence 

o f Christian civilization, but manifesting itself in the crusading 

spirit which survived the fall o f Acre11 and maintaining, until
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the end o f the European Age, a feeling o f superiority on the part 

o f Christian Europeans in relation to other cultures, religions, 
and races. Whether justified or not, that feeling could not but 

result in a claim to supremacy in the political and economic 

fields also.
This same sense o f superiority resulted in that identification 

o f European history with universal history which amounted to 

more than a biased approach on the part o f those who wrote 

history, since it was reflected in the actions o f those who made 

history. In the earlier centuries o f the European Age, this can 

be explained by the fact that most o f the other parts o f the world 

were virtually unknown and isolated from Europe. Later, in 

the times o f discovery and colonization, it was to a large extent 

a question o f prejudice and conceit. But it has already been 

pointed out above18 that, except in the cases o f the Asiatic 

invasions o f European territories, the contacts o f the European 

community with other civilized societies, as well as those with 

tribes on a genuinely inferior level o f culture, were a result o f 

European initiative and usually issued in European conquest 

and domination. And it is also true that no other civilization 

included such a variety o f national cultures, nor represented a 

religious conception o f similar universality. T o  what extent 

Christianity has been misused by those whose armed force or 

economic exploitation preceded, followed, or even accompanied, 
truly missionary activities is, unfortunately, another question.

This leads us to the main question o f how and when it became 

at last apparent that Europe, in spite o f its real greatness, was 

not the world, and how and when Europe lost its position o f  

leadership. T h e roots o f a gradual process o f disintegration can 

be traced back far into the past o f the European Age, just as in  

the case o f any other declining civilization, particularly in that 

o f the Mediterranean world. There was, however, in the 

European case, a widely spread illusion which concealed the
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danger fin: a long time. That illusion was the almost naive 

faith in an uninterrupted progress o f what was usually called 

Western culture.
There was, indeed, such a continuous, increasingly rapid 

progress in the field o f material culture, especially after the so* 

called “  industrial revolution ” , which was neither a real 
revolution in the sense o f a sudden, violent change o f existing 

conditions nor a revolution limited to industry,1* but a long 

series o f technical improvements and scientific inventions 

applied to practical needs that gradually transformed the 

European Age into something like a machine age.14 That 

mechanical progress, which increased the quantity o f pro* 

duction far more than it perfected its quality, was by no means 

an unqualified blessing. Better than any other writer, Henri 
Bergson has described the truly tragic discrepancy between the 

extraordinary extension o f the field o f action in which the 

human body can exercise its physical power, and the un
changed limitations o f our minds and souls.16 And today, 
whenever the problem o f progress is discussed, the conclusion 
is that our “  tremendous material progress has not been 

accompanied by any corresponding advance in other fields ” .14 

The European generation which seemed to have reached the 

height o f perfection in practical achievements has rightly been 

called “  a generation o f materialism ”, 17 and only those who 
accepted the materialistic philosophy invented in the lifetime 

o f the preceding generation could be satisfied by what was such 

an obvious break with the European tradition.

But long before the last fin  de siècle, and even before the 
generation o f Karl Marx, there were definite signs that the 

transition period from the European Age to quite another age 

o f history had set in— or, at least, was approaching. These 

signs might be studied first in the highest sphere o f life, the 

religious.
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Christianity was so typical of, and so intimately associated 

with, European civilization, that in the earlier part o f the 

European Age, the so-called M iddle Ages, Church and culture 

had been inseparable.18 In the thirteenth century— which, 
from this point o f view, can be considered the greatest o f all18—  

the pkilosopkia  perenm s seemed to have established a lasting 

harmony, not only between faith and reason, but also between 

the two fundamental constituents o f the European mind, the 

Christian and the humanist traditions. But one o f the successive 

revivals o f the latter, the one to which the name o f Renaissance 

has remained specifically attached, opposed these two elements 

to each other. The attempts to create a culture which would be 

European without being Christian were initiated by the neo
pagan wing o f the humanists80 and resumed under the slogan o f  

“  enlightenment ” . And their apparent triumph in the secular
ization o f nineteenth-century culture is now recognized as the 

main cause o f the present crisis o f European civilization.81
A t the same time Christianity, abandoned by so many Euro

pean leaders and divided by others, who wanted to reform the 

Church, into rival denominations, developed an extraordinary 

missionary activity outside Europe. This activity, which ac
companied Europe’s colonial expansion, redeemed the dark 

sides o f that colonization and compensated Christianity for its 

setbacks in Europe. But after so many Christian settlements 

had been made on other continents and extended by the con
version o f millions o f natives, the identification o f a religion 

spread all over the world, in obedience to Christ’s command to 

His disciples, with one part o f the world, in which many 

millions remained Christian only nominally, was becoming more 

and more unjustified.
Voltaire hoped that the European community which was no 

longer the R espublica C hristiana , would nevertheless remain a 

“ Great Republic ” , organized on the basis o f the balance o f
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power system.”  But that seemingly realistic idea proved no less 

utopian than the dreams o f the French pacifists o f that century 

and the preceding one.** And this leads us to another reason 

for the passing o f the European Age. T h e making o f Europe 

took a whole millenary. T h e next millenary was occupied by the 

task o f organizing Europe, but there was a complete failure to 

establish a P a x  Europaea, even as a temporary illusion cor
responding to the illusory P a x  Rom ana towards the end o f the 

Mediterranean Age.
Toynbee would say that this is just a proof that Western 

civilization is not yet passing, because the universal state which 

appears as the last phase o f all civilized societies has not yet 

united ours.*4 After all the failures to create such a universal 
state on European soil— the failure o f mediaeval universalism 

as well as those o f modern conquerors in the Napoleonic style** 

— it now seems probable that such a state will never appear. 
The diversity o f Europe proved stronger than its unity. Coming 

after countless other wars, some o f which had involved most of 

the countries o f Europe, the war o f 1914-18, the greatest and 

last “  European War ” , had such consequences that European 

civilization obviously could not Stand another. When, never
theless, such a war started in 1939, it necessarily became a real 
World War, decided by non-European forces and ending in 

catastrophe for the whole o f Europe.
This World War also put an end to the old idea o f European 

leadership in the world. But that idea, too, another typical 
feature o f the European Age, had started to vanish long before. 
In order to be more than an illusion o f pride, such leadership 

required a real European solidarity, a solidarity such as had 

already been violated when, instead o f joining in the defence of 

Christendom against the Ottoman onslaught, leading European 

powers co-operated against others with the common enemy of 

Christendom.*4
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It was an illusion that colonial imperialism would lead to a 

real domination on the part o f Europe beyond the seas. Th e  

only result was an endless rivalry between the colonial powers 

which no papal arbitration could check, either in the days o f  

Alexander V I or in those o f Leo X III. Moreover, there was a 

violent reaction against European control, among both the 

dependent native populations and the colonists themselves. 
W hen the tottering Ottoman Empire was admitted in 1856 to 

the European concert, and when, a little later, the United States 

and Japan were recognized as “  big powers ”  in addition to the 

six nations which, at the given moment, happened to be the 

strongest in Europe,*7 it was clear that world leadership was no 
longer a European privilege.

T h e European community could no longer raise such a 

claim because its internal unity had been destroyed, not only 

b y  international, but also by civil wars. These revolutions were, 
o f  course, primarily directed against a given form o f national 
government, but usually they also questioned, and threatened 

at least some elements o f the general European tradition and o f 

its normal evolution. T h e period o f particularly frequent, 
violent, and widespread revolutionary movements in Europe 

which started with the French Revolution o f 1789 reached its 

climax in the totalitarian revolutions o f the twentieth century.*8 

A t least two o f them had in common a total rejection o f both the 

Christian and the humanist tradition. Since Nazism originated 

in the very centre o f Europe and almost achieved the conquest 

o f the whole continent, its victory would have meant the total 
destruction o f European civilization. Communism, having 

been established in a border region o f Europe and in the 

adjacent part o f Asia, immediately raised the question as 

to how large a part o f geographical Europe would be lost to the 

cultural and historical European community and become 

part o f Eurasia. And that is precisely the sign o f Europe’s
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final disintegration as well as the crucial problem o f our 

time.
The analogy with the final disintegration o f the M editer

ranean community through the loss o f wide territories to the 

world o f Islam is, o f course, striking. And that comparison 

raises another question : whether such a loss to the European 

community would be similarly compensated by an expansion 

in the opposite direction, creating a new community, not 

through a total destruction o f the existing civilization nor 

through a complete break with its tradition, but through a 

shift o f its centre. The question is not difficult to answer : 
long before the European Age had passed, European culture had 

spread over a whole continent beyond the Atlantic, and created 

such a close cultural community between the countries on both 

sides o f that ocean, that Toynbee does not, as in other similar 

cases, distinguish the offshoot from the main body o f the civi
lized society, which he continues simply to call “  Western ” . 
Furthermore, the provocative political discussions o f Walter 

Lippmann*9 and the penetrating historical interpretations o f  

Ross Hoffman80 have suggested, and gained acceptance for, the 

most convenient name o f the new unit, which they call “  the 

Atlantic community ” .
Developing the comparison between the two transition 

periods, it must be stressed that, just as the making o f Europe 

started long before the Mediterranean Age had ended, so the 

origin o f the Atlantic community can be traced back to events 

which preceded the passing o f the European Age.
By far the most important o f these events was, o f course, the 

discovery o f America, which was immediately followed by a 

gradual process o f conquest and colonization.81 It is true that 

this was part o f a much larger, really world-wide process of 

European expansion. But on no other continent did the 

Europeans discover enormous territories so favourable to their
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permanent settlement. In no other part o f the world were the 

natives, comparatively few in their number, so completely 

subjugated. The conquest, effected partly through warfare, in 

which the native population was greatly reduced, and pardy 

through a process o f absorption, was so complete that no traces 

remained o f their civilized societies and political organizations 

where these had existed. And, finally, to no other overseas 

region did European colonists come in such vast numbers. A  

long and uninterrupted flow o f immigration from practically all 
countries o f the Old World, not only from the lands on the 

Atlantic shores,88 had made a new Europe in America before 

the old Europe passed.
It is no exaggeration to call the Western hemisphere, as a 

whole, a New Europe, just as a small part o f the original 
English colonies is still called New England and many American 

cities received an old European name with the addition o f the 

word “  new ” . For the entire heritage o f European culture, 
which included its well-preserved heritage o f Mediterranean, 
Greco-Roman civilization and the whole Christian tradition in 

the form o f all the different denominations, was brought to the 

other side o f the Atlantic.
European civilization found on the new continent fresh 

possibilities o f development, from which it produced a new 

type, a new variety, o f the common patrimony, thus increasing 

the diversity which had characterized European culture within 

the boundaries o f the continent o f Europe. When that différ
entiation had progressed sufficiently to create a new way o f life 

and a new form o f government— though one based upon the 

political philosophy o f European Christendom88— the Americas 

claimed their political independence, just as any European 

country would have done in similar conditions.
T h e Declaration o f Independence and the writing o f the 

Constitution o f the United States, the creation o f the twenty
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Latin-American republics, and the transformation o f Canada 

into a self-governing Dominion were all further steps, not only 

in the making o f America, but also in the formation o f the 

Atlantic community. For a real community could not consist 

o f independent states on one side o f the Atlantic and dependent 

colonies on the other side, and the destinies o f all the countries 

in N ew  Europe proved inseparable, in war and peace, from those 

o f their former mother-countries.
Another step in the same direction was made when one o f the 

American republics became strong enough to be considered a 

Great Power equal to those o f Europe. The United States had 

by then expanded to the Pacific, as had Canada, and that is 

important to remember because, in connection with the fact 

that several Spanish-American countries are situated exclusively 

on the Pacific coast, it clearly shows that membership in the 

Atlantic community is not limited to countries on the Atlantic 

shores, the Atlantic Ocean being only the geographical centre 

o f a much wider region.
The Spanish War, fought both in the Atlantic and the Pacific, 

was the first test o f that new position o f the United States. 
Tw enty years later the new Great Power was able to play a 

decisive rôle, through its armed interference, in the last great 

war which was mainly a European war, and to initiate an inter
national organization, which proved necessary since all attempts 

to organize Europe separately— including the last one, the 

so-called European Concert— had ultimately failed. After a 

last withdrawal into an illusionary isolationism outside the 

League o f Nations, America’s even greater rôle in the 

Second World War and its membership in the United 

Nations appear as the climax o f a development which started 

in 1492, with 1776 as the decisive turning point, almost 

coinciding with the beginning o f Europe’s great revolutionary 

crisis.
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These obvious facts are so impressive that there is a danger 

o f two equally misleading interpretations, which would give 

to “  the passing o f Europe ”  an exaggerated significance. The  

first o f theseappears in the book with precisely that title published 

b y Eric Fischer. In his opinion, not only is Europe’s leadership 

— political, economic, and even cultural— a thing o f the past, but 

so also is “  Western civilization in Europe ” . And even i f “  the 

rise o f new centres need not spell decline for the old ” , even 

though Europe may not “  succumb ”  completely in the present 

crisis, the shift o f centres o f gravity means, not only a “  trans
portation ” , but a “  dislocation ”  which involves an “  inner 

transformation ”  and leaves only a “  modest future ”  to Euro
pean cultural centres.84

N ow  it is certainly true that, transferred to other continents 

and particularly to the Western hemisphere, the old civilization 

o f Europe is undergoing changes o f such extent that the cultural 
differences between the two continents— though not those 

between Anglo-Saxon culture in North America and in 

Britain— are greater than those between the various European 

nations. But in spite o f all the kinds o f “  Pan-American ”  
co-operation which have created a continental organization 

never achieved in Europe, it would be hard to decide whether 
Latin America has closer ties with North America than with the 

Iberian peninsula ; and, quite recently, distinguished American 

historians have rightly emphasized the unity existing between 

the American and the European parts o f one common civili

zation. In his brilliant presidential address before the American 

Historical Society, Carlton Hayes has shown that the frontier 

o f that civilization on the European continent is at present a new 

frontier o f America, while “  the Republic’s old frontier, com
pleting its westward march, has disappeared from the American 

continent ” .86 And Garrett M attingly wants American educa

tors to realize that “  our history is western history, moved by
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the same rhythms, stirred by the same impulses, inescapably 

involved in the same crises ”  as European history.*6
Although the Atlantic Age has only started, it is already 

apparent that it will have more in common with the European 

Age than the latter had with the Mediterranean Age. T o  use 

Toynbee’s terminology, this would mean that the affiliation 

between the two civilized societies which succeed each other is 

much closer in the present case than it was between what the 

English historian calls the Hellenic and W eston civilizations. 
For him it is even more than affiliation : it is identity o f civili
zation in Western Europe and America.

Without going as far as that, it must be pointed out that 

there really is such an identity at least in the religious sphere, 
with even the surviving natives o f the Western hemisphere con
verted to Christianity ; that there is in America an increasing 

interest in the mediaeval tradition87— i.e., in that phase of 

European culture which preceded the discovery o f America; 

and that in the “  melting pot ”  o f the United States— not to 

discuss here the special case o f the French Canadians— the 

various ethnic groups, all equally good American citizens, are 

rightly proud o f their specific European heritage, which in each 

case is a valuable contribution to America's full development. 
There is much more space in the Western hemisphere than 

within the old, narrow limits o f Europe, and that difference in 

size and proportion is certainly one o f the reasons why the 

diversity in unity is less conspicuous on the western side o f the 

Atlantic than on the eastern. It remains, nevertheless, one of 

the many distinctive features which the whole Atlantic com
munity has inherited from the European.

The American part o f that new community— a compensation 

for the territories lost in Europe through the Communist 

revolution— is by far the larger in area, though not in popu
lation. It also is today by far the richer one, and one o f the
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American republics emerged from the Second World War as 

the world’s strongest power. But that does not necessarily mean 

that Europe’s own rôle has ended, that its impoverished and 

partly destroyed cultural centres will not be restored to their 

former greatness, nor that the younger, but rapidly growing 

centres beyond the Atlantic will represent an entirely trans
formed civilization.

In spite o f a variety o f national and regional cultures greater 

than ever before, and in spite o f hitherto unknown geographical 
distances, reduced through new facilities o f communication, 
there is in the Atlantic community, as now definitely constituted, 
a solidarity at least equal to the historical solidarity o f the 

European nations. And only in common can the peoples o f 

common origin on both sides o f the Atlantic— the Mediter
ranean Ocean o f a new age— continue to exercise a leadership 

in the world, justified not by their material power, but by the 
high spiritual values which they defend.

Precisely because o f the spiritual character o f the Atlantic 

community, a few more nations o f the same origin and cultural 
background can share that solidarity in spite o f their geograph
ical isolation. This refers, o f course, to the distant members o f  

the British Commonwealth which are neither European nor 

American : to South Africa, which has, indeed, an Atlantic 

shore, but is separated from the other members o f the com
munity by a whole alien continent o f unknown future, and also 

to Australia and New  Zealand on the other side o f the globe.
But that observation leads us directly to a much larger issue, 

and at the same time to the second possible misinterpretation o f  

the passing ofthe European Age. When he speaks o f new centres 
o f culture which seem to have better prospects than the old ones 

in Europe, Eric Fischer is thinking not only o f the Western 

hemisphere, but o f all continents ; and, on the other hand, he 

speaks o f an Americanization not only o f Europe, but o f the

III. THE END OF EUROPEAN HISTORY

59



world.38 Similarly, in Toynbee’s opinion Western civilization, 
common to Western Europe and America, is the only civilized 

society which is not yet disintegrating, and it has consummated, 
through its world-wide expansion, “  a single Great Society ” , 

although it is by no means the only component o f a unified 

world in which it might be gradually relegated to a rather modest 

place.88 And in the ever closer relations o f all lands in war and 

in peace the idea o f “ one world”  which Wendell Willkie’s book 

has made so popular40 seems to be realized.
Should we not, therefore, say that the European community 

is being replaced, not by the Atlantic or any other geograph
ically limited community, but by a global unity which would lead 

us into a world age with a common, truly universal history?
There is undoubtedly a progressive unification o f the world 

in the sphere o f economics, communications and even political 
relationship, as evidenced in the United Nations Organization. 
But that does not necessarily mean that the world is equally 

unified in the much more important sphere o f ideas and culture. 
For the purely material assimilation o f the various cultures, 
which we call Westernization or Americanization, there is no 

corresponding spiritual unity ; such unity as there is remains 

limited to those who share the common tradition o f Christen
dom, including the heritage o f Greco-Roman humanism. This 

is precisely the reason why it is so difficult to make the whole 

world accept our conception o f democracy, based upon that 

very tradition; why intellectual co-operation must not be 

based upon a non-existent common philosophy o f all man
kin d;41 and why not only two or three “ worlds” ,48 with 

different political ideologies, but several more, separated by 

basic cultural differences, are going to co-exist with the Atlantic 

community in the next age o f human evolution.
W e are entitled to speak o f that next age as the Atlantic Age, 

just as the preceding one was rightly called European, because
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the Atlantic community, composed o f America and a large part 

o f Europe, seems to inherit the central, leading position in the 

world which Europe occupied before. But without deciding in 

advance that problem o f the future, without speculating about 

the possibility, nor the desirability, o f a universal “  World 

A g e ” which might follow in later centuries, without even 

discussing with Toynbee the number o f the other civilized 

societies which will continue to develop outside ours, let us 

conclude with some chronological precisions with regard to the 

“  passing ”  from the European to the Atlantic Age.
T h e Atlantic community began before the European ended, 

and therefore, just as in the case o f the Mediterranean and the 

European communities, both coexisted during a transition 

period. This time, however, owing to the accelerated rhythm  

o f history, the period was considerably shorter ; instead o f 

covering a thousand years, comparable to the millennium o f  

Europe’s making, the new transition, only foreshadowed in the 

so-called age o f discoveries, did not redly begin before the 

American Revolution, and ended with the last war.
This time the continuity which, in spite o f an even more 

striking shift o f the centre o f gravity, links the two com
munities succeeding each other is much closer, were it only 

because o f the uninterrupted and unchanged religious tradition. 
Moreover, this time the new community was practically made 

before the older one had really passed away. But though a large 

part o f the European community is surviving as part o f the 

Atlantic one, European history, in the sense in which it cor
responded to the millennium o f the European Age— from the 

middle o f the tenth to the middle o f the twentieth century— has 

come to an end. There now remains first, to study the geograph
ical limits o f what had been its field, and then to investigate its 

geographical divisions, which might indicate the narrower limits 

o f the part to be taken over by the Atlantic community.
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CHAPTER IV

The Geographical Limits :
(a) Oceans, Seas, Islands, and Straits

It  has become a commonplace to say that Europe is nothing 

but a peninsula o f Asia. This over-simplified definition creates 

the impression that Europe's limits must be easy to define. But 

even from the merely geographical point o f view such an im
pression is misleading. And the difficulty appears much greater 

i f  we try to study the frontiers, not o f Europe as a geographical 
unit, but o f the European community and o f its history. For, 
on the one hand, the area o f historical Europe was more than 

once considerably reduced through invasions and temporary 

conquests by non-European peoples, while, on the other hand, 
the European nations, after reaching the geographical limits o f  

the continent, crossed them through various processes o f  

colonization.
Moreover, whatever our approach may be— purely geograph

ical or historical— at least one frontier o f Europe remains 

obviously undetermined and controversial. This is, o f course, 
the limit in the East, where the European peninsula is attached 

to the Asiatic continent, not through any narrow isthmus like 

those which connect Asia and Africa or the two Americas, but 

through a wide stretch o f land where natural boundaries are not 

easy to discover. However, before touching this most important 

basic problem, it must be pointed out that, even in the three 

other directions where maritime shores seem to fix such natural 
boundaries o f Europe without any possible doubt, the course o f  

history has not always been determined by these limits.
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There are various reasons which explain this unexpected 

difficulty o f interpretation. First o f all, even seas, and some
times even oceans, are not unsurmountable barriers, separating 

once for all the peoples living on opposite coasts. M uch 

depends on the progress o f navigation, which may create ever 

closer ties between territories apparently separated by maritime 

frontiers. This is particularly striking in the case o f the so- 
called “  mediterranean ”  seas, and it so happened that some of 

these seas— including the most typical, to which the name 

Mediterranean became specifically attached— are precisely in 

the European region.
Furthermore, the European continent is surrounded in 

various directions by islands, great and small, which played an 

unusually important historical rôle. The connection o f these 

islands with the mainland was not always equally dose, and 

sometimes the policy o f their inhabitants seemed to connect 

them more intimately with non-European territories.
Last, but not least, in some places the sea which separates 

Europe from other continents becomes so narrow that the 

resulting straits, far from being real divisions, are permanent 

links between their bordering shores. They create the possi
bility o f easy passage from and to Europe, and in no other places 

have there been more territorial controversies in history. The  

crossing o f these gateways from either side has increased or 

reduced for centuries the area o f the European community, 
with both sides o f the straits under the control o f the same 

European or non-European power.
If, after these general considerations, we begin a survey o f the 

maritime boundaries o f Europe, we find the simplest situation 

in the north. For the Arctic Ocean, undoubtedly a barrier, and 

not a way o f communication, is one o f the final limits, not only o f 

Europe but o f the habitable world, with only the pole, a purely 

mathematical point, beyond it— or, rather, in the middle o f it.
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It is almost symbolic that the pole, which for so many years 

had been the goal o f thrilling adventures, full o f romantic 

appeal1 but without any real historical significance, was 

eventually reached towards the very end o f the European Age. 
For in the following periods the possibility o f flying over the 

whole polar region may change the situation altogether.
In the course o f European history, the main problem was not 

so much the exploration o f the arctic world and its islands as 

the extension o f permanent settlements and political organ
ization as far as the coast o f the Arctic Ocean, and the develop- 

o f a regular navigation along its shores. The famous Chancellor 

expedition o f 1553s was certainly a turning point in that 

respect, definitely extending the field o f European history as far 

as the Archangel region. It is true that, long before, the 

colonization o f this extreme north-east o f geographical Europe 

had contributed to the wealth and power o f Novgorod,8 while 

the conquest o f that whole Republic, in 1478, had made 

Moscow a great power and given to Russia complete security 

from the north.4 A  similar security from that side was a 

permanent factor in Scandinavian history, explaining, to a 

certain extent, the rôle o f the Normans in the Middle Ages 

and Swedish imperialism in modem times, although other
wise the sparsely populated lands o f the Lapps hardly 

contributed to the historical development o f either Sweden or 

Norway.
A ll three Scandinavian kingdoms receive too little attention in 

the usual presentation o f European history, and “  the voice o f  

Norway ” , which had no period o f great-power expansion but 

constituted from the start “ a living lin k ”  in die Atlantic 

system,8 was almost silenced during the period o f more than 

five hundred years in which Norway was connected either with 

Denmark or Sweden. The latter countries had the advantage o f 

being situated, not on the somewhat isolated north-western
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border o f Europe, but on the Baltic Sea, which is rightly called 
another Mediterranean.

This analogy, instructive as it is, should not be overstressed. 
The Baltic never really was a fronder o f the European com
munity. But it remained the most accessible gateway to some 

countries which were included in that community later than 
most o f the others. It was also the centre o f a limited, regional 
community with its special balance-of-power problem: the 

struggle for the dominium m aris B a ltic i.• In that problem o f a 
rather distant fronder region, most European powers were 

involved, direcdy or indirecdy, being at least affected by the 
issue whether the entrance to the Baltic should be closed or 

open. Since these straits led through the wide-open North Sea 

to the Atlantic Ocean, all the countries on the Atlantic shores 
had a special, though not always sufficiently realized, interest 

in a sea which, as a matter o f fret, is nothing but an isolated bay 

o f the Atlantic. In past centuries, when Denmark controlled 

both sides o f the passage between the Baltic and the North Sea, 
this resulted in a powerful position for that small country.7 

Today it ought to be evident that all the Baltic countries, 
including those on the eastern coast, are an integral part o f any 

real Atlantic community.8
I f  the Baltic never became a Scandinavian lake, it was because 

o f Scandinavia’s divided interests. Attracted by the ocean on 

their western borders, the Scandinavians were the first to cross 

it in times o f extremely difficult communications. O f the two 

large islands which served as steppingstones in that earliest 
passage to America, Iceland, though an “  Ultima Thule ”  far 

from Europe’s coast, became definitely European; and, in 

spite o f unfavourable climatic conditions, this early centre o f 
truly European, typically democratic culture has survived, with 

a parliament which recently celebrated its millennial anni
versary.9 The challenge o f environment proved too strong in
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the case o f Greenland, and the first, abortive discovery o f the 

Western hemisphere only shows one o f the possibilities o f what 
Toynbee calls the “ abortive”  Scandinavian civilization.10

As mentioned before, Toynbee also speaks o f an abortive 
“  far-Westem ”  civilization with its centre in Ireland.11 Yet, 
in this instance, as in the other one, the prospect which remained 
unrealized was probably not the creation o f a separate civilized 

society, but that o f a leading rôle in the European community. 
In each case, one o f the obstacles was the peripheral position o f 
the region which made such a promising start. In the case o f 

Ireland, there was also conquest by a foreign power, coming 
soon after the outstanding contribution which that “  island o f 

saints ”  had made to the very formation o f Europe. Ireland’s 
fate during the latter part o f the European Age was, in turn, 
a cause o f the prominent part played by the Irish people in the 

making o f a new community on both sides o f the Atlantic.10 

But at the turn between the two ages, liberated Eire resumed her 
rightful place among the nations o f Europe.

This Ireland started as a free member o f a Commonwealth 
created by the neighbour island o f Britain. And if  the country o f  
St. Patrick was always an integral part o f Europe, the same must 

certainly be said o f the country o f Shakespeare. A ll projects 

for organizing Europe without Britain were, and are, doomed in 
advance.10 The Channel never has been, and could not be, a 

frontier o f Europe ; and this is even more true in the historical 
than in the geographical sense. O f course England’s colonial 
expansion beyond the seas went farther beyond Europe’s limits 

than any other process o f colonization, but all these processes 

are typical o f European history, o f its greatest as well as o f its 

worst features. Even as the centre o f a world-wide Empire, 
Britain did not cease to belong to Europe, but only prepared 
the transition from the European to the Atlantic Age. And 
when, in the British Commonwealth, the ties between its
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constituent parts became so much looser than in the old 

Empire,14 the United Kingdom itself returned to an association 

with the rest o f Europe closer than in the days o f British 

imperialism.
A ll the islands in the north-west o f Europe were, from be

ginning to end, pillars o f the European community, and since 

they were advance posts in the Atlantic Ocean, they are now also 
pillars and connecting links in the Atlantic community.

What has been said about Britain is equally true with regard 

to the countries situated along the western shores o f the 
European continent. For them, too, the Atlantic Ocean did not 
prove to be a limit to expansion. They all had, and to some 

extent still have, large colonial empires— much larger than their 
European territories. Yet it is precisely thanks to these home
lands at the maritime border o f Europe that the countries in 
question all had a prominent place in a history which was in 
fact European history, to which the histories o f colonial wars or 

colonial trade were merely appendices.
Even in the case o f countries as small as Holland and Belgium, 

it is evidenced by the famous historians which they produced, 
by men like J. Huizinga or Henri Pirenne,1* that their con
structive contribution to the development o f the European 

community was without proportion to their limited area. And 

as for France, one never thinks o f this great nation as one formed 

at the extreme western end o f the continent; historically, 
France was in the very centre o f Europe, not only a cornerstone 

o f the European state system but a fountainhead o f all trends of 
culture throughout the European Age, the leader in any joint 
action o f the European community, from the Crusades14 to the 

spread o f modem democracy in what has been called a “ French 

Europe ” .17
W hy, then, is it that, turning to the Iberian peninsula, we 

enter countries which, in spite o f their great and uninterrupted
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Catholic tradition, seem to be less European ? Even in Portugal, 
so typically an Atlantic nation, the most sympathetic observa 
recognizes a certain non-European impact.18 The same is true 
o f the proud charm o f Spain.18 What has been said concerning 

all the other colonial powers suffices to prove that this difference 
was not the price to be paid for a glorious rôle in the age o f dis
coveries. But some o f the finest monuments o f architecture 
survive, to suggest the obvious origin o f these non-European 
features : the Arab conquest.

N ot only is the Iberian peninsula geographically close to 
Africa, with merely a narrow passage between them, but it was 
through Northern Africa that this European border region was 

invaded, when Europe was still in the making, by Asiatic 
conquerors with a completely alien civilization. Brilliant as it 
was in many respects,80 that foreign culture, supported by a 

well-organized foreign domination which in the south o f Spain 

lasted almost eight centuries, temporarily included the whole 

peninsula in the Muslim world. Gradually the “  reconquista ”  
moved Europe’s frontier again southward, from the Pyrenees, 
where Roland and his knights had defended it, to the walls o f 

Granada, which resisted until the discovery o f America. But 
even the violent reaction against any possible Moorish danger 
which followed, and the special devotion o f Spain and Portugal 
to the mediaeval Christian heritage, were insufficient to obli
terate the fact that, throughout the Middle Ages, part o f their 
territory, though geographically European, had been outside the 
limits o f European history.81

These limits were never constituted by the Straits o f 
Gibraltar, which the Ancients rightly considered not so much a 

frontier between two continents as a gate from the well-known 
Mediterranean to the unknown Atlantic world.88 Long before 

they had become, in modem times, a passage between two 
equally well-known regions, and even before the last Muslim
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strongholds in Spain were retaken, the Straits were crossed by  

the advancing Christians : with the struggle for Ceuta, which 
Calderon made immortal,11 begin the fascinating pages o f  

European history which concern the southern coast o f the 

Mediterranean. And that raises the big question as to what 

extent the Mediterranean Sea ever really was a frontier o f 

historical Europe.14
The tradition o f the ancient, Greco-Roman world, very much 

alive throughout the European Age, kept all Europeans con
scious o f the fact that during an earlier and even longer period 

the Mediterranean, far from being any sort o f barrier, had been 

the centre o f all the surrounding lands, including large parts o f 

Africa and Asia. Moreover, not only at the Straits in the W est, 
just mentioned, and those in the East, to be discussed later, but 

also in its very centre, the Mediterranean Sea was easy to cross, 
thanks to a chain o f islands, large and small, which, in spite o f  

the temporary withdrawals o f Europe, always remained closely 
associated with her. In any case, that long bay o f the Atlantic 
seemed much less o f an obstacle than the ocean itself, which 

was, however, crossed by Europe's expansion. Yet the com
plete reconquest o f the non-European parts o f what had been, 
until Mohammed, the Mediterranean community proved to be 

a task beyond the forces o f the new European community.
As a matter o f fact, there had usually been, even in antiquity, 

a rivalry between the countries north and south o f the Mediter
ranean ; in the case o f Rome and Carthage it led to a deadly 

hostility.15 Even under Justinian, the Byzantine Empire ex
hausted its forces in the effort to reunite all the Mediterranean 
lands, including North A frica,14 which, less than two hundred 

years later, was so rapidly overrun by the Arabs as to be 

completely cut off from Europe. The Crusaders failed whenever 
they attempted to attack either Tunis or Egypt, even if  a d ty  

like Alexandria was temporarily taken,17 and while the Ottoman
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Empire soon after the conquest o f Egypt reached the frontier o f  

Morocco, Charles V  had to withdraw from before Algiers.18
It is true that France was more successful three centuries 

later, and even made precisely that colony an integral part o f the 

Republic, with French protectorates east and west o f it. But 

in our times it has proved impossible for Italy to follow the 

footsteps o f ancient Rome in Libya, and for Britain to keep 

Egypt under her control.
So it would seem that it was and is a hopeless undertaking to  

revive the idea o f a Mediterranean community in order to 

associate with Europe any larger part o f Africa. It was from 

other coasts that European powers succeeded in penetrating 

deep into the African continent, until they had divided most o f  

it among themselves. And far from making it a part o f the 

European community— -with the sole exception o f the most 
distant south— they converted it into a typically colonial, some
times ruthlessly exploited, area. African history, whether old 
as in Ethiopia or young as in Liberia, though strongly influenced 

by European power politics and, in the case o f the latter 

country, even by the United States o f America,88 hardly became 

at any moment a part o f European history, nor a preparation for 

inclusion in the Atlantic community. The strategical interests 
o f Europe in Tangier and o f America in Dakkar cannot change 

a picture determined by the complete difference o f the whole 

cultural background.
T o  return to the Mediterranean, which, after all, became in 

the course o f so many centuries more o f a frontier than the 

Sahara, this sea remained, however, a sphere o f European 
initiative. And if  we may speak o f a balance o f power between 

the incompatible worlds o f Europe and Africa, the preponder
ance was almost regularly on the side o f the smaller continent, 
where, for two thousand years, a “  concentration o f civilized 
power has been developed ” . The Hungarian statesman who
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recently used that expression rightly pointed out that only 

thanks to such “ a co-operative Europe ”  north o f the Mediter
ranean could that sea, Europe’s southern limit, serve in modem 

history as the life-line o f a Great Britain situated on the other 

side o f the continent.30
For the same reason, all the important Mediterranean islands, 

some o f which served as links in that line, have remained almost 

constantly under European control. Even at the height o f their 
power the Arabs could not keep Sicily. Even Suleiman the 
Magnificent, who started his lifelong “  Mediterranean ad
venture”  by taking Rhodes, eventually failed before un
conquerable Malta.81 It cost the Turks a war o f almost twenty- 

five years' duration to take from declining Venice the island of 

Crete,33 which remained a centre o f opposition until its liber
ation. And the history o f Cyprus, from the crusades o f the 

Lusignans to the tragic death o f Bragadino33 (or rather, from 

the England o f Richard the Lion-Hearted to the Britain 
o f Disraeli and Gladstone), is hardly less significant.

It is even more significant if  we consider the situation o f this 

island, in the extreme north-eastern comer o f the Mediter
ranean, near the Asiatic coasts o f Anatolia and Syria. Here we 

are very far from that eminently European centre o f the Mediter
ranean world which was and is immortal Italy, a peninsula 

which, prolonged by the islands o f Sicily and Malta, clearly 
divides that sea into two basins. The eastern basin had always 
been a greatbattlefield between Europe and Asia, with the 

Adriatic bay as Europe's last line o f defence— a fact which will 
prove important for the problem o f the divisions o f European 
history. It was here that Europe, in the time o f the great 
offensive Crusades— xhcpassagia ultram arina— made its farthest 
advance, temporarily retaking almost the whole Asiatic part of 

the ancient Mediterranean community. But it was here, too, 
that Asia found the most convenient passage for invading
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Europe by crossing those Straits which proved so crucial in all 
history that they became the Straits par excellence, no special 
name being needed for their identification.

These Straits never seemed to be a limit, nor a way into the 

unknown, like those at the western end o f the Mediterranean. 
They wore crossed as often as the passage between Asia and 
Africa, where an isthmus only recently converted into a canal 
made communication so much easier. Long before the problem 

o f the Straits became connected (sometimes even identified) 
with the question o f freedom o f navigation between the Aegean 

and the Black Sea— apparently an internal question o f the 
Concert o f Powers o f modern Europe— it was one o f the main 

issues in the ancient struggle between Europe and Asia. There
fore the usual approach o f studying the Straits controversy only 

from the later part o f the eighteenth century84 is misleading ; 
and from a truly universal point o f view the story ought to begin 
at least with the legendary siege o f Troy, if  not with the rôle o f 

Aegean civilization and o f Asia Minor as something like a 

“  Pre-Europe ” .
Without discussing here the latter conception, so important 

in G . de Reynold’s interpretation o f Europe’s origin,86 it must 

be pointed out that this specifically Asiatic peninsula occupies a 

prominent place not only in the history o f the Mediterranean 
community, to which Asia Minor undoubtedly belonged, but 
also in the history o f the European Age.

Asia Minor was most intimately connected with that other 
“  Asiatic peninsula ”— Europe— as long as it remained part o f 

the Eastern Roman Empire, that symbol o f the continuity 
between the Mediterranean and the European Ages. Not only 

the coasts o f Asia Minor, inseparable from the traditions o f 

ancient Greece, but the whole peninsula constituted the main 

basis o f Byzantine wealth and power. Charles Diehl, otherwise 

particularly interested in Byzantium’s relations with the West,
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has often stressed this decisive fact,*6 and another distinguished 

Byzantinist, Henri Grégoire, in studying the Byzantine epics,87 
had the best occasion to show that the most heroic and inspiring 

fights in defence o f the frontiers o f the Empire were conducted 
for many years in the border region where the Anatolian penin
sula is attached to the continent o f Asia.

Does this mean that in those early years o f the European 

community that small peninsula had closer ties with the larger, 
European one than with Asia proper? This is probably true, 
but it could not possibly result in the definite inclusion o f Asia 

Minor in historical Europe, because as early as the eleventh 

century, the first century which fully belongs to the European 

Age, most o f Anatolia was conquered by the Seldshuk Turks, 
and it was never completely reconquered.** It is, however, 
significant that its partial reoccupation by the Greeks was, in 

spite o f so many mutual disagreements, one o f the main results 

o f the First Crusade, and that after the Fourth, which turned 

against Constantinople, the Byzantine Empire survived on the 

Asiatic side o f the Straits,** with another Greek Empire 

established in far away Trebizond,40 in the north-eastern part 

o f Asia Minor.
Another wave o f Turkish conquests was needed to decide the 

struggle for Asia Minor in favour o f Asia, and for a short time 

the Straits really were the limit between Asia and Europe, not 
only geographically but also politically and culturally. But 

hardly had the Ottoman Turks occupied, in the first quarter of 
the fourteenth century, almost all Greek possessions east o f the 

Straits, when, in the middle o f the same century— to be exact, 
in 135461— they crossed the Hellespont and took their first 

stronghold on European soil, the strategic key position o f 
Gallipoli. Retaken by the Christians only for a few years, 48 
Gallipoli was to be the starting point o f the gradual conquest 

o f the Balkan peninsula and the encirclement o f Constan
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tinople. The fall o f the imperial city, imminent at the end o f 

the fourteenth century but delayed by the Ottoman defeat in 

the battle o f Angora (1402) against another Asiatic conqueror 
Tamerlane, became unavoidable when the Crusaders o f 1444 

failed in a last attempt to cut off Asia Minor from Europe by  

naval forces sent to the Straits.48 From 1453 on, both sides o f 

that narrow passage remained in the hands o f the Ottoman 

Empire.
These well-known facts raise the question o f the very 

character o f the Ottoman Empire. The great Rumanian 

historian N . Iorga, although himself belonging to one o f those 

Balkan nations which suffered cruelly from the Turkish on
slaught, admits that the Ottoman Empire was a continuation o f 

the Byzantine, whose place it simply had taken.44 Toynbee 
goes even further, considering the Turkish and not the Greek 

Empire to be the “  universal state ”  o f the Orthodox Christian 

society.45 Both interpretations would lead to the conclusion 
that, established on European soil, the state o f the Osmanlis 
became part o f the European community. Its system o f 

government, which used as one great slave-household o f the 
Sultan the most gifted children o f all Christian subjects, taken 

from their families and converted to the Moslim frith, is praised 

in A . H. Lybyer’s frequently quoted book as the most efficient 

and remarkable “  ruling institution ”  in Europe,45 and sug
gested to Toynbee the idea o f a special civilization created by 
the Osmanlis, which, had it not been “  arrested ”  by the decline 

o f their Empire, would have taken its place among the civilized 
societies o f the European continent.47

W ith all respect to these prominent scholars, it must be 
observed that their conclusions seem strangely paradoxical. 
Modem Turkish historiography rightly stresses the basic 
differences between the Byzantine and the Ottoman Empires.48 

And from the European point o f view it must be observed that
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the Ottoman Empire, completely alien to its European subjects 

in origin, tradition, and religion, far from integrating them in a 

new type o f culture, brought them nothing but a degrading 

foreign domination which interrupted for approximately four 

hundred years their participation in European history.
During these centuries the European frontier o f the Ottoman 

Empire, a typically Asiatic state expanding even more rapidly in 

Asia and Africa,4* was the south-eastern limit o f the European 
community and o f its history, even when Turkish victories had 

pushed far into the heart o f geographical Europe. In his brilliant 

outline o f European history, Henri Pirenne has correctly inter
preted that process as a major catastrophe for Europe.60 
Coming later and lasting longer than the Arab conquest o f the 
Iberian peninsula, the Ottoman conquest o f the Balkan penin
sula is the obvious reason why that very region where Europe 

originated seemed so different from the happier parts o f the 

continent when, at last, it was liberated.
For the same reason, there was no problem o f the Straits as 

long as they were in the very centre o f an Empire equally strong 

on both sides to control the passage completely. The situation 
changed when the reconquest o f the Balkans by Christian 

Europe approached the Straits, which this time seemed to 
become a real frontier o f Europe, both natural and historical. 
But at the same time the rôle o f the Straits as a gateway between 
the Mediterranean and the Black Sea became more important 

than ever before, since a new great power emerged north o f the 

latter sea, looking for an outlet to the former. It was then, near 

the end o f the eighteenth century, that the Straits problem, the 
crucial issue o f the Eastern Question in its modem sense, 
changed its aspect, while remaining basic for both European 

and Asiatic history.
The rivalry among the reconstituted Balkan States and 

practically all the great powers o f Europe made it impossible
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for any European nation to reach the Straits by occupying 

Constantinople. Therefore, in spite o f the Turkish defeats 

between 1912 and 1918, the imperial city remained in their 
hands, no longer as their capital— which was removed to Asia 

Minor— but as a bridge-head o f Asia on European soil, similar 
to the mediaeval bridge-head o f Europe in Asia Minor. The  

last traces o f that latter bridge-head disappeared with the 
exchange o f populations after the Lausanne treaty o f 1923, 
which was chiefly a transfer o f the Greeks o f Asia Minor to 

Greece proper.51
Thus at the very end o f the European Age the limit o f the 

European community at the south-eastern comer o f Europe 

coincided with the geographical, maritime frontier between 

Europe and Asia Minor, but with the important exceptions 
o f Constantinople and the European coast o f the Straits. The  

fact that this whole region, after the failure o f the projects for 

its complete internationalization,62 was left to Turkey did not 
hinder a real reconciliation between that new Turkey, a 

national state with no imperialistic aims beyond its Anatolian 
territory, and the former victims o f Ottoman conquest.52 I f  

the Straits remained a danger spot in international relations, 
it is in connection with the problem o f the last and most con
troversial sector o f Europe’s frontiers : its long land frontier 

in the north-east.
However, before that sector is studied in a separate chapter, 

a few words must be said about the isolated bay o f the 
Mediterranean, beyond the gate o f the Straits, which is 

called the Black Sea. For that sea, too, is undoubtedly a frontier 
region between Europe and Asia, well known to the ancients, 
with almost all its coasts included in the Mediterranean 
community, but reduced to a secondary rôle in the European 
Age, especially in the times when it was practically a Turkish 

lake.
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Before the establishment o f Ottoman control, direct or at 

least indirect as in the Khanate o f the Crimea, the Greek 
colonization o f the Pontic region had been followed by a 

colonial expansion o f Genoa and Venice which made even dis
tant trade centres like Caffi in the Crimea, or Tana at the mouth 
o f the Don, outposts o f the Western world.54 These influences 

did not, however, penetrate far into the hinterland o f those 
ports, and in 1475 the fall o f Caffi, after a few years o f a Polish 

protectorate, put an end to such developments.55 It was only 

three hundred years later that Russia took the place o f Turkey, 
first on the northern shores o f the Black Sea and then in the 
whole region o f that sea, except for its definitely Asiatic part, 
the northern coast o f Anatolia, where the Greek Empire o f 

Trebizond had disappeared eight years after the filli o f 
Constantinople.

But which part o f the Pontic region was really European ? 
Without returning to the problem o f the Balkan peninsula, only 

temporarily severed from historic Europe through the Ottoman 

conquest, it is easy to realize that the answer to this question, 
as fir  as the territories north o f the Black Sea are concerned, 
depends on the solution o f the bigger problem as to how far 
the European community reached in the east o f the continent. 
Since obviously it never extended as far as the south-eastern 

comer o f the Black Sea, two countries o f ancient traditions and 
entailing, in each case, relations with the Greco-Roman world 

and a heritage o f Christian culture, remained in dangerously 

isolated positions outside the European w orld; these are 
Georgia84 and, even closer to the Asiatic mainland, Armenia.67 

The tragic histories o f those two nations certainly affected 
Europe both at the beginning o f the European Age, when the 
Seldshuk conquest o f Armenia resulted in a western emigration 

o f many o f her people, and at the end, when Georgia and 

possibly even Armenia seemed to have a chance for real freedom,
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supported by the sympathy o f Western Europe and America.68 

Nevertheless, hardly ever was the destiny o f either o f these 

nations an integral part o f European history.
The Mediterranean, with its frequently ignored Pontic 

extension, has thus led us once more outside Europe. Perhaps 

it is not, therefore, altogether surprising that, at the end o f the 

European Age, not this comparatively narrow sea, but the wide 

Atlantic Ocean itself, has ceased to be a real and durable limit 

o f Europe. Turning more and more towards America, which 
was first touched upon at the beginning o f the European Age, 
discovered in the middle, and emancipated near the end, 
Europe was able to liberate her southern peninsulas from 
foreign invasions, colonize Africa and fight Asia at the Straits, 
but the Mediterranean lifeline remained a borderline parallel 
to the icy Arctic Ocean in the north.

The European part o f what is developing into the Atlantic 

community thus extended from one sea to another— a m ari 
usque ad m ore, as the inscription at the entrance o f the Mediter
ranean University Centre at Nice reads. But would all o f Europe 
join the Americas in the new Atlantic Age ? N o answer to that 

vital question can be given without studying the line which 
running from the northern to the southern maritime border o f 

Europe, constitutes her eastern limit somewhere on the large 

isthmus which connects the European peninsula with its North 

Asiatic background.
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CHAPTER V

The Geographical Limits :
(b) The Great Eastern Isthmus

On Ptolemy’s famous map o f the ancient world,1 drafted at a 

moment when the making o f Europe had only begun and the 
Mediterranean community had reached the highest degree o f 

unity, the unknown wilderness north o f the Black Sea and o f the 

Greek colonies on its coast is called Sarmatia. The Father o f  
Geography knew little more about that legendary land than had 

the Father o f History who, six hundred years before, called it 

Scythia. But Ptolemy could realize much more clearly than 

Herodotus, whose conception o f Europe was necessarily vague,* 

that in this north-eastern region the limit between Europe and 

Asia was much more difficult to determine than at the familiar 

place where the Straits seemed to separate them quite definitely. 
He hesitated to include the whole o f Sarmatia in either Europe 

or Asia, and distinguished between Sarm atia Europea and 

Sarm atia A sia tica , with the Don, a river which he called the 
Tanais, as the frontier between them.

Fourteen centuries later, among the scholars o f the Renais
sance, the same conception prevailed,* not only because they 

were in this case, as in so many others, influenced by the 
ancients and their terminology, but also because in the mean
time, in spite o f so many changes in Europe’s evolution, it had 

not become easier to find a more adequate boundary. The only 

trouble was that the rather arbitrary dividing line o f the Don  

had no continuation through the northern part o f the Sarmatian
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plain to the Arctic coast, just opened to trade relations with 
Western Europe.4

Here in the north-east Russian colonization had already 

approached the Ural mountains, but it rapidly crossed them, to 
reach the Pacific after no more than sixty years.4 Russia’s 

“  urge to the sea ”, which had entailed a long, hard struggle 
in every other direction, attained its goal in the Far East with 

a rapidity which can only be compared with the advance o f the 

American frontier to the opposite coast o f that same Pacific 

three hundred years later.4
There is, however, a tremendous difference between these 

two frontier problems. In America a federal union, created on 
the eastern shores o f the continent, expanded as far as its 

western shores. But the whole area, whether on the Atlantic or 

the Pacific, became one United States o f America. In the so- 
called Old World, an empire that had originated on European 

soil proceeded to occupy the whole north o f Asia ; but the 
territory acquired through that colonial expansion certainly did 

not become part o f Europe, even though the colonization was 

not o f overseas territories but o f an adjacent, contiguous area. 
Even in the days when the Russian Empire was a leading 

member o f the European Concert, a clear distinction used to be 
made between European and Asiatic Russia, though that 

administrative boundary did not quite coincide with what is 
now commonly considered the geographical frontier between 

the two continents.
As far as that geographical dividing line is concerned, its 

most uncontroversial sector is, o f course, the range o f the Urals. 
But even these mountains, o f moderate height and with easy 

passages, have never been a real barrier between the wide 
plains o f similar character on both sides.7 Farther to the south 

there is a gap o f at least four hundred miles between the end 
o f that chain and the Caspian Sea, where the Ural river is even
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less o f a real, natural frontier ; on the contrary, it is precisely 
that open gate which was used from time immemorial until the 

days o f Tamerlane, at the end o f the fourteenth century, by a 
long series o f Asiatic invaders who at least temporarily overran 

and conquered large parts o f geographical Europe.8
Furthermore, if  the eastern boundary o f Europe is supposed 

to reach the Caspian Sea, another sector o f the frontier between 
Europe and Asia must be discovered on the isthmus between 

that large Asiatic lake and the Black Sea. Here geography offers 

two possible divisions :8 the Manych depression, more to the 

north, or the high wall o f the Caucasus, farther to the south. 
But the first o f these divisions would be purely morphological, 
without any historical significance, and it so happened that 
remote centres o f ancient Christian culture developed not north 

but south o f the Caucasus.10
These Trans-Caucasian regions, definitely in geographical 

Asia, were considered under the last Tsars to be part o f Euro
pean Russia, whose administrative boundaries did not even 

follow the Ural mountains or the Ural river, and in several 
places were arbitrarily extended beyond that hardly conspicuous 

line. There is, accordingly, no reason whatever why the 

historian should pay any attention to it.
The approach o f the historian to this problem must, in fact, 

be entirely different. Since a purely geographical solution is 

obviously inadequate, and since it is equally obvious that the 
area included in the historical concept o f the European com
munity cannot be extended indefinitely into the plains o f 

Northern Asia, the question arises whether the eastern frontier 

o f that community ever did reach the Urals, whether it did not, 
in fact, remain west o f it, as in Ptolemy’s interpretation. And 

that question, in turn, introduces the major problem o f the 
relationship between Russia and Europe, a problem which 

T . G . Masaryk, in his penetrating study o f the Russian mind,11
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has rightly considered the crucial issue. It is, indeed, o f de
cisive importance both for the understanding o f the largest 

country on the European continent and for any study o f the 

limits o f European history.
Which part, i f  any, o f Russia was part o f historical Europe and 

its cultural community ? T o  raise that delicate question, which 

involves two others regarding the possible divisions o f Russia 
and the time limits o f her participation in the European Age, 
is not unfair to the Russians. For, with all its implications, it 

has been asked, and continues to be asked, by die Russians 

themselves, particularly by their greatest spiritual leaders, and 
by their best friends, among whom T . G . Masaryk undoubtedly 

belonged.
In Masaryk’s standard work, as well as in all similar studies 

o f Russian culture and the origins o f modem Russia, whether 
written by a Russian such as Paul Milyukov11 or by a foreign 
scholar such as Jan Kucharzewski,1* who is the leading Polish 
specialist in that field, the traditional distinction between the 

two main schools o f Russian thought, the Westerners and the 

Slavophils, is clearly apparent, although foreign observers are 
more aware o f what both schools have in common. Today it is, 
however, equally apparent that a third school, only touched 

upon by scholars whose chief interest was in the nineteenth 
century, has become o f similar importance : the Eurasians.

Only the Westerners would answer (as could be anticipated 
from their very name) that the whole o f Russia was always part 

o f the historical European community, except that her as
sociation with the West was not equally close in all periods 

owing to certain factors which delayed Russia’s development. 
In their opinion, Russia never was basically different from the 
rest o f Europe ; the only difference to be admitted, even in 

consideration o f the nineteenth-century “  Europeanization ”  o f 

Russia, is explained by the fact that, in some respects, Russia
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still w as, at that time, what Europe had been before.14 Ac
cording to this view, Europe’s historical boundaries would 

coincide more or less with the geographical, both being con
stituted by the eastern frontiers o f the European part o f the 

Russian Empire, whose Asiatic part is a colonial area comparable 

to the overseas possessions o f any other European power.
The Eurasian school represents exactly the opposite point o f 

view. Its ideology is far from homogeneous,14 and that is only 

natural, since it originated under the last Tsar, was developed 

later by Rightist émigrés, and at the same time seemed to cor
respond more closely than any other to the conception held by 

the Soviet Union. But it is definitely a strong belief in Russia, 
or the Soviet Union, or the federal Eurasian Empire o f the 

future, as a world in itself, a sub-continent which belongs 

neither to Europe nor to Asia, although it might be considered 
a link between the two. The basic difference from Europe and 
the importance o f the “  Turanian ”  element are particularly 

emphasized, while the difference between the European and 

Asiatic parts o f the totalitarian Empire vanishes completely. 
T h e obvious conclusion is that the eastern frontier o f the 

European community always was and is the western frontier o f 

Russia.
Although various aspects o f the Eurasian doctrine still require 

much discussion and investigation, the conclusion itself, so 

important for our present purpose, is clear and simple. The  

same could not be said with regard to the conclusions o f the 
Slavophil interpretation o f Russia, which certainly deserves 

special attention. Nobody has shown more clearly than 
Michael Karpovich that there was among the Slavophils an 

evolution from a well-justified interest in, or even enthusiasm 

for, Russia’s cultural background, to a political, aggressive 

nationalism on ethnic grounds.16 And while the former could 

find its place in a general European tradition, common in spite
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o f its diversity, the latter opposed Russia to the “  rotten ”  W est 

in a feeling o f superiority which excluded any real community 

with the rest o f Europe. Furthermore, even an isolated, deeply 

critical thinker like Chaadayev, who, far from being proud o f  

Russia’s difference from any other country, feared that she had 
taken the worst elements out o f these foreign cultures, could not 

but come to the same conclusion, that Russia was not really part 

o f Europe.17
Whether optimistic or pessimistic, that conclusion, combined 

with an almost mystical belief in Russia's specifically Slavic 
character, had far-reaching implications concerning all the Slavs. 
Independently o f the political consequences o f a Panslavism 
which, in its Russian interpretation, was to lead to an ab
sorption o f “ all Slavic rivers in the Russian ocean ”, 18 the 
conviction that the greatest, the leading Slavic nation was 

different from Europe as a whole was naturally extended to all 
the other Slavs, opposing the so-called Slavic World to a Europe 

identified with its Western part alone.
Strangely enough, these extreme conclusions o f Russian 

nationalism, intensified by Panslavic imperialism, which seem 

to lead ad absurdum  any historical interpretation o f Europe as a 
whole, were in practical agreement with an equally onesided 

Western approach dictated by an equally conceited feeling of 
superiority with regard to all the Slavs and to a few smaller 

nations geographically and historically associated with them. 
Karamzin was just completing his life work glorifying the 

uniqueness o f the Russian state as superior even to the Roman 
Empire,19 when F. v. Ranke declared in the introduction to his 

first important book20 that the European community was limited 

to the Germanic and Romance nations. In the Prussian school 
o f German historiography that conception had a distinctly anti- 

Slavic character, even if, in the study o f the modem period, an 

exception was made regarding the traditionally allied Russian
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Empire.21 Another exception, in favour o f the Catholic 

nations east o f Germany22, which could hardly be excluded 
from the “  Christian Republic ” , remained rather theoretical, 
since not only German, but also Anglo-Saxon and sometimes 
even French historiography neglected such nations until 
recently in their general conception o f the European com
munity.

But even the exclusion o f Orthodox nations merely because o f 

their religion is obviously unjustified. The strongest argument 
against such an interpretation o f historical Europe is the case 
o f Greece : it was here that Europe's history had its beginning, 
and the glorious tradition o f Hellenism inspired a modern 

national revival,22 and yet that same country became the centre 
o f Orthodoxy, inseparable from the other Balkan countries 
which she so deeply influenced. Were it only for that reason, 
S. H. Cross is right in pointing out that it was not that Greek 
influence which cut Russia off from Western Europe.24 The  

Byzantine impact was strongest in the Kievan period o f ancient 
R ué— Russia in its original sense, whose name has no counter
part in any Western language— and yet it is precisely that part 

o f Russia and that period o f her past which most certainly must 
be placed within the limits o f European history.

The formation o f the Kievan state, whatever might be said o f 
the relations between the basic Slavic element and the Norman 
stimulus, both European, was an important step in the “  making 

o f Europe ”, as discussed above.25 F. Dvoraik’s recent research 
shows the intimate connection o f Kievan Russia with the 
W est.26 The Eastern Slavs united in the Kievan state entered 

the European community soon after the Western Slavs and 

before the final break between the Western and Eastern 
Churches, the Cerularian schism, whose consequences did not 

appear in Kiev until at least sixty years after its consummation 

in Byzantium.27
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But what about the following phases in the evolution o f  

Russia ? This name has today a meaning entirely different from 
that o f the old R u é, since it became the designation o f only part 

o f the Eastern Slavs, more specifically called the Great Russians, 
and o f the state which they created around a new historical 
centre. It is that geographical difference between the basin o f 
the Volga and those o f the Dnieper and the Dvina which must 

be stressed even more than the ethnic and linguistic differences 

which resulted in the formation o f three East Slavic nations. 
For throughout the Middle Ages those o f the Great Russians 

who, together with the two other groupa— now called Ukrain
ians and White Russians— remained in the original home o f all 
Eastern Slavs, remained at the same time in particularly dose 

association with Europe ; the history o f Novgorod and Pskov, 
until the Muscovite conquest, has a special significance in that 

respect.*®
What changed the situation long before any national differ

ences within the old R ué became apparent was the colonial 
expansion o f some Great Russian tribes towards the north
east. That colonization started almost as early as the Kievan 

state itself,** and in the twelfth century had definitely created 

a new Russia “  beyond the forests ” . A  recent celebration has 
recalled that the future centre o f this new Russia, Moscow, the 

“  pivot o f an Eurasian Empire ” ,®° is mentioned for the first 

time in 1147» although it was, at that time, still in the 
shadow o f the earlier princely residences in Suzdal, Rostov, 
Vladimir, etc.

D id this colonial Russia o f Suzdal and other places become 

part o f the European community, since it was, after all, part 
o f geographical Europe in the usual interpretation, different 

in this respect from that other and much larger area in Asia 

which Moscow was to colonize a few hundred years later? 

It cannot be said in advance that such a Europeanization o f the
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Volga region would not have been possible as an immediate 

consequence o f the settlement o f so many Slavic colonists with 

their Christian Churches and under their princes, all belonging 

to various lines o f the old Kievan dynasty, which had concluded 

numerous matrimonial alliances with the ruling families o f 

Europe.81 There were, however, from the outset serious 
obstacles to any real assimilation o f that vast region, distant 

from all centres o f European culture, including Byzantium. T o  

the difficulties resulting from the completely different racial 
background, represented by the native population o f pagan 

Finnish tribes, there must be added at least the political 
opposition between the two Russias, old and new, evidenced 

in the destruction o f Kiev by forces from Suzdal as early as in 

1 169,88 and also the different form o f government, o f a purely 

autocratic character, which was developed in unusually hard and 

primitive conditions o f life.88 But what proved decisive was 

something else: the unforeseen catastrophe o f the Mongol 
invasion in the thirteenth century.

That this was a real catastrophe from the general European 
point o f view has been clearly recognized by the greatest
Western historians from Ranke to Pirenne,84 who have com-

*

pared it with the Ottoman conquest o f the Balkans. Here again 

it was a conquest, not necessarily by “  barbarians ” — though 

the Tartars were on a cultural level inferior to that o f the Turks 

— but nevertheless by invaders completely alien in all spheres 
o f civilization, to begin with religion. Therefore S. H. Cross 

is again correct when he contrasts that Asiatic domination 

“  which left an indelible imprint on the Russian character” 86 

with the influence o f Byzantium’s brilliant Christian and 

European culture, and when he sees in the former, and not in 

the latter, the powerful factor which cut Russia off from 

Europe. Almost all Russia, old and new, with the sole exception 
o f the Novgorod region, was now part o f a gigantic Eurasian
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empire whose western limits were, o f course, the eastern 

boundaries o f what remained o f Europe.
The Mongol domination o f Russia was o f shorter duration 

than the Ottoman rule in the Balkans, but it was forced upon the 

Russians when they were at an earlier stage o f cultural develop
ment within the European community ; even Kievan Russia 

had entered it only two hundred and fifty years before, while 

the new, colonial Russia o f the Volga region had not yet been 

integrated in that community at all. And it was precisely in this 
north-eastern region, where the first prince o f Moscow appeared 

just a few years after the coming o f the Tartars,88 that their 
overlordship was to last the longest— about another two hundred 

and fifty years— and the influence o f Sarai (the capital o f the 
geographically European part o f the Mongol Empire, near the 

site o f present-day Stalingrad) was to be the closest and deepest.
That anti-European influence never reached a similar degree 

o f intensity in the original, truly European part o f Russia ; 
especially is this true o f her south-western border region, where, 
immediately after the catastrophe o f 1240, first the metro
politan o f Kiev87 and, a little later, Prince Daniel o f Halich and 

Volhynia entered negotiations with Pope Innocent IV , which 

led to a temporary religious reunion.88 Crowned king by the 
pope’s legate in 1253, Daniel planned to co-operate against 
the Mongol danger with Catholic Poland and with Lithuania, 
which was also temporarily under a Catholic king. That 

promising scheme failed, but, as a matter o f fact, the issue was 

only postponed : in “  Little Russia ” , as Daniel’s heritage was 
called, his last descendants, who perished fighting the Tartars, 
were succeeded by Polish rulers, and, at the same time, the so- 

called White Russia and the Ukraine were liberated from Tartar 

domination by Lithuania.8*
The word “  liberation ” , so frequently misused, is appropriate 

in this case, because in the Polish-Lithuanian federation
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established in 1386 the “  Ruthenian ”  lands (this is the only 

possible translation o f the old name Ru£> which continued to be 

used there) enjoyed a large degree o f autonomy ; released from 
the degrading Tartar yoke, they participated, through their 

representatives, in the government o f a body politic which 

connected them more intimately than ever before with the 
historic European community. Since the Lithuanians also, 
finally converted in 1387, were now Catholics, the federation 

as a whole was under Catholic leadership, and new plans for 

reuniting the Ruthenians with Rome were considered before 
and after the Union o f Florence. But even those o f them who 
remained Greek Orthodox after the Union o f Brest (1596) were 

undoubtedly included in the European community o f the 
Renaissance, Reformation and Counter-Reformation periods, 
so that the eastern limits o f that community certainly extended 

as far as the borders o f the Jagellonian Federation ($0 called 
from the name o f its first ruler and his dynasty), organized as 

a Commonwealth in 1569.40
But did Europe not extend even farther towards the East ? 

W ith the support o f their Tartar overlords, the princes o f 
Moscow had succeeded in uniting under their rule all o f the 

new, colonial Russia, and in creating the Great Russian State, 
whose formation, chiefly in the fourteenth century, has been so 

competently described by A . E. Presniakov.41 The policy o f 

appeasement adopted by these princes in their relations with the 
Tartar Khans, which can be traced back to Alexander Nevsky—  
so courageous in his struggle against Western powers— was not 

completely abandoned even after a first attempt at liberation in 

1380. And even the usually admitted date o f the final liberation, 
exactly one hundred years later, is not uncontroversial, since the 
Golden Horde was not destroyed until 1502,41 and not until 
1547 did Moscow’s ruler officially assume the title o f Tsar, 
formerly reserved to the Tartar Khans.
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It is trae that before this when the Tartar power, divided 
into various Khanates, was obviously disintegrating, Moscow 

had entered into her first diplomatic relations with Europe. 
The treaty o f 14494* concluded by Vasil II with his Western 

neighbour, Casimir o f Poland and Lithuania, was only a 
delimitation o f their respective spheres o f influence, leaving each 

in a different orbit o f culture and with a different form of 

government. But even before the conquest o f Novgorod in 

1478, and before his alliances with the Habsburgs, with 
Denmark, and with Hungary, Ivan III, through his “  marriage 

at the Vatican ”  in 1472, raised high hopes that he would join 

the Western world o f the Renaissance,44 even through a re
ligious union.

As in so many cases o f similar negotiations with the Papacy, 
well explained in Father Pierling’s basic work, not only were 

these expectations completely disappointed, but what happened 
was exactly the contrary. Instead o f uniting with the real Rome, 
as the new Rome at the Bosphorus had tried to do before its fidi, 
Moscow gradually elaborated the conception that she was the 

third and final Rome,46 more definitely opposed to the first one 
than the second had been— that once admired Byzantium 

which, after betraying Orthodoxy through the Union of 

Florence, was now punished by the Turkish conquest.
Freed from her own Asiatic conquerors, Moscow neverthe

less continued to develop on lines which G . Vernadsky has 

justly compared with the basic trends o f the Ottoman Empire 

and— as far as the system o f the first Tsar, Ivan the Terrible, 
is concerned— with the distinctive features o f present-day 
Bolshevism.46 In spite o f the “  anglomania ”  o f this now 

admired despot, his political philosophy (which he defended in 

famous theoretical discussions47) placed his Russia outside 

Europe to no less an extent than it had been under the Tartars.
Strangely enough, it was another Tsar having much in
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common with Ivan the Terrible, Peter the Great, who is 

considered— sometimes even blamed by the Slavophils— as the 
“  Westernizer ”  o f Russia. He is praised by excellent inter
preters o f modem Russia for having rejected the seventeenth- 

century idea o f connecting his country with Europe and her 

culture through the intermediary o f his Polish neighbours and, 
instead, turned directly to the most advanced Western 

countries.48 And no one has gone further in stressing his 
success than Arnold Toynbee.48 While Toynbee considers 

Russia before Peter's reforms to have been an entirely separate 

civilized society, distinct not only from Western, but even from 
Greek Orthodox culture in South-Eastern Europe, he thinks 

that now the continental frontier o f the Western world “  ad
vanced, at one bound, from the eastern border o f Poland and 

Sweden to the distant lines”  o f Russia's advance in the 

Eurasian steppes. Thus, he says, “  the wardenship o f Western 

society”  was “ suddenly snatched out o f the hands”  o f  
Russia’s western neighbours ; and the conclusion would be 

that, even if  Russia herself did not immediately become the 

“  warden ”  o f Western society, she definitely entered that 

society and, as S. H. Cross puts it,80 “  caught up ”  with the 

W est, in spite o f the “  full stop ”  in her development caused by  
the long period when the Mongol rule and its consequences had 

kept her outside Europe.
There are serious arguments in favour o f sudi an interpre

tation, dear to all the Russian “  Westerners ” . The strongest 

European element, reacting throughout the course o f Russian 

history against the Asiatic impact, was, o f course, the Christian 

faith o f die Russian people, which can be traced back to the 
mediaeval Kievan tradition,41 and which even a certain religious 

dualism resulting from a survival o f pre-Christian beliefs could 

not basically distort. The process o f“  Westernization ”, always 

rather superficial in the purely Great Russian territories, was
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facilitated also by the inclusion o f large regions which, before 

coming under Tsarist rule, had been associated with the West. 
The rôle o f Kiev, which was ceded by Poland together with the 

left bank o f the Dnieper in 1667, has been quite recently 
emphasized in C. Manning’s Story  o f the U kraine68 ; Peto: the 

Great himself, who started the systematic Russification o f the 
Ukraine, annexed the even more “  Western ”  Baltic provinces ; 
and under Catherine II and Alexander I, who, to a greater 

extent than Peter, connected Russia with Europe, even larger 
purely European territories— most o f Poland and what was 
formerly Swedish Finland— were added to the Empire. Politi
cally that Empire was now definitely a part o f the European 

state system, and it is obvious that from die eighteenth century 
European history cannot be written without including the whole 

foreign policy o f Russia.68 And while the earlier trends o f the 

European mind, including the now so much better appreciated 

culture o f the Baroque and what Paul Hazard called “  the crisis 
o f the European conscience ”  around 1700,64 did not reach 

Russia, she was touched and influenced in an ever higher degree 

by intellectual movements which followed, from the Enlighten
ment66 to Marxism.

But in opposition to these arguments, equally serious doubts 

can be expressed whether all these factors resulted in making 
Tsarist Russia truly European. The religious tradition was not 

strengthened, but suffered from reforms which started with the 

replacement o f the Patriarch by the bureaucratic “  Holy 
Synod” , and gradually made Russian Orthodoxy a mere 

auxiliary o f autocracy.66 The genuine European character of 

the Western acquisitions, far from penetrating into Russia 
proper, provoked instead a nationalistic effort, having in view 
their complete Russification, so that the western boundaries of 

Russia, one and indivisible, separating from Europe the 
oppressed non-Russian nationalities at that border, seem to
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mark the advance o f an Eurasian empire under Russian control, 
at the expense o f the historic European community. T o  that 

community, the political participation o f such an overwhelm
ingly large extra-European empire in the European Concert 

constituted a permanent threat which became clearly apparent 
at the Congress o f Vienna,67 after the traditional balance o f 

power had been destroyed through the partitions o f Poland. 
Napoleon’s experience, repeated one hundred years later by the 

Germans, now Russia's immediate neighbours, proved that it 
was not Russia— easy to invade, impossible to conquer— but the 

much smallar countries on the European continent which had 
to fear for their security. Finally, the various cultural trends 
which originated in Western Europe were all profoundly 

modified as soon as their ideas, and the methods o f putting their 
ideas into practice, had been reinterpreted on Russian soil : it 

was there that Marxism produced Bolshevism.
It is a dangerous illusion to believe that because Hegelian 

dialectics, the Communist Manifesto, and the alliance between 

materialism and nationalism were “  made in Germany ”, Lenin 
might eventually prove to have been a “  Westeraizer ”  o f  
Russia completing Peter’s work.68 Whatever we may think 

about the more or less European character o f the Empire which 

lasted from Peter I to Nicholas II, the “  Red Tsardom ”, 

created in November 1917 after a real but vain attempt towards 
Westernization made in March o f the same year, was and 
remained non-European if  not anti-European. Now even the 

administrative boundary between the geographically European 

and Asiatic parts o f Russia disappeared completely, the Russian 

Soviet Republic, by far the largest o f all, extending west and 

east o f the Urals as the nucleus o f the others, and the western 

boundaries o f the Union o f Soviet Republics being, without any 

doubt, the eastern limit o f Europe. That is the reason why the 
struggle for the establishment o f these boundaries was much
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more than a territorial dispute between the Russians and their 

neighbours.
That struggle lasted from 1918 to 1921. It started im

mediately after the Armistice in World War I, since two days 

later the Soviets openly proclaimed their aim o f including the 

whole o f Central Europe in a Union o f Communist Republics.69 

But even in the defeated countries their appeal found only a 

limited response, and all the non-Russian parts o f Tsarist 

Russia had declared for complete independence as democratic, 
national states immediately after the November Revolution, 
fully aware that only thus could they join the European com
munity o f free peoples. After a hard fight against the Red 

invaders, all the peoples between Germany and Russia suc
ceeded in achieving that goal, with the exception o f the Ukrain
ians and the White Russians, who were forced to form Soviet 

Republics under Russian control— soon to become parts o f the 

U.S.S.R. The Treaty o f Riga (March 18,1921), which ended 
the whole struggle, included some Ukrainian and White 

Russian minorities within the new Polish border. This frontier, 
like the historic frontier o f the Polish Commonwealth before 
the Partitions, became the eastern limit o f Europe, but com
pared with the latter it meant a withdrawal to the line o f the 

Second Partition, in 1793.
In 1939 Soviet Russia decided to advance beyond that line, 

as well as north o f it, in the Baltic region, and south o f it, towards 
the Danube. The agreements between Eurasia and the equally 

anti-European dictatorship established in Germany, signed on 

August 23 and September 28, now revealed in all their secret 

clauses,90 called for a partition very favourable to the Soviet 
Union, since all the Baltic countries, the eastern half o f Poland, 
and formerly Rumanian Bessarabia were recognized as within 

its sphere o f influence and thus excluded from Europe. But 

what proved to be even more favourable to Soviet Russia was
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another partition which was the unexpected result o f the 

“  strange alliance ”  between Hitler’s original partner and the 

Anglo-Saxon democracies. Germany and her satellites were 

defeated in common, but, in addition to these satellites, all 
countries east o f Sweden, Germany, and Italy, including heroic 

allies, with the sole exception o f Greece, were forced into the 

“ Russian orbit” 61 and excluded from the Atlantic com
munity.

These only too well-known facts become deeply significant, 
i f  considered against the historic background o f the whole 
European Age. I f  they remain unchanged, the pre-war limit o f 

the European community on the great eastern isthmus between 

the Arctic and the Black Sea, running approximately from 

Petsamo to Cetatea Alba,66 will be withdrawn to a line from 
Szczecin to Trieste, on the isthmus between the Baltic and 

the Adriatic. A  large part o f old, historic Europe would be 

abandoned to Eurasia, and only a greatly reduced Europe would 
join America in the coming Atlantic Age. There would be a 

striking analogy with the territorial losses suffered by the 
Mediterranean community at the beginning o f the European 

Age. But the present withdrawal would be even more painful, 
both for the sacrificed peoples, which after a thousand years o f  

participation in the development o f Europe’s Christian culture 

would be placed under a Communist dictatorship, and for the 

new Euro-American community, which would not even gain 
a frontier guaranteeing a minimum o f security against new 

invasions from Eurasia.
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CHAPTER VI

The Geographical Divisions :
(a) Western and Eastern Europe

West versus East— this is the basic issue which is emphasized 

whenever the opposition between different regions and the 
corresponding spheres o f culture is discussed. Such is the usual 
approach, recently followed in F. S. C. Northrop’s provocative 

book,1 o f those who study the divisions o f the whole globe. In  

this case, the East is more or less identified with Asia, and the 

West with Europe and her sphere o f influence.
It has been pointed out in the preceding chapters that this 

world-wide antagonism deeply affected the course o f European 
history : parts o f geographical Europe were temporarily lost 
through Asiatic conquest, and European expansion over the 

adjacent part o f Asia resulted in the formation o f an Eurasian 

sub-continent. But a similar problem o f relations between West 

and East exists also within the limits o f the historic European 

community. This became particularly evident when, at the end 

o f our study o f these limits, we tried to discover the eastern 

frontier o f European history. Therefore, as we now turn to the 

divisions o f that history, it seems advisable to start this time, not 

with the chronological, but with the geographical aspects, and 

first to consider the following questions : Is  there a basic differ
ence between the western and the eastern part o f historic 

Europe, and if  so, w here is the internal dividing line, parallel to 

the Atlantic limit o f Europe in the west and to the Asiatic limit 

in the east?
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These vital questions have never been studied more thoroughly 
than in the address which the Czech historian Jaroslav Bidlo 

made in 1933 before the International Congress o f Historical 
Sciences in Warsaw,* and in the discussion which he provoked.3 

Answering the first question, Bidlo made it quite clear that in 
his opinion the current distinction between Western and Eastern 

Europe is fully justified by a basic dualism o f European history. 
For him, the differences between these two parts o f Europe 

were not merely a result o f their geographical position, but very 
real and essential. Tracing them back to the opposition between 

Rome and Byzantium, particularly in the religious sphere, he 

answered the second question, concerning the limit between 

Western and Eastern Europe, by identifying the latter with the 

area controlled by the Greek Orthodox Church.
Bidlo did not raise the question as to which parts o f the 

various Russias and which periods o f their past belong to 

European history. He included them all but considered them, 
o f course, together with Byzantium, typically Eastern European. 
And following his religious criterion, he also included in 

Eastern Europe all the other Orthodox peoples, most o f them 

Slavonic like the Russians. The remaining parts o f Europe, 
outside the realm o f the Orthodox Church, would constitute 

Western Europe.
But even for those who fully agree with Bidlo as to the 

decisive importance o f the religious factor in all history and the 

special significance o f all problems o f Christianity in European 
history, it is difficult to accept his interpretation. From the 
point o f view o f religious doctrine and even o f ecclesiastical 
organization, the differences between Protestantism and both 

Catholicism and Orthodoxy are much greater than those which 

separate the two latter. And yet nobody would question that 

Protestant as well as Catholic nations belong to the same 
Western Europe. Furthermore, religious differences, important
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as they are, especially when they are differences between 

Christians and non-Christians, must not be considered 
the sole basis for tracing the historic divisions within the 

Christian community o f Europe. As a matter o f fact, sudi 

an interpretation leads in practice to rather doubtful con
clusions.

A  first danger is evidenced in Toynbee’s and de Reynold’s 

conceptions, which, without being influenced by Bidlo, come 

very near to his conclusion. The English scholar, a specialist 
in Greek history o f all ages, is fully aware o f the profound 

differences between South-Eastern Europe and Russia, in spite 

o f their common Orthodox faith. But he opposes both o f these 
Orthodox societies to Western Christian society,4 so that die 

idea o f European unity vanishes altogether. And G . de 
Reynold goes to the extreme logical consequence o f such an 

approach, saying that there are two Europes, Western and 
Eastern, o f which only the former is really European.6

Such an impression is understandable if  Russia, without any 
territorial or chronological distinctions, is included in Eastern 
Europe in spite o f the non-European features o f her history, and 

if, in view o f her tremendous expansion, she is considered the 

very core o f such an Eastern Europe, at least from the fall o f 
the Byzantine Empire. But that leads immediately to another 
danger. The same Bidlo who so strongly stresses the unity o f 

all Orthodox peoples in contradistinction to Western Christen
dom, tried to show in another much larger work6 the unity o f 

all Slavic history, including, o f course, the Catholic Slavs. 
That would justify the exclusion o f even these Western Slavs 
from Western Europe, the only real Europe, and naturally a 

few other peoples, neither Orthodox nor even Slavic but in
separable from them geographically and historically— the 

Hungarians and the Baltic nations— would suffer a similar 

treatment.
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Reacting against such a misinterpretation, which became 

particularly shocking when the Soviet system clearly placed 

Russia outside any Europe, while the liberated nations between 

Russia and Germany turned more than ever before towards the 

West, some scholars limited the conception o f Eastern Europe 
to these very nations. For the French historian Michel 
Lhéritier,7 that “  Europe orientale ” , eastern in the geograph
ical sense, was politically and culturally very definitely part o f  

Europe as a whole and closely connected with the Latin West, 
since even its Orthodox members had little, i f  anything, in 

common with Soviet Russia. Moreover, quite recently even 
Hugh Seton Watson,8 writing with much sympathy towards 

Soviet Russia and her growing influence, called “  Eastern 

Europe ”  only the group o f countries west o f the U .S.S.R ., 
whether Catholic or Orthodox.

Such an Eastern Europe, with its truly European variety o f  

comparatively small countries, has, indeed, much more in  

common with Western Europe than with the colossal neighbour 

in the East, the Eurasian Empire, which, under the appearances 
o f Soviet federalism, is even more uniform “  in content ”  than 

it was under the Tsars.* As far as that huge intermediary area 

between Europe proper and Asia proper is concerned, our 

examination o f Europe's eastern boundary has shown that even 
its geographically European section was never fully integrated 

in the historic European community. Furthermore, discussing 

the position o f Russia, whose name is so frequently used in a 
general sense which would cover all the Eastern Slavs, we had 

to distinguish between Russia proper, or Great Russia, on the 
one hand and old Rué, or Ruthenia— including the Ukraine 

(sometimes called Little Russia), as well as White Russia— on 

the other hand ; between the Russia o f Novgorod and the 

Russia o f Moscow ; and, finally, between various periods o f 

Russian history : not only before and after Peter the Great, but
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also before and after the Mongol invasion, and before and after 
the Bolshevik Revolution. And taking into consideration the 

problem o f Orthodoxy, one more distinction must be added, 
which is a twofold one : first, between Russia, in the largest 

sense, before and after the Eastern schism; and, secondly, 
between those regions which on various occasions accepted a 

religious reunion with Rome and those which always rejected 
that idea.10

Some o f these distinctions are at the same time a serious 

warning against the oversimplified conception o f permanent 

boundaries between cultural regions, drawn once for all. Just 

as the chronological divisions o f history cannot be based upon 

individual dates, but must be made in consideration o f shorter 

or longer transition periods, so the territorial divisions must not 

fidi to take into account the existence o f smaller and larger zones 

o f transition, where the cultural frontiers are shifting back and 

forth. This is a typical feature o f historical geography, which 

must reckon with the factor o f human evolution, and it is 

important to remember it in order to reach dear definitions, not 
only o f Europe as a whole, but also o f its various regions.

As far as Eastern Europe, which cannot be simply identified 

with Orthodox Europe, is concerned, all that has been said 

suggests a preliminary definition, both negative and positive.
Eastern European history is n ot the history o f Russia plus 

that o f a few smaller countries, mostly Orthodox and Slavonic, 
in Russia's sphere o f influence. That misconception, which can 
be partly explained by the transitory situation o f the nine
teenth century in which the study o f Eastern European history 

was started in a Germany allied with Russia, is now threatening 

to arise again out o f the situation which followed the last war. 
What is involved is not only a wrong delimitation o f Eastern 

Europe, placing it beyond the limits o f “  real ”  Europe, but 
also a completdy inadequate treatment o f all non-Russian parts
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o f that whole region, reducing their histories to mere appendices 
o f Russian history.

On the contrary, Eastern Europe must be considered an 

integral part o f “  real ”  Europe, and its history consists o f two 

equally important sections. One o f them is indeed the history 
o f those Eastern Slavs and o f those periods o f their past which 

are definitely European ; in the study o f this section, the non- 

European, Asiatic impact must be carefully considered and 
clearly distinguished as a foreign element. But Eastern European 

history also includes the stories o f a large group o f nations 

between the various Russias and Western Europe, and it is pre
cisely that second— or rather, first— section o f Eastern Europe 

which was, and still is, the frequently ignored stepchild of 

European history and historiography. In order to understand 
its real position, it might be advisable to give first a definition 

o f Western Europe itself. The terra ignota  east o f it will then 

appear more clearly in its extension and significance.
What is Western Europe ? The question seems easy, since 

no other term is more frequently used in the writing o f history, 
as well as in current political discussions. But it is mostly used 
in such a vague sense that its unequivocal simplicity is rather 
fallacious. The name Western Europe suffers, first o f all, from 

its purely relative character, which it has in common with so 
many other misleading terms. For that very reason some 

doubts have been expressed above whether it is advisable to 
call our civilization “  Western ” . But when we speak o f Western 

Europe, we do not always think o f a cultural, but sometimes 
merely o f a geographical, region, and that, o f course, increases 

the danger o f confusion.
One thing at least has appeared with growing clarity in the 

present discussion : Western Europe cannot be identified with 

Europe proper ; since then the addition o f the word “  Western ”  
would be completely useless. And it is equally evident that

n o
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Western Europe, as an historic concept, was formed o f two 
different parts, easy to distinguish if  we remember the transition 

from the Mediterranean to the European Age and the earliest 

territorial division o f our continent, into an “  old ”  and “  new”  

Europe.
Western Europe includes, o f course, in the first place and as 

its cradle, the European part o f the western, Roman section o f 

the Mediterranean world, and the non-Mediterranean territories 

which were added through Roman conquest. That means Italy, 
the Iberian peninsula, Gaul, most o f Britain, and the Roman- 

controlled parts o f Germany up to the lim es connecting the 

Rhine and die Danube. In the earliest divisions o f the Empire, 
Illy ricu m  was attached to the Western part, but that region 

east o f the Adriatic Sea became an object o f endless con
troversies, both political and ecclesiastical, with the Eastern 
Empire.11 The influence o f the East proved stronger, for obvious 

geographical reasons which, after the Slavic penetration into 

the disputed territory, were strengthened by ethnic factors.
During the “  making o f Europe ”  the western part o f “  old ”  

Europe was considerably enlarged. It remains, however, to 

determine which parts o f “  new ”  Europe, outside the limits 
o f the Roman Empire, became associated with its western half. 
N o doubt is possible with regard to the rest o f Britain, Ireland, 
and the other islands in the north-western direction. Entering 

the European community, they became, o f course, part o f 
Western Europe, which here extended simply to the extreme 
limits o f geographical Europe, as explained in an earlier 

chapter.1* But what about the extension beyond the Rhine- 

Danube line? D id these additions in the north-eastern 
direction, into the very heart o f “  new ”  Europe, also become 
parts o f the enlarged Western Europe ?

I f  only two parts o f Europe are distinguished, so that the alter
native is simply West or East, then this important question will

h i
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not be too difficult to answer. One thing, however, must be well 
understood in advance : a positive answer will not necessarily 

mean that the Western Europe so enlarged remained entirely 

homogeneous. On the contrary, a further study o f the regional 
divisions o f Europe will reveal the development o f very different 

regions within the western half o f the continent.
Returning, with such a reservation in mind, to the issue now 

under discussion, it must be stressed that the north-eastern 
extension o f Western Europe was achieved in connection with 

the two successive restorations o f the Western Empire : in 800 

and 962. That the Empire o f Charlemagne was completely 
Western is beyond any possible doubt. It is true that to the 

original area o f the Frankish Kingdom, formed on formerly 
Roman territory, were added not only other parts o f that 

territory in Gaul and Italy, but also, in the East, sections of 
Germany which never had been under the Romans. Similarly, 
beyond the boundaries o f the Empire proper, Marches were 

created, not only in Northern Spain, but more particularly 
along the whole eastern border, in ethnically non-German, 
predominantly Slavic territories.19 As long, however, as these 

outposts were only supposed to protect the main body o f the 

Empire, its basic character as a union o f Gaul, Germany and 

most o f Italy was not really altered.
Nevertheless, in the divisions o f Charlemagne’s heritage 

there already appeared very distinctly the problem o f West 

versus East, thanks to the creation o f a West Frankish and an 

East Frankish kingdom. Without touching here the question o f 

the division between the two, either through an intermediary 

territory, the regnum  L oth a r» , or through an always controversial 
frontier line, it is obvious that the eastern kingdom, which 

became the Germany o f the future, had in the east its greatest 

possibilities for a comparatively easy expansion. And after the 

second restoration o f the Western Empire, which was a
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tran slatio  o f the imperial power to the kings o f Germany, 
that eastern expansion continued with even more vigour.

In all discussions about the so-called Holy Roman Empire,14 

the question is raised whether an imperial policy primarily 

concerned with Italy did not frequently divert the attention o f  

Germany’s rulers from that more vital, more specifically German 

problem o f O stp o litik .1* That may be so, but hardly less im
portant is another question : whether the imperial authority 

o f their kings, the practical identification o f Germany with the 

Empire, did not greatly facilitate for the Germans eastern 
conquests far beyond the most ambitious plans o f the Roman 

Emperors o f antiquity. These plans had included the domin
ation o f all Germany, and it has been rightly pointed out16 that 

their failure— the fact that Germany never was completely under 
the Romans— had far-reaching consequences both for the old 

Roman Empire and the future o f Europe. Nevertheless, when 
the German Kingdom o f the tenth century became not only a 

part o f the restored Western Empire but its very nucleus, the 
belated inclusion o f Germany as a whole in Western Europe 
seemed to be an accomplished fact. But was imperial Germany 

in a position to make additional, non-German territories also 
truly “  Western ”  ?

Strangely enough, the whole region north o f Germany, i.e ., 
Scandinavia, which never was supposed to be included in the 

Empire (attempts in that direction having failed even in the 

case o f Denmark),17 became undoubtedly part o f Western 
Europe as soon as it was converted to the Christian faith. That 

extension o f Western Christendom which soon, through 

Swedish conquest, included Finland also, proved a lasting 

success achieved without German interference. On the 

contrary, all the efforts o f Germany’s military might and 

diplomacy, all German pretensions to the rôle o f K ulturträger 
for Western Europe, proved insufficient to achieve the aim o f
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Germany’s eastern policy. Since the unification o f both 

Empires, Western and Eastern, proved to be an illusion even 

at the height o f the power o f die Ottomans or the Hohen
staufen,18 that aim was the inclusion in the Western Empire, 
the Holy Roman Empire o f the German Nadon, o f all lands 

which were not under the Eastern, Byzantine Empire.
That policy met, however, with the resistance o f these non- 

German peoples. While ready, and in most cases even anxious, 
to accept, with the Christian faith, the culture o f Western 
Europe, they were equally anxious to remain outside and 

independent o f any Empire, either Western or Eastern, as they 

had always been. The German advance,19 proceeding by 

degrees, with the creation o f new Marches as the first step, 
using also the subde methods o f feudal relationship, resumed 
time and again after temporary withdrawals, did not succeed in 

establishing any dear and definite frontier line o f Western 
Europe. That frontier seemed final only in those cases where 

the extermination or Germanization o f the native population 

made political and ethnic boundaries identical. Those Slavic 

tribes which rejected Christianity together with German 
domination paid heavily for their tragic mistake. Today, 
however, transfers o f populations may change again a situation 

which was the most lasting result o f the famous D rang nach 

O sten .
In one case only did the Germans succeed in forcing their 

suzerainty over a Christian state which non-Germans had 

created east o f them, and in making that Slavic state, gradually 

elevated to the rank o f a kingdom, an integral part o f the H oly 

Roman Empire. The kingdom o f Bohemia, frequently called 

the Empire’s “  noblest ”  member, occupied, however, such 
an exceptional position80 that it is the most typical example 
o f an intermediary region between Western and Eastern 

Europe.
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Entirely different are the cases o f Poland and Hungary, the 

two Catholic kingdoms o f Eastern Europe, to the latter o f 

which the Catholic kingdom o f Croatia was united from the 

end o f the eleventh century.21 Both had been from their 
formation, one hundred years before, Eastern outposts o f 
Western culture, which they tried to acquire from non-German, 
Latin sources.22 But at the same time, steadily rejecting 

imperial overlordship, they were the defences against Western 
— i.e., German— conquest o f an Eastern Europe which, after 

all that has been said about Western Europe, is now much easier 

to define.
There is an evident analogy in the formation and constitution 

o f both Western and Eastern Europe. In both cases a dear 

distinction must be made between the original territory and the 

areas which were added later. In the case o f Eastern Europe 
that difference is so striking that North-Eastern and South- 

Eastern Europe are frequently opposed to each other in the 

practice o f historiography.28
But the analogy goes even further. Just as the original part 

o f Western Europe is identical with the Roman section o f old, 
Mediterranean Europe, induding its conquests at the threshold 
o f the European Age, so South-Eastern Europe is nothing but 

the European part o f the eastern section o f the Empire— the 
Greek part o f old Mediterranean Europe, plus its extension 

under the Romans to the lower Danube.
This first point is plain and uncontroversial. The difficulties 

o f interpretation begin as soon as the problem o f North- 

Eastern Europe is considered. It is, o f course, impossible to 
speak, as in the case o f Western Europe, o f the expansion o f a 

restored Empire, transferred to a new nation. The Eastern 
Empire lasted without interruption until the Ottoman invasion, 
and before 1453 never hadjto be “  restored ” in another form. 
Constantinople was never conquered by Slavic nations, in
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spite o f the imperial ambitions o f Bulgarian and Serbian leaders, 
and it was only briefly, and in a late period, held by the Latins. 
From the sixth century, when Greek took the place o f Latin as 

the official language,14 until the final catastrophe, the un
interrupted line o f the ßaaiX elç x&tv 'P a p a ia # , notwithstanding 

the ethnic origin o f their successive dynasties, perpetuated the 

Empire o f Constantinople in its Greek form.
That Empire, even in the times o f its greatest power, was 

hardly able to defend, either in Europe or in Asia, its ancient 

Roman boundaries. The outermost north-eastern conquest of 
Roman days, the only conquest beyond the Danube— Dacia—  

was lost before the Empire was divided. That area, whatever 

we may think o f the question o f Rumanian continuity, always 

remained an area o f transition between South-Eastern and 

North-Eastern Europe, even after the Ottoman Sultans had 

replaced the Greek Emperors. The latter, who never attempted 
to reconquer old D ada, were even less well equipped—-nor were 

they anxious— to conquer any integral part o f North-Eastern 
Europe. Even the most powerful Macedonian dynasty foiled 

to secure to the Empire either its former possessions in Pan- 
nonia or its andent foothold at the northern shores o f the Black 

Sea. The temporary reconquest o f what the Bulgarians had 

occupied in the Balkan peninsula remained the greatest military 
and political success.18

There was, indeed, under that same Macedonian dynasty a 
tremendous cultural expansion o f Byzantium in the north
eastern direction, through the medium o f the Greek Orthodox 

Church, initiated even before the first Macedonian Emperor 

by the great Patriarch Photius. It seems, therefore, well justified 

to say that precisely this sphere o f cultural influence must be 
added to old South-Eastern Europe in order to arrive at a correct 

conception o f Eastern Europe as a whole. But two questions 

immediately arise in that connection.

xx6
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It must be asked, first, whether it has to be admitted in ad
vance that all the territories, even the most distant, where the 
Greek Orthodox faith was introduced became through that 

mere fact a permanent and integral part o f Eastern Europe. 
Toynbee realizes the profound difference between far-away 

Russia and the original home o f Greek Orthodox society, and 

therefore declares that “  offshoot ”  to be a distinct society in 
itself.** Differing in that respect from Bidlo’s theory, he is 
obviously right as far as Muscovite Russia is concerned. But 

without repeating what has been said above about the eastern 

limits o f Europe as a whole and about the various Russias, let 

us simply note that Orthodoxy alone offers no conclusive 
evidence that a given country is part o f Eastern Europe. And  

that leads to the second question : whether only Orthodox 

countries should be included in the conception o f Eastern 

Europe.
Before answering this, it must be recalled that in the days o f  

Byzantium’s great cultural expansion the Eastern Church was 

not yet definitely separated from the Western. It was always 
well known that the Photian schism was by no means final. 
Today F. Dvom lk is trying to show that it was not a real 
schism at all.*7 He has proved, at least, that Saints Cyrill and 

Methodius, those Greek “  apostles o f the Slavs ”, could be, 
at the same time, loyal to Photius and to Rome. He has also 
shown that their activity, including their defence o f the Eastern 

rite, left lasting traces in countries which always remained 

Catholic.** Moreover, even those countries which gradually 

were affected by the Cerularian schism o f 1054— this time a real 
break between Rome and Byzantium which was to be final—  

always remained interested, together with Byzantium itself and 

in contradistinction to Muscovite Russia alone, in projects and 

possibilities o f reunion. The history o f religious union between 

the Eastern and the Western Churches is, indeed, inseparable
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from the history o f their division.2* And therefore that division 

is no sufficient ground for a basic division o f Europe.
It is true that the religious difference between Catholics, even 

those— or, rather, particularly those— o f Eastern rite, and the 

Orthodox greatly embittered political controversies between 

Slavs, even such as are so close to each other as, for instance, 
Croats and Serbs. But on the other hand there also was, as early 

as in the Middle Ages, a Slavic solidarity, either cultural, 
through the community o f the nobile linguagium  Slaoom cum J* or 

political, in reaction to a common danger from the Germans and 

their Empire. And it was precisely the Catholic Slavs who first 
and most directly were exposed to that danger.

Likewise threatened were the non-Slavic peoples sooner or 
later converted to the Catholic faith— the Hungarians, Lithuan
ians, Latvians, and Estonians— peoples whose history, like the 

history o f the Orthodox Rumanians, is practically inseparable 

from Slavic history. A ll these nations east o f Germany, nations 
which in spite o f their Catholicism and Western culture never 

receive sufficient attention in any separate treatment o f Western 

European history, constitute together with their Orthodox 
neighbours, as far as these remained in the European com
munity, the new, northern part o f Eastern Europe, which 

in the European Age appeared beside old South-Eastern 
Europe.

Eastern Europe would, therefore, be the region between the 
Holy Roman Empire, or the Teutonic and Romance nations, 
on die one hand, and Eurasian Russia, i.e., those Eastern Slavs 
who found themselves in certain periods o f history outside the 

European community, on the other hand. In other words, it is 

that large and important part o f Europe o f which the Byzantine 

Empire only— all too frequendy studied in isolation— is duly 

considered in general historiography, at least since the rebirth 

o f Byzantine studies some fifty years ago ; all the other countries
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o f that region are usually treated on the margin either o f 

Western European history, if  they are Catholic, or o f Russian 

history, if  they are Orthodox or Slavic or both.
It is true that this region as a whole never had any political 

unity ; no Empire could expect to control it all. But neither was 

Western Europe ever completely unified politically, in spite o f 
the many attempts and claims o f the Empire restored by the 

Germans. It is also true that there was in Eastern Europe a far 
greater lack o f cultural unity than in Western Europe, but the 
basic elements o f unity, common to the whole o f Europe, 
especially the great traditions o f Antiquity and Christianity, 
were equally strong in both parts, and the element o f internal 
variety, more striking in the Eastern, is in itself typically Euro
pean. It merely makes the historian distinguish, within the 

frontiers o f Eastern Europe, smaller regions which correspond 

to the various trends o f political and cultural development.
1 It is hardly necessary to point out that, like the external 

frontier separating Eastern Europe from Western Eurasia, these 

internal divisions are not fixed by any permanent lines, but 
fluctuate in areas o f transition. In that respect it proved decisive 

that the Danubian frontier between old, imperial South-Eastern 

Europe and the new territories o f the North-East was gradually 

replaced by a Danubian region, smaller but almost as important 

as the other two regions and sometimes an object o f controversy 

between them. There appear, therefore, in Eastern Europe not 

two, but three main divisions, and each o f them passed through 

at least three phases o f development which correspond more or 

less, as we shall see later, to the chronological divisions o f 

European history.
The first o f these territorial sections o f Eastern Europe re

mains, o f course, the South-East, the Eastern, Byzantine 

Empire, together with the states created by the Slavs in the 

Balkan peninsula. Together with them, the Greek Empire was
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conquered by the Turks, and under their Asiatic Empire 

that original section, in the second phase o f its evolution, 
ceased to be really part o f Europe, as we have pointed out 
in a previous chapter.*1 The division o f the Balkans among 
the Christian successor states o f the Ottoman Empire 

reunited that region with Europe during the last period o f its 

history.
Temporarily the Turks penetrated far into the Danubian 

region, conquering the centre o f Hungary and extending their 

suzerainty over Transylvania, Wallachia and Moldavia. Before 
that invasion most o f this region was controlled by the 

Hungarian kingdom, surrounded by vassal lands and tempor
arily united, through dynastic ties, with Poland, in the third 

region o f Eastern Europe, and with Bohemia, in the inter
mediary zone between Eastern and Western Europe. After 
the period o f Ottoman penetration the Austrian Habsburgs, 
who had long ago claimed the Hungarian succession, united 
the whole Danubian region, except what was to be Rumania, 
in an Empire o f changing constitution, but always, in one way 
or another, connected with Germany. That situation, which 

will be discussed in the following chapter, lasted until the 
recent division o f the Habsburg monarchy into another group 

o f successor states.
North-Eastern Europe, the third region if  the Danubian is 

treated separately, consisted originally o f Poland and old 
Kievan Russia— preferably called Rué or Ruthenia. In the 

following period both were federated, together with the 
younger Grand-Duchy o f Lithuania, under the Jagellonian 

dynasty, the same which for a short time ruled also over the 

Danubian region. The partition o f the Polish Commonwealth 
between the Russian and German Empires made that third 

region disappear completely for more than a hundred years, 
creating the impression that there was nothing between Western
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European Germany and a new Russia, identified with Eastern 
Europe. The crucial significance o f that “  heartland ”  o f 

Europe81 reappeared, however, as soon as it was liberated, and 

will also be studied in the next chapter.
What has been said here will suffice to indicate the complex 

and sometimes decisive rôle o f a badly neglected Eastern 

Europe, inseparable from Western Europe, in the whole course 

o f European history. In conclusion, it might be added that 

while Western Europe is predominantly, though not exclusively 
— for the Celts cannot be forgotten— Romance and Germanic, 
Eastern Europe is predominantly, though even less exclusively, 
Slavonic. But since the Slavs are divided into Catholic and 

Orthodox, since so many other peoples, from the Greeks in 
the south to the Balts and Finns in the north, are associated 

with them, and since the colonization process o f the Eastern 
Slavs has placed many o f them outside Europe, another con
trast ought to be stressed. Western Europe was formed around 

the restored Western Empire, while Eastern Europe included 

what remained o f the Eastern Empire plus the part o f 

the continent which succeeded in remaining outside any 

Empire.
Another conclusion is even more important. Eastern Europe, 

as defined here, is no less European than Western Europe. As 

soon as the identification o f Eastern Europe with the realm o f 
Orthodoxy or— what is much more misleading— with Russia 

is abandoned, it appears that the eastern part o f Europe, far 
from being uniform, is even richer in variety than the western. 
Precisely because Eastern Europe is not a cultural unit, it 
participates in both the Greek and the Roman form o f Europe’s 
Ancient and Christian heritage. In Eastern Europe it has been 

tried time and again, though unfortunately without complete 

and lasting success, to reconcile these two expressions o f the 
European mind. And it was Eastern Europe— not as a whole,
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since it never was organized as a political unit, but through its 

individual nations or regional federations— which defended 

the whole o f Europe, its faith and its culture, against the re
peated onslaughts o f the Asiatic powers that crossed the Straits 
in the south or advanced on the wide isthmus north o f the Black 
Sea.

THE LIMITS AND DIVISIONS OF EUROPEAN HISTORY

122



CHAPTER VII

The Geographical Divisions:
(b) The Dualism of Central Europe





CHAPTER VII

The Geographical Divisions:
(b) The Dualism of Central Europe

T here is something arbitrary in all divisions o f history, in the 

geographical perhaps even more than in the chronological. In  

the case o f European history, the shortcomings o f any such 
division are particularly evident— one might even say un
avoidable— if it is admitted in advance that it must be a division 

into two parts only. That is precisely the reason why so fre
quently a third part o f Europe is distinguished in addition to, 
or rather between, the two basic parts in the West and in the 

East. And it is only natural, and in agreement with the relative 

character o f the whole terminology which is being used almost 

traditionally, that this additional section o f the continent is 

called Central Europe. There is, however, no agreement as to 
the meaning o f that name, and at least two different interpre
tations must be distinguished, each o f them typical o f the peace- 

planning and o f the “  propaganda ” during one ofthe two World 

Wars. These interpretations have so deeply influenced, and 

continue to influence, not only political science, but also 
historiography, that they deserve careful consideration.

During the European War o f 1914-1918, no political treatise 
was more discussed than Friedrich Naumann’s M itteleuropa , l  

published in 1915, when the military situation seemed favour
able to the so-çalled “  central ”  powers, and their leaders wanted 

to define and to popularize their war aims. During the World 

War o f 1939-1945» the plans o f the Third R eich , much more
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ambitious than those o f the Second had been, reached far 
beyond Naumann’s conception o f Central Europe, being 

influenced instead by Haushofer's only too well-known 

“  geopolitical ”  analysis o f the whole world.9 From the point 
o f view o f European history and its divisions, the peace-planning 

o f the anti-German coalition was, therefore, more instructive. 
And this time it was among the Allies, particularly those east 

o f Germany, that the problem o f Central Europe was most 

thoroughly studied. The bibliography o f all that was published 
on that problem is simply amazing,9 but it must be noted at 

once that the amount o f material which had to be examined 
resulted, at least in part, from the significant fact that this time 

Central Europe was considered in dose connection with Eastern 

Europe.
As far as the terminology is concerned, it became even more 

confusing than before. A  new expression even appeared—  
Central-Eastern Europe— which, although it was used by  

official organizations,4 was never suffidently clarified ; at the 

same time, the old M itteleuropa  idea, while not disappearing 
entirdy, entered its “  final stage ” . Felix Gilbert, who recently 
stressed this point,6 tried to simplify the issue for American 

readers by suggesting that both the terms M itteleuropa  and 

Central Europe should be used, the former to be associated 
with the old German conception and the latter with the ideas 

advanced during the last war.
This seems a doubtful solution, however, because, after all, 

the expressions are completely equivalent, only taken from two 
different languages. It ought to be admitted instead that there 

is within the limits o f any possible central section o f Europe, 
from whatever language its name should be taken, a basic 

dualism, perhaps more striking than the dualismi which some 

scholars have wanted to see in the historic structure o f Europe 

as a whole.
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There appears, first o f all, to be a profound dualism, or even 

discrepancy, o f political programmes. In the German inter
pretation the whole o f Central Europe would be united, one 

way or another, under German leadership, and for that reason 

the German name o f that section o f Europe may seem suggestive. 
According to Germany’s opponents, the eastern part o f Central 
Europe, which is quite different from the western, ought to be 
independent o f Germany, and possibly united in one or more 
federations or confederations which would be the best guarantee 

o f independence and security.
But even in the German conception it is evident that, inde

pendently o f any political solution o f the problem, there is in 
Central Europe a dualism which clearly distinguishes from one 
another its western and its eastern parts. The western is really 

German, ethnically and historically : it simply is identical with 
Germany proper. The eastern part, which can be called East- 
Central Europe, but not Central-Eastern Europe (this would 

mean the central part o f Eastern Europe, hence something 

entirely different), might come under German control, as it 

actually did, totally or in part, in various periods o f history ; 
nevertheless, that area which the Germans consider their 

closest sphere o f influence in the east always remained non- 
German, inhabited by a great variety o f ethnic and linguistic 
groups in contradistinction to the homogeneously German 
West-Central Europe. Only a complete extermination, ex
pulsion or thorough Germanization o f these groups could 

have changed the situation. But none o f these methods, though 
all were tried at given moments, has proved fully successful in 

the course o f history. The success remained limited to local 
shifts o f the frontier between West-Central Europe and East- 
Central Europe, to the advantage o f the western, German part.

That very issue has already been discussed above, in con
nection with the problem o f the shifting frontier between
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Western and Eastern Europe. And this is only natural. For i f  

Europe is divided, with a view to a better understanding o f  
European history, into three parts instead o f only two, dien 

both Western and Eastern Europe— the two primary, most con
ventional divisions— must be reduced in area in order to obtain 

a Central Europe formed at the expense o f both o f them. Th e  

question merely is whether such an interpretation is justified 

and gives us a geographical division o f Europe less arbitrary 

and with fewer shortcomings than the other one.
A  strong argument in favour o f such an approach is the ob

vious fact that any analysis o f either Western or Eastern 
Europe discovers various regions within the limits o f both o f 

them. I f  the two main divisions o f Europe were completely 

homogeneous, the creation o f a third one would be artificial 
nonsense. The preceding chapter has shown that this is not 

so. In Western Europe, there are territories which not only 
geographically— this would be a truism with little meaning—  

but historically are less “  Western ”  than the others, and 

similarly, some parts o f Eastern Europe appear less “  Eastern '* 

than the rest. In both cases this is a natural consequence o f the 
gradual growth and expansion o f each o f the two regions, and o f  

their formation out o f “  old ”  and “  new ”  sections. In the 

case o f Eastern Europe it also is a consequence o f processes o f  
colonization which extended Europe as a whole. On the other 

hand, the eastern part o f Western Europe and the western part 

o f Eastern Europe, dose neighbours as they are, were neces
sarily in constant relations with one another, influenced each 
other, and had many problems in common.

But should they, therefore, be considered a unit distinct from  

the two other parts o f Europe ? According to the German 
interpretation, they are such a unit, were it only as a result o f  

German expansion and colonization in the eastern direction, 
which made the eastern, non-German part o f Central Europe
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a German K ulturboden.* German archaeologists would add that 

these territories had all been originally Teutonic,7 while 

German political science and demography would claim them as 
German Lebensraum . Even before Nazism popularized that 

conception and extended it almost indefinitely, Pan-Germanism 

in its earlier phase8 had always aimed at the inclusion o f all the 

borderlands between the compact ethnical territories o f  

Germany proper and Russia proper, where German minorities 
were scattered almost everywhere among so many different 

smaller ethnic groups.
Such a political programme o f clearly imperialistic character 

is, however, in spite o f its old, mediaeval tradition, no sufficient 

reason for the scholar to accept a geographical division o f  

Europe based upon such onesided considerations. Such a divi
sion would be at least as arbitrary as the usual distinction o f  

Western and Eastern Europe. It would involve even more 
shortcomings, since it could be used, and as a matter o f fact 
has already been used, as an argument in favour o f political 
solutions forced upon the larger half o f the Central European 
peoples. These non-German Central Europeans, fearing the 

domination o f the whole o f Central Europe by the strongest 
nation o f that region, always emphasized that th eir Central 
Europe, the eastern part, without claiming in turn any 
supremacy over the western, had the right to a separate, in
dependent existence. The long series o f German acts o f  

aggression before and during the last war made these peoples 
particularly aware o f the danger which they all had to face, and 

suggested the contemporary plans for an organization o f a 
Central Europe without Germany. And that conception, far 
from being a new invention, is in full agreement with Central 

Europe’s basic dualism.
This being so, it seems obvious that what connects the 

histories o f the two parts o f Central Europe is not any real
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community, but rather an agelong struggle9 against a unification 

enforced by the smaller, but more homogeneous and therefore 

stronger, part. It would be entirely artificial to pretend that 
these two parts have more in common with each other than the 

western part has with Western Europe or the eastern pan with 

Eastern Europe. The question even arises whether there would 
not be greater justification for stressing the ties, political or 

cultural or both, which in so many periods o f history con
nected Western Europe proper with the eastern pan o f Central 
Europe,10 and its western pan with Eastern Europe proper. 
Such an approach seems contrary to the most obvious geo
graphical facts and therefore almost paradoxical, especially for 
those who are influenced by geographical determinism. But the 

very possibility o f asking that surprising question makes the 

historian wonder whether the most adequate geographical 
division o f Europe would not be a division, into neither two nor 

three, but into four parts.
A  review o f these four regions ought to proceed from the 

West towards the East. The first o f them would be, o f course, 
a Western Europe fully deserving that name, Western Europe 
proper. Territorially it would be almost identical with the 
ancient, original part o f Western Europe : the European section 

o f the ancient, truly Roman, Empire plus the small area o f the 
British isles unconquered by the Romans and minus the small 
area o f Germany really controlled by the Romans. Ethnically 
it would be the domain o f the Romance and Celtic nations, 
including only those Germanic elements which were completely 
absorbed and assimilated by the Latin world and those which 
contributed to the formation o f the Anglo-Saxon world, far 

away from their Central European homeland.
Included in that Western Europe proper must also be those 

small nations along the controversial, fluctuating, western 

border o f Germany, which were constituted through the
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separation o f their respective territories from the German 
Empire. That process started in the later Middle Ages with the 

formation o f the Swiss Confederation11 and o f the Burgundian 

State ;ls it was accelerated by the Treaty o f Westphalia, which 

recognized the full independence o f both Switzerland and the 
United Provinces o f the Netherlands, but it was not completed 
before the nineteenth century, when Belgium and Luxemburg 

finally achieved that same objective. It was a typically European 
process, showing the constructive rôle o f small nations, and in 

some cases also o f federal government ; a contribution to the 

peaceful settlement o f involved and protracted territorial dis
putes ; and finally a test o f how the German mind can be 

transformed when freed from any imperialistic power complex 
and offered an opportunity o f dose co-operation with Latin 

elements, racial and cultural, in limited political units with 
specific national characters.

Through that process the two transition zones in the Low  

Countries and in the Alps were definitdy associated with the 
original part o f Western Europe, increasing the variety o f its 

structure. Never was that association more evident than in the 
present transition from the European to the Atlantic Age, and 

no part o f Europe is more indisputably Atlantic, although 
neither Luxemburg nor Switzerland have access to the sea. 
The temptation o f limiting the new Atlantic community to that 

first part o f Europe only, although it must be rejected for 
reasons given above and others which will be added later, can 

be easily explained by the fact that turning eastward, to the 

next o f the four constituent parts o f the European continent, we 
immediately enter a completely different region : Germany.

It would be absurd to indude that country in any kind o f 
Eastern Europe. Therefore, as explained in the preceding 

chapter, if  there are only two alternatives, Germany must be 
considered part o f Western Europe. But this is precisely one o f
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the doubtful features o f such an oversimplified division. It 
makes us overlook the fact that the Empire which was restored 
— or rather created— at the very beginning o f the European 

Age, in 962, and, in spite o f two successive renovations, in 1871 
and 1933, fell at its very end, was, within the European com
munity, a world in itself. With the Roman Empire it had little 

more in common than a name, which was gradually replaced by 

the name German, a name first added to the other,1* then 

adopted in current use, and finally made official. The con
tinuity «between ancient Rome and the mediaeval Empire was 

a mere fiction, except at the very beginning, in the minds o f 
an Otto III and his collaborators,14 while there is  a continuity 

between the three Empires which in German are all called 
R eich . Also fiction was the identification o f the first o f these 

three German Empires with Christendom and with the 
European community, a fiction opposed even in the Middle 

Ages by practically all non-Germans15 and even by most o f the 

Italians, who were, in part, forced to recognize the authority o f 

the German king and to see him crowned in Rome. That 

opposition was almost as strong as the resistance against the 

German conquest o f Europe in the recent days o f the second and 

third R eich .
It is true that there appeared, even after Otto III and outside 

Germany, noble minds whose interpretation o f mediaeval 
universalism not only accepted but glorified the idea o f im
perial leadership. If, however, Dante's unsurpassed vision o f a 
peacefully united Christendom14 had been the work o f a 

G uelf instead o f a Ghibellin, the synthesis o f the political 
philosophy o f the Middle Ages would have been entirely 

different. So it became an almost traditional attitude o f  
Catholic historiography to idealize the power which had been 

the most persistent and dangerous opponent o f the Papacy. 
And until recently, thanks to Lord Bryce’s classic work,17
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Protestant Anglo-Saxon historians also have looked with almost 

nostalgic admiration upon the Holy Roman Empire which 
Toynbee has dared to call merely the ghost o f a defunct “  uni
versal state ”, harmful to the great conception o f the Christian 
Republic.18

German historians are at pains to show19 that the Emperors 
themselves did not claim any real domination beyond the 

frontiers o f Germany, but only some kind o f overlordship, 
which, after all, was in the interest o f European unity and 

therefore acceptable to the non-German nations. But even such 

a claim as this, coming from the kings o f any individual nation, 
would necessarily produce in that nation a tradition o f imperial
ism ; in the given case, it found its modem expression in the 

political programme o f Pan-Germanism. And strangely enough, 
in spite o f its racial inspiration, that programme aimed first at 
the control, not so much o f all Germanic peoples, including the 
geographically isolated Scandinavian group, as o f that Central 
European region where German expansion was making so much 

progress at die expense o f the eastern neighbours.
When, therefore, German nationalism, after the disappear

ance o f the first R eich , demanded the unification o f Germany on 

national grounds, it wanted to include not only the non- 
German parts o f the Holy Roman Empire— a claim which was 
rejected, on behalf o f the Czechs, in Palacky*s famous letter o f 
184820— but also, to a certain extent, those non-German parts 

o f the two strongest German states, Prussia and Austria, 
which always had remained outside the borders o f the old 
Empire and the German Confederation o f 1815. In the case o f  
Prussia, her Polish provinces were, indeed, incorporated in the 

Second R eich .81 The case o f Austria was much more involved 
and certainly constitutes the most difficult issue in the whole 
Central European problem.

On the one hand, the Habsburg Empire, constituted in 1804,
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two years before the Holy Roman Empire was dissolved, had 

in many respects better reasons for being considered the rightful 
heir o f the latter than had the Hohenzollern Empire o f 1871.22 

But, on the other hand, it included such large and diverse non- 
German territories that any plan, like that o f Prince Felix v. 
Schwarzenberg, in 1849-50,28 to make the whole o f it a part—  
even the leading part— o f a Greater Germany frightened not 
only all non-German powers and peoples, but even the ex
ponents o f German nationalism, which might have been sub
merged by foreign elements within such a “  monster Empire

Bismarck himself preferred to see the Austrian Germans 
excluded, as they were in 1866, from German unity,24 but left 

in control o f a second Central European Empire, soon to be 

closely allied (from 1879 to its fall in 1918) with the other one, 
which alone was called German. But it was precisely that 

disguised form o f German control over the whole o f M itte l
europa, contrary to the principles o f the 1867 Constitution o f the 
Habsburg Monarchy and to the real interests and aspirations 

o f most o f its peoples, which was the main cause o f Austria- 
Hungary's disintegration.26

Among all the so-called successor-states, only the new, almost 
purely German, Republic o f Austria seemed to belong, as in 

the past, to the western German part o f Central Europe. Yet 
the A nschluss, which, as evidenced in 1938, could easily lead to 

a complete annihilation o f Austria's historic individuality, was 
not the only solution o f the problem created by the St. Germain 

Treaty.26 The new Austria, an Alpine state with a federal 
constitution, might also develop into another Switzerland : not 
merely a state, but a real nation,27 distinct from Germany in 

spite o f a common racial and cultural background, as happened 

in the case o f the Germans o f Switzerland, Luxemburg, or the 

Low Countries. Such an Austria could form, together with 
Switzerland, a geographical link between Western Europe, in
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the proper sense, and the Eastern part o f Central Europe, a 

similar link being constituted in the north by the Scandinavian 
countries.

As to the other successor-states o f the Habsburg monarchy, it 

is obvious that they all belong to the eastern, non-German part 

o f Central Europe, in spite o f the German influence which 
penetrated them under Habsburg rule.28 But they are not the 

only members o f East-Central Europe. That name was and 
frequently is given, in contemporary political discussions, to the 

whole dozen countries, in addition to Austria, which, between 

the last two wars, existed as independent states between 
Scandinavia, Germany and Italy in die West and the Soviet 

Union in the East. Geographically, they do not form any unit, 
and historically they are likewise divided, at least by the 

difference, so frequendy stressed in the present study, between 

Old Europe, including the Balkans, and New Europe, north o f 
the Danubian region. For these and other reasons some o f 
those who during the last war so strongly recommended a 
federalization o f that whole group o f smaller countries, envi
saged not one, but two or even three regional federations in this 

part o f Europe.28 But sometimes the whole o f it was called a 
“  New Europe M8# in the political sense, emphasizing that the 

peace setdement after 1918 had completed the process o f liber
ation o f all these peoples from Greece to Finland.

Besides the Danubian States, the country which most 

definitely belongs to East-Central Europe is, o f course, Poland, 
the largest o f the whole group and occupying a key position, 
both geographically and historically.81 In spite o f a striking 
continuity in Polish history through the whole millennium o f 

the European Age, from the tenth to the twentieth century, a 

continuity which even the dismemberment in the nineteenth 

could not destroy, there are, even in Polish historiography, 
two different interpretations o f the Polish tradition, usually
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connected with the heritage o f two dynasties: the Piasts and the 

Jagellonians.88 In the Piast period Poland had been limited to 

her ethnic homelands,88 parts o f which were gradually lost to 

Germany. Under the Jagellonians, Poland was the centre o f  

a federal system which temporarily included even Bohemia, 
Hungary, and the Rumanian principalities, and for many 

centuries united Poland proper, Lithuania, Ruthenia (what now 

is called the Ukraine and Byelorussia), and Livonia (Latvia and 

parts o f Estonia) in one Commonwealth.
Since the restoration o f that Commonwealth in a modem  

form proved impossible after the liberation o f its whole area in 

1918,84 there arose not only the question o f the political bound
ary between the new Poland and her former partners in the 
Jagellonian federation, but also the problem as to the part o f 

Europe to which these other members o f the historic Union 

would belong. In the case o f the three Baltic republics, it was 
obvious that, like Poland, they were an integral part o f East 

Central Europe, together with their northern neighbour, 
Finland, whose historic association with Sweden resulted in an 

intermediary position between the Baltic and the Scandinavian 

groups.85 The case o f old Ruthenia is, however, a much more 
difficult issue, subject to different interpretations, although one 
o f them, which was propagated under Tsarist rule and assumed 

that both Little Russians (Ukrainians) and White Russians were 

parts o f one indivisible Russian nation, seems now definitely 

abandoned.86
The Russian Revolution recognized both o f these as separate 

nations, but soon after their declarations o f independence forced 

upon them Communist governments which made them join 
the Soviet Union as constituent republics together with the 

Russian Federated Soviet Republic.87 Practically dominated by 
the latter, they found themselves, together with it, outside a 
Europe which, distinct from Soviet Eurasia, consists o f three
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parts only : Western Europe in the proper sense, the German 

centre, and the countries between Germany and the Soviet 

Union. The present control o f all these countries by Soviet 

Russia would eventually reduce Europe to two parts : die West 

and Germany. If, on the contrary, the Ukraine and Byelorussia 
should be free from Soviet Russia, these two nations could be 

considered Eastern Europe proper, although their historical 
ties with East-Central Europe would favour their inclusion in 
that group.

Modem Ukrainian historiography righdy stresses the 

Western trends in the past ofthat country88 in contradistinction 
to Russian history, and the same can be said with regard to 

Byelorussia. It is true that some Russian scholars, such as 

George Vernadsky, while fully aware o f the distinct individuality 

o f the Ukraine and White Russia, try to include their whole past 

in the general course o f Russian history ;89 but that makes the 

whole presentation rather artificial, the more so because 
Vernadsky favours at the same time the Eurasian interpretation 

o f Russian history, which cannot be applied to the Western 

R u i. It is equally doubtful whether federation with a Russia 

integrated in the European community would be the best 

solution o f the problem o f the now “  submerged ”  Ukrainian 

nation.40 But this is a question o f the future, and therefore 

beyond the scope o f historical research.
T h e historian can merely repeat that i f  and when Russia is 

considered part o f Europe, he has to distinguish, not two nor 

even three, but four constituent parts o f the continent, except 

that in the nineteenth century, and until the European War o f  

1914 to 1918, one o f these divisions seemed non-existent, 
because the whole region between Germany and Russia had 

been absorbed by the German and Russian Empires, while the 

liberation o f the Balkan nations from the Ottoman Empire was 

only beginning. Under these conditions, which even today
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influence the approach o f many historians, it was easy to identify 

Central Europe with Germany and her “  brilliant second ” , 

to consider it the last outpost o f Western civilization— the real 
Europe— and to identify the comparatively new field o f Eastern 

European history with the history o f Russia, which seemed to 

cover, more or less, the whole “  Slavic world
Rejecting these misconceptions, let us consider, in con

clusion, the advantages o f a geographical division o f European 

history into four sections, without giving any importance to the 

terms Western, West-Central, East-Central, and Eastern, 
which were tentatively used above.

One o f the main defects o f that whole terminology, and o f the 
basic distinction between Western and Eastern Europe, lies in 

the impression obviously created that all o f what is geograph
ically “  Eastern ”  is alien, or even opposed, to “  Western ” —  
that is, truly European— civilization. As a matter o f fact, a 
closer study o f the various historical regions o f Europe confirms 

quite another impression, which first seemed paradoxical : it 
appears that some countries which are situated in the eastern, 
or at least the east-central, part o f Europe have particularly 

close ties, cultural and even political, with the Latin West o f the 

continent.
This is especially evident in the case o f Catholic nations, 

whether Slavic like the Poles, Czechs or Croats, or o f any other 

racial origin, like the Lithuanians and the Hungarians. But even 
nations whose Christian faith and historic tradition is Eastern, 
in the sense o f Greek Orthodoxy, were attracted by the Latin  

West, particularly when exposed to the onslaught o f the Asiatic 
East. After liberation from Ottoman, non-European domin
ation, they showed themselves more anxious than ever to re
establish close relations with Western Europe and her culture.41

These relations were at the same time an escape from Russian 

imperialism, not only in the Balkan, but also in the Ukrainian
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case ; that Russian, East European imperialism, on the other 

hand, frequently co-operated with German imperialism, which 
is Western in its appearances because associated with the 

tradition o f the Western Roman Empire, but in its essence is 

distinctly anti-Latin, opposed to the aspirations o f Western 

Europe in the proper sense.
The political philosophies o f Germany and Russia always 

had much in common,48 were it only because each pretended to 

be the legitimate heir o f the ancient Empire in one o f its two 

forms. Such claims were always rejected by the Latin and 
Anglo-Saxon West, as well as by all countries between Germany 

and Russia, with the sole difference that the former seemed 
threatened only by one imperialism, while the latter were under 

a similar pressure from two sides. Even when the old imperial 
ideas were losing their practical significance in the era o f modem  
nationalism, that nationalism had different features in the two 

pairs o f European regions which seem such a challenge to 
geography. The liberal ideas o f the Latin and Anglo-Saxon 

West found an enthusiastic response in the distant region o f 

East-Central Europe, while the specifically German form o f 

nationalism, whether idealistic or materialistic in its philosophy, 
deeply influenced similar trends in modem Russia.48

From the tenth century to the twentieth— that is, throughout 

the course o f European history— Germany's immediate eastern 

neighbours, younger members o f the European community, 
tried to promote their cultural development in direct co
operation with the Latin homelands o f European civilization, 
without passing through a German intermediary. But as soon 

as Muscovite Russia developed her even younger power east o f 
them, a co-operation was inaugurated between Germany and 

that new power44 which might be considered either a fourth 
European region, in the geographical and historical order, or an 
extra-European force extending far into Asia.
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The persistent purpose o f that co-operation was the encircle
ment and isolation, and eventually the complete elimination, i f  

necessary through partition, o f all the nations which separated 

Germany from Russia, and formed the real eastern bulwark o f  

European civilization. From that point o f view, it is interesting 
to recall that the first German-Russian alliance, concluded as 

early as 1490, was answered as early as 1500 by a first alliance 
o f the whole Jagellonian system— Poland, Lithuania, Bohemia 

and Hungary— with France and Venice.45 Fifteen years later, 
a first Congress o f Vienna tried in vain to reconcile the two parts 

o f Central Europe on a basis o f equality,46 and in 1815 another, 
much better-known Congress in the same city sanctioned the 

disappearance o f the eastern, non-German part, which remained 

divided between two German powers, Russia and Turkey. After 

the Paris Peace Conference o f 1919, that forgotten region o f 

Europe reappeared in the form o f a dozen free and independent 
countries, but only to face the persistent hostility o f both 

Germany and Russia, equally opposed to such an organization 
o f the “  balkanized ”  Ztoischen-E uropa  which separated them 

like a cordon san itaire.47
In one o f his provocative books,48 David J. Dallin has 

compared three maps o f that region : the first showed it as a 

group o f free nations, closely connected with a friendly and 

democratic France which influenced them culturally in the 

Western spirit, but was too distant either to threaten or to pro
tect them effectively; the second and the third showed the same 

area dominated during the last war by Germany, and after that 

by Russia, the two powers which had tried to divide it again 

between themselves in the years o f the Nazi-Soviet co-opera
tion.

T h e history o f the balance o f power system, to which the 

whole political history o f Europe is so frequently reduced, 
remains incomplete as long as the crucial problem o f the second
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Central Europe, the third o f four basic regions o f Europe, is 

ignored. But even with that problem included, the history o f  

the balance o f power system is not the whole political history 
o f Europe; this was not the only system o f Europe’s organiza
tion. À  constitution based upon the idea o f universalism was 

also tried in that European Age, which was inclined to identify 

Europe with the universe and which, to a certain extent, really 

made Europe the centre o f universal history. But the whole 
issue o f universalism versus balance o f power requires a preli
minary discussion, not only o f the geographical, but also o f  
the chronological divisions o f European history.
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The Chronological Divisions :
(a) The Middle Ages and The Renaissance

T he conventional divisions o f European history into chrono
logical periods are almost as inadequate as the conventional 

. divisions o f the European continent into geographical regions. 
And they are so for similar reasons. One o f them is the relative 
character o f the names which are given to the traditional periods: 
ancient, mediaeval and modem, as well as to the usual territorial 
sections: western, central, and eastern. But there is another 
reason, common to both inadequacies. The divisions ofEuropean 

history, whether geographical or chonological, have been drafted 
without taking into consideration the problem o f the limits o f 

European history both in space and in time.
That statement needs to be explained. As far as the territorial 

divisions are concerned, the greatest difficulty in establishing 

them resulted from the fact, so frequently overlooked, that the 

historical European community cannot be simply identified with 
geographical Europe, because the frontiers o f that community, 
especially in the East, were not fixed once for all, but moving 

back and forth. That same fact must be taken into serious 
consideration before a decision is made concerning the division 

into chronological periods, which ought to correspond to the 
historical evolution o f all members o f the European com
munity. On the one hand, any division based upon the develop
ment o f only a certain part o f that community, for instance 

the Western, would hardly meet the requirements o f general

14 5



European history. On the other hand, it would be a hopeless 

undertaking to look for a division which would cover the history 
o f territories which in the given period were not really part of 

historical Europe, but under the impact o f extra-European 

forces. Such an approach to the problem o f chronological 
periods, involved as it seems to be, is at the same time a helpful 
test o f whether or not the determination o f Europe’s boundaries, 
based upon different considerations, is in full agreement with 

the reality o f the historical process.
It is much easier to explain, or rather to recall, that the 

chronological limits o f European history as a whole— the middle 
o f the tenth century, when the making o f Europe was completed, 
and the middle o f the twentieth, when the European Age had 
definitely passed— offer entirely new starting points for the 

periodization o f European history. I f  the problem o f chronolo
gical divisions is thus reduced to the task o f sub-dividing the 
millennium o f the European Age into a few successive phases o f 
development, the necessary revision o f the conventional scheme 
will be reduced in turn to two basic questions.

The first o f these questions concerns the Middle Ages, the 
second modem history, because the European Age, as defined 

above, includes a large part o f what is usually called mediaeval 
history together with the following centuries, usually called 
modem, which lead us to our own times. What is needed is, 
therefore, a reinterpretation o f these two concepts, which seem 
so familiar and yet remain rather vague and controversial, 
whether we consider the content o f either o f them or their 

mutual relationship.
Especially vague and controversial is the interpretation o f the 

Middle Ages, and yet it is the necessary introduction to any 

study o f chronological periods, since the conventional division 
has placed that period in the very centre— the “  middle ” —  

o f all history, subject to the criticism o f those who consider it
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a “  dark age ” between two much brighter periods.1 This one
sided attitude, which can be traced back to the prejudice, largely 

philological, o f many humanists, and to a much more violent 
bias during the age o f the so-called Enlightenment, has now 
been definitely abandoned, along with the equally one-sided 

idealization o f everything “ mediaeval”  which characterized 
the period o f Romanticism. But what seems equally outmoded 

is the idea that the ten centuries from the fifth to the fifteenth, 
all included under the one name “  mediaeval ”, really wore one 

age and can be considered a homogeneous whole. The striking 
difference between the earlier o f these centuries, some o f them 

really “  dark ” ,* and the later ones, which left us a durable 
cultural heritage, made the historians look for a division within 

the conventional Middle Ages even before the question o f a 

general revision o f the periods o f European history was raised.
The lasting, uncontroversial result o f these investigations was 

the discovery o f various “  renaissances ”  in the course o f the 

mediaeval period. Since the Middle Ages and the Renaissance 
at the beginning o f the next period, the modem, had long been 

considered completely different from, and opposed to, each 

other, such a discovery was almost revolutionary. Furthermore, 
not only the concept o f the Middle Ages, but another rather 
vague and controversial term also had to be reinterpreted,* once 
it was admitted that there had been in European history, not just 

one Renaissance, a unique phenomenon, but several more or 

less analogous periods o f cultural “  rebirth ” , in the sense o f both 

a revival o f ancient tradition and a new creative vitality.
The question remained, however, as to which o f these suc

cessive “  renaissances ”  was the decisive turning point from the 

“  dark ”  pre-mediaeval centuries to the Middle Ages proper, 
with all their constructive achievements. There might well be 

a certain amount o f hesitancy in the choice between the first, 
the Carolingian Renaissance, early in the ninth century, and the
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renaissance w hidi followed towards the end o f the tenth 

century, sometimes called the Ottoman, but largely attributable 

to the Cluny movement.4 The chaos which intervened in 

Europe between the two revivals would be a serious argument 

for stressing the second ; moreover, all that has been said above 

about the beginning o f European history and its geographical 
extension points to the decisive significance o f the tenth century.

But there is an additional argument in favour o f the thesis 

that a new period— the first o f the European Age and therefore 
hard to call “  mediaeval ” , although it corresponds to the 

Middle Ages in their traditional meaning— began precisely 
towards the end o f the tenth century. A  really important 

historical period must have not only well-justified chronological 
limits marking both its beginning and its end, but also a leading 

idea, typical o f its content. Now, as far as the Middle Ages are 
concerned, it is not difficult to discover, under the rather un
fortunate and meaningless name given to that period, a great 
idea which was in fact the political philosophy and the in
spiration o f all truly mediaeval generations. It is the idea of 
universalism.

In theory this was supposed to be the universality o f “  one 

world ”, as we would say today. In practice, it could not be 
more than a universality within die limits o f the part o f the world 
which was known to those who conceived the idea o f universal
ism. That part o f the world was, o f course, Europe as an 

historical community, identical in these centuries with Christen
dom, so that the greatest representative o f mediaeval universal
ism, in whose individual mind the synthesis o f the mediaeval 
mind was achieved, has been rightly called a “  citizen of 

Christendom ” .*
Even in these limits the idea o f universalism could not be 

bom  before the European community was finally formed. But 

as soon as historical Europe was “  made ” , its most prominent
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representatives fully realized that it had to be organized: 
Christendom must become the R espublica C hristia n a , based 

upon diversity in unity. W hy it was to be from the outset  ̂and 

to remain until Dante’s vision o f a universal m onarchia, a unity 
under the leadership o f two universal powers, Pope and  

Emperor ; why, in the new Christian Republic, the ghost o f a 

defunct Empire was evoked— that is a separate problem whidi, 
briefly mentioned above,* will be discussed later. Here it will 
suffice to say that the first period o f European history, which 

began with the rise o f universalism, consequently ended with 
the disintegration o f “ mediaeval ”  unity : it lasted as long as 

the predominance o f that idea.
There was, indeed, no universalism in the so-called modem  

period o f European history, which in the usual interpretation is 

supposed to follow immediately after the mediaeval. Therefore, 
in all discussions o f the chronological division o f history the 
question o f the dividing line between these two periods has 

received a well-deserved attention. But two mistakes are 

usually made in that connection. The first is one more result 

o f the old prejudice against the “  dark ”  Middle Ages which 
are opposed to the brightness o f a new era o f progress. The  
contrast between the two successive periods has been sometimes 

over-emphasized to such an extent that the chronological unity 
and uninterrupted continuity o f all European history seemed to 

vanish.
This error included the misconception that there must be a 

clear cut, a decisive turning point, separating mediaeval from 

modem history ; and this is, o f course, the same mistake as the 
one made until recently in dividing ancient and mediaeval 
history by stressing the date o f this or that individual year. The  

confusing consequences o f such a method, typical o f the whole 

conventional division o f history according to Cellarius’s 

pattern, are particularly obvious in the case o f the end o f the
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Middle Ages. For the date originally given : 1453, the fidi of 
Constantinople, was and frequently is replaced by a few other 

equally arbitrary dates o f which only one, the date o f the 

invention o f the printing machine around 1450, approaches the 

original choice, while the others: 1492— the discovery of 
America, 1517— the Lutheran Reformation, or 1519— the 

election o f Charles V , move the dividing line from the middle of 
the fifteenth to the beginning o f the sixteenth century.7

A ll these dates have serious arguments in their favour, but 
this only shows that there is  no single date separating the two 

basic periods ; on the contrary, they are connected, in the un
interrupted course o f European history, by a period o f trans
ition similar to that which preceded the beginning o f the 

European Age. Instead o f a striking contrast between “  med
iaeval ”  and “  modem ” times, there appears to have been a 
gradual change which had already begun before 1453 and was 
not yet completed in 1519. That slow evolution went through 

so many consecutive phases, and lasted so long, that it seemed 

advisable to consider the transition from the first to the last 

period o f European history as a period in itself. And it is easy 
to suggest a suitable name for this period, since it corresponds 

to the rise and decline o f the Renaissance, the cultural “  re
birth ” to which that designation is specifically attached; 
meaning, o f course, not merely a new artistic style, but a new 

way o f life with new political conceptions.
The bisecting o f the Renaissance period is one o f the worst 

shortcomings o f the usual division o f history, and since that 
period does consist o f two parts, each o f which used to be 
included in one o f the conventional periods, two equally im
portant questions must be answered : which part o f “  med
iaeval ”  history and which part o f “  modem ”  history— to use 

the terminology o f our text-books— really belongs to the 

history o f the Renaissance ?
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As we attempt to answer the first question the usual danger o f 

over-stressing the contrast between two successive periods im
mediately presents itself. That there was no absolute contrast 

between the Middle Ages and the Renaissance has been best 

explained by Etienne Gilson.8 Renaissance elements in 

mediaeval culture, which he exemplifies in the famous story o f 

Abélard and Héloïse, are so evident that, in addition to the 

various “  renaissances ”  which preceded the Middle Ages in 

the strict sense, at least one more renaissance must be admitted, 
occurring right in the middle o f these ages : that o f the twelfth 

century, so well described by Charles Haskins.9
Furthermore, it is hardly necessary to state that, again, it would 

be vain to look for any single date which would stand out as a 

landmark between the real Middle Ages and the Renaissance par 
excellen ce. Proceeding through elimination, the historian must 

first realize which centuries are undoubtedly on one or the other 
side o f the border which he wants to determine with as much 
precision as possible.

There is no question that the thirteenth century is typically 

mediaeval ; only an artificial exaggeration o f the “  genetic ”  
method could trace the Renaissance so far back as this.10 Such 

an approach would obliterate the Middle Ages altogether and 
give the impression that the whole course o f European history 

was nothing but an almost uninterrupted series o f renaissance 
movements. It is, however, almost equally certain that the 

fifteenth century was no longer really mediaeval. It might be 
called, with Huizinga, the “  autumn ”  or the “ vanishing ”  o f  

the Middle Ages,11 but, as a matter o f fact, it was already 
typical o f the new era.

This is not true only because Renaissance art was already 
flourishing in Italy. Since the Renaissance is not considered 

here merely from the point o f view o f art, nor from that o f any 

individual country, such an argument would be insufficient.
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But the new conception o f the state as something like a work of 

art, which represented a distinct departure from the traditional 
interpretation, had already appeared in that century outside 

Italy where the Swiss scholar Karl Burckhardt found in this 

conception the first test o f a general change.1* And when 

Ludwig v. Pastor decided to study the general history o f the 

Papacy “  from the end o f the Middle Ages ” , he had to treat the 

second half o f the fifteenth century as an integral part o f his 
field and the first half as an indispensable introduction.1’

It was precisely that first half o f the Q uatrocento which saw 

the unavoidable failure o f a last attempt to revive mediaeval 
universalism by developing, more than in any other period o f 

ecclesiastical history, the machinery o f universal Councils, and 
by using a third universal power besides the Papacy and the 

Empire : the Studium  generale, the Universities.14 The com
plete disappointment in which that great experience issued—  

what its foremost historian, Noël Valois, has rightly called “  the 

religious crisis o f the fifteenth century ” 16— is the best evidence 

that the age o f universalism had definitely passed. And this 
was precisely, as explained above, the Middle Ages in their real 
meaning.

The obvious conclusion would, therefore, be that the passing 
o f the Middle Ages took place between the thirteenth and the 

fifteenth— that is, in the fourteenth— centuries. But in which 

part o f it ? There are reasonable grounds for arguing that it was 

at the beginning o f that century. The typically mediaeval 
Crusades seemed to have ended with the fall o f Acre, in 1291, 
and a few years later the Ottoman Turks started the offensive of 

Islam.14 The authority o f the Papacy, after defeating the 
Empire in the preceding century, suffered in turn its deepest 

humiliation in 1303 from the King o f France, under whose in
fluence it came after the transfer to Avignon two years later. 
And the bold ideas expressed in the lifetime o f the same
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generation by Marsilius o f Padua seem to indicate that the 
decline o f mediaeval universalisai was in fact the beginning o f  

the much deeper religious crisis leading to the Protestant 
Reformation.17

But it can be answered that there was a crusading movement 
at least until Nicopolis, in 1396— the date recently stressed by  
S. A . Atiya ;18 that the Avignon period, which saw, under John 

X X II, a new, typically mediaeval conflict between Papacy and 
Empire was not at all a “  Babylonian adle ”  o f die Church, 
which, as proved by G . M ollat,19 did not in any sense lose its 
truly universal authority ; and that there was no really danger
ous heresy extending its influence from country to country, 
directly leading to Hussite and indirectly to Protestant doctrines, 
before John Wycliff— that is, before the later part o f the century.

It is, therefore, rather towards the end o f the fourteenth 
century that the decisive turn must be placed, and there is even 

an individual date which is o f unusual significance in itself, and 

still more significant i f  various events which surround it are 
taken into consideration. It was in 1378, one year after the 

return o f Gregory X I from Avignon to Rome, that the election 

o f his successor, Urban V I, provoked the Great Western 

Schism ; at the very time when the chances o f reuniting 

Western and Eastern Christendom were most favourable,*0 
this conflict destroyed the unity o f the Church even in the West ; 
lasting, in two returns, for seventy years, and opposing to each 

other the authorities o f Pope and Council, it made any con
structive reform o f the Church impossible and thus prepared 

die religious revolution o f the sixteenth century.
In the same year 1378 occurred the death o f Charles IV , who 

had tried, not without success, to restore the authority o f the 
Holy Emperor;*1 his son Sigismund made this attempt in 
vain** after a schism had taken place in the Empire parallel to 

the schism in the Church. A  twofold crisis, with three popes
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at the same time, each recognized in different parts o f Christen
dom, and three rivals in the contest for the imperial crown, could 
not but result in the complete disintegration o f mediaeval unity.

The crisis centred, o f course, in Italy and Germany, but the 

Western Kingdoms, also affected by the schism, were simul
taneously undergoing the protracted crisis o f the Hundred 

Years* War. It is true that this war had started at an earlier 
date and was practically interrupted when the papal and 

imperial schisms reached their climax. But there is a profound 

difference between the two phases o f the war. In the earlier 
phase it was a typically mediaeval conflict : a dynastic rivalry 

on feudal grounds. When England resumed the struggle under 

a new dynasty which had no possible claim to the French crown, 
the issue became the existence o f France as a separate nation 
within a European community already completely divided into 

individual national states. The great change which occurred in 
Western Europe at the transition from the later fourteenth to 

the early fifteenth century becomes evident i f  we compare 

Froissart’s story o f the first part o f the Hundred Years* War** 

with the records o f the trial o f Joan o f Arc :24 the trial itself 
seems typically mediaeval, and so are the “  mysteries ** in the 

life o f the victim,26 but she is at the same time the first re
presentative o f a nationalism which already has distinctly 
“  modern ** features, including the participation o f the people 

in a great patriotic movement.
Similar features appear simultaneously in the development o f 

Polish and Czech nationalism in opposition to a new wave of 
German expansion. There is, indeed, a difference between the 

two Slavic movements : Poland remained completely Catholic, 
although her Teutonic opponent was a religious Order, the 

Knights o f the Cross, whom she eventually defeated; the 
Hussite movement, on the other hand, combined nationalism 

with heresy and issued in failure. But in any case the parallel
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and synchronized developments in the Western and the 
Eastern part o f the European community are striking. And they 

appear even more so if  the events which culminated in the batde 
o f Tannenberg (Grunwald, 1410)2 * and in the trial o f John 

Huss (1415)» followed by the Hussite Wars, are traced back to 
their origins.

In the Czech case such a study leads to a reform movement 

contemporaneous with, and influenced by, John W ycliff’s.27 

In Poland it points to a date very near to 1378, and almost as 

significant. The treaty o f Krewo in 1385, prepared through 
negotiations which started in 1377,28 created the Polish- 
Lithuanian Union o f the following year and, as explained above, 
included in the European community both the Lithuanians, the 

last European heathens converted to Catholicism, and the 

Ruthenians o f White Russia and the Ukraine, who remained 
Greek Orthodox but soon appeared interested in the projects 

o f religious reunion.29
That great change in the Eastern European situation deeply 

affected the whole Baltic region, where the federation o f the 

Scandinavian Kingdoms in the Kalmar Union o f 1397» another 
check o f German imperialism, entered into close relations with 

the Polish-Lithuanian federal system.80 But the latter, which a 
few years after Krewo extended to the Black Sea region, had an 

additional significance for Europe as a whole, as a bulwark 
against the danger o f Asiatic invasions, a danger which greatly 
increased in the same critical years towards the end o f the 

fourteenth century. The first great Ottoman victory on Euro
pean soil in the battle o f Adrianople— already Turkey’s capital 
— in 1371,21 another more famous defeat o f the Serbs in 1389, 
and the conquest o f Bulgaria four years later, are decisive dates 

in the history o f the whole Balkan peninsula, and the appearance 
o f Tamerlane was a challenge to both North-Eastern and 

South-Eastern Europe.82
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But here the crucial problem presents itself, whether the 
end o f the fourteenth century— the years around and soon after 

1378— really was a decisive turning point, a chronological limit 

between two periods, for the whole European continent in the 

geographical sense. Tamerlane’s invasion, which was checked 

at the Lithuanian border in spite o f the victory o f his lieutenant 

in the battle o f the Vorskla (1399), had, o f course, repercussions 
in Muscovite Russia, still under the overlordship o f other Tartar 

Khans,”  but it did not have, in Russian history, the catastrophic 

significance o f the Mongol conquest in the middle o f the 

thirteenth century. On the other hand, that new Asiatic inter
vention in European affairs indirectly preserved the Byzantine 

Empire for about fifty years, through the defeat inflicted upon 

the Turks in the battle o f Angora, 1402.
The conclusion is dear. For Europe as an historic com

munity, a great period called the Mediaeval ended with the 
fourteenth century. But that division could hardly be applied 

to the history o f Great Russia, where the significant period of 
Tartar domination had started one hundred and fifty years 

before and did not end until one hundred years later.84 The  
Russia which developed outside the mediaeval European world 

also remained outside the crisis o f the W eston schism, which 
reached only as far as the eastern frontier o f the Polish- 

Lithuanian federation. That crisis had indeed its repercussions 

as for as Byzantium,88 which never ceased to be part o f historic 

Europe. But the Eastern Roman Empire was already so 
dependent on the Asiatic forces which encircled Constantinople 

that, politically, the events o f the late fourteenth century proved 
less decisive there than elsewhere in Europe, although cul
turally Byzantium, so for as with greatly reduced territory it 
survived these critical events, entered with Western Europe the 

new period called the Renaissance.88
The Renaissance period lasted, o f course, much longer than
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until the fall o f Constantinople in 1453, or until any o f the 

dates around 1500 to which a great chronological division o f  
European history is usually ascribed. As soon as we replace 

these conventional frontiers between mediaeval and modem 
Europe by a whole transition period between the two, which 

includes more than a century o f the traditional Middle Ages, we 

have to consider the additional problem as to how much o f the 

traditional “  modem ”  period really belongs to the Renaissance 
Age. N o single date comparable in importance to 1378 can be 

found to offer an adequate solution. But the dates o f certain 

events which correspond to those at the beginning o f the period 

point very definitely to the second half o f the sixteenth 
century.

T h e religious division o f Western Christendom, fore
shadowed by the schism o f 1378, became final when the 

Protestant Reformation was recognized as an accomplished fact 

in agreements such as those o f Augsburg in 1555, o f Warsaw in 
1573,87 or o f Nantes in 1598. During these same years o f 
transition, the Catholic Counter-Reformation— or rather, 
Restoration— through a clear determination o f the traditional 
doctrine and an improvement o f ecclesiastical organization, was 
accomplished by the Council o f Trent, and after the conclusion 

o f the third session o f this Council in 1563, gradually became 

effective in all countries which remained faithful to Rome.
In a European community thus divided in religious matters, 

formerly the main element o f its unity, the process o f secular
ization, begun during the Renaissance, also reached completion, 
especially in the field o f politics. It is trae that during the 
sixteenth century the idea o f completely separating politics from 

ethics, so strongly recommend«! by Macchiavelli at the be
ginning o f that century,88 was already being put into practice 

to an unprecedented extent. But it was only at the end o f the 

century, and even more during the following period o f the
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Thirty Years’ War, that religion was used merely as a pretext 

for armed conflicts between the individual sovereign powers.
N ot even the powers which remained Catholic respected the 

universal authority o f the Holy See, and, more momentous even 
than the death o f Charles IV  in 1378, the abdication o f Charles 

V  in 1555 represented a further and final step in the dis
integration o f the Empire.89 The fiction o f its supranational 
universality could no longer be maintained, since the territory 

which at least nominally remained under the Emperor’s author
ity was now reduced to, and identical with, Germany. Even 

Bohemia’s exceptional position within that German Empire 

did not last longer than until 1620.40
In spite o f dynastic ties, the Spanish part o f that which, under 

Charles V , had seemed to be a modernized universal state of 

Western Christendom was now an entirely separate body politic, 
and what is sometimes called— not without exaggeration— the 

Spanish predominance in Europe,41 likewise ended with the 

sixteenth century. In that same century, the process o f dis
coveries and overseas colonization was completed, so far as it 

was a search for the best ways to India and a preparation for the 
inclusion o f the Western Hemisphere in the European sphere of 

influence. That whole process which lasted about two hundred 

years, and not merely the date o f 1492, separates, as one o f the 

most striking aspects o f the Renaissance period, the mediaeval 
world from the modern.

Accomplished first under Spanish and Portuguese leadership, 
the process o f discovery turned, towards the end o f the sixteenth 

century, into an entirely new era o f colonial expansion through 

English and Dutch initiative. The date o f 1588, the destruction 

o f the Great Armada, is a well-known turning point in that 
respect, and it is significant that Spain lost her leading position 

only eight years after depriving Portugal for two generations of 

her independence. Neither o f the two Iberian countries was
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ever to regain its great power position, typical o f the Renaissance 

period, while the rise o f Elizabethan England inaugurated the 

new rôle o f the Anglo-Saxon element in both the old European 

and the new colonial worlds o f the following centuries.
Before this great change became fully apparaît, it was France 

which, throughout her G rand S iècle , seemed to dominate the 

European continent from its western comer. But even under 

Louis X IV  she could not balance what remained o f the 

Habsburg influence without building up a system o f alliances 

in the eastern part o f Europe, based upon the great changes 

which were likewise appearing there towards the end o f the 

sixteenth century.
It is no accident that French policy showed a real interest in 

Baltic problems and Scandinavian-Polish relations for the first 

time at the Congress o f Stettin, in 1570.4* Just a year before, 
at the Lublin Diet o f 1569,46 the Pohsh-Lithuanian Common
wealth had been finally constituted. The federal system, started, 
at the beginning o f the Renaissance period, in 1385, was thus 

completed, only to be implemented in the religious sphere by 

the Union o f Brest, 1596,44 that one compensation for the 

losses o f the Catholic Church in Western Europe. A t the same 
time, however, the territorial expansion o f this federation under 

Polish leadership ended with the addition o f the southern part 

o f the formerly German State o f Livonia, its northern part going 

to the new Baltic power o f Sweden.46
The dynastic union between Poland and Sweden under the 

Vasas seemed to accomplish, in 1587, what had been planned 

by the founders o f the Jagellonian and Kalmar Unions two 

hundred years before. As a matter o f fact, that date became a 

turning point for an entirely different reason : just at the turn 

o f the century, the election o f 1587 resulted in a Polish-Swedish 

war, contrary to the traditions and interests o f both countries.46 
For Poland, the following century was to be a Hundred Years'
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War, which is the real cause o f the decline o f that great power o f 

the Renaissance period ; Sweden's new great power rôle was to 

affect general European politics in an unexpected way at the 

very beginning o f modem times.
This time, contrary to the situation at the end o f the real 

Middle Ages, it might seem as if  Muscovite Russia and the 
Ottoman Empire, the two outsiders o f the historic European 

community, still excluded from it in the political conceptions of 

the age o f Henry IV , passed simultaneously with the other 

European countries from one period o f their history to another. 
Russia certainly passed through an exceptionally critical “  time 

o f troubles ” 47 between the extinction o f the Rurik dynasty in 

1598 and the election o f the first Romanov in 1613. And the 
rise o f the Ottoman Empire, corresponding to the Renaissance 

period, was almost suddenly interrupted after the death in 1566 

o f the last in a brilliant line o f successive sultans, Suleiman the 

Magnificent, and the assassination o f his last and most pro
minent vizir, Mohammed Sokolli, in 1579,48 soon after the first 

major defeat o f the Turks at Lepanto (1571)9 and not too long 
before the first unfavourable treaty with a Christian power, 
concluded at Zsitva Torok in 1606.

It is, however, significant that in both cases the really de
cisive turn in the history o f the country and the repercussion on 

general European history did not come until one hundred years 

later. Russia’s “  time o f troubles ”  was, after all, mainly an 

internal crisis, deeply rooted in the earlier reign o f Ivan the 

Terrible but not leading to any basic reform, while the foreign 

invasion, with Poland and Sweden acting separately and in 

opposition to each other, was merely incidental, contrary to the 

exaggerated interpretation in the Russian tradition.48 T h e real 
change which made Muscovy a great Empire, influencing the 

destinies o f all Europe, came only with Peter the Great. As to 

Turkey’s decline, it was not realized for a long time by her
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Christian neighbours, who continued to be threatened by her 
invasions until Sobieski’s victory before Vienna in 168360 

reversed the situation, so that the Ottoman Empire was 

threatened in turn, from the Carlovitz Treaty in 1699, by a 

reconquest o f its European possessions, i f  not by partition 

projects typical o f the modem phase o f the Eastern Question.
But with the exception o f Russia and Turkey, both o f which 

remained isolated from the great European trends o f the 

Renaissance, Reformation, and Counter-Reformation, as they 

had been isolated from the developments o f the so-called 

M iddle Ages, European history o f the two centuries between 

the later fourteenth and the later sixteenth has a distinct unity, 
thanks chiefly to these cultural trends which created their 

styles o f art as well as their climates o f thought.
Politically, the same two centuries are characterized by a 

process o f disintegration which clearly distinguishes them from 

the preceding period o f universalisai and corresponds to the 

spiritual division o f Christendom. A ll this is too important, and 

lasted too long, merely to be considered a transition between two 

periods ; the Renaissance, in the largest sense o f that term, 
ought to be recognized in itself as an important period o f 

European history, its critical period, followed by a third one 

which is the core o f what is usually called modem history.
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C H A P T E R  IX

The Chronological Divisions :
(b) Modem and Contemporary History

In  ras recent “  Valedictory ”  to the Jou rn a l o f M odem  H istory, 
Bernadotte E. Schmitt recalled1 that when he began his studies, 
the American Civil War and the Franco-German War o f 1870- 

1871 were still vivid in men’s minds. T h e period from 1871 

or 1878 to 1914 was then “  contemporary ”  history, just as the 

period from 1919 to 1938— or rather, to the present— is today. 
A  similar experience has been undergone by earlier generations 

o f historians, to whom practically the whole nineteenth century 

seemed “  contemporary ”, and die phenomenon will persist as 

long as history is studied and written. The very term “  con
temporary history ” , whether applied to European or to any 

other history, is, therefore, even more questionable than the 

other conventional names given to the main chronological 
divisions : it is not only relative, as they all are, but completely 

subjective, continuously changing its real meaning, and even 

self-contradictory, since, after all, history is what happened in 

the past, and not what is happening contemporarily, i.e. in the 
present.

This being so, the question might be asked, whether there is 

any such thing as contemporary history, and whether it is 

necessary to consider it here as one o f the possible periods o f  

history, with a view to deciding what part o f it, if  any, belongs 

to the European Age, and to understanding its relationship with 

the preceding, definitely European period which is called 

“  modem ” . The real problem is, however, not so much one
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more point o f mere terminology as it is the question o f finding 

a clarifying reinterpretation for what is usually designated as 

“  contemporary ”  history. And this is a vital problem, since it is 
precisely that “  contemporary ”  period which arouses the 

greatest interest among the average students o f history : they 

are always inclined to concentrate almost exclusively on the most 

recent developments, while more and more o f the passing events 

are, so to speak, gradually put in  storage in the department 

which continues to be called modem history, although in the 

contemporary consciousness it is not really “  modem ”  at all.
It is not difficult to discover that contemporary history is 

nothing but the period in which we happen to live. Since it is 

an obviously unfinished period, it is practically impossible to 

name it— hence the vague designation usually applied— or even 

to fix its proper place in the course o f human evolution. For 

with regard to any generation o f historians, it has hardly been 

possible to do more than to find out when th eir contemporary 

period began, so that it might be distinguished, as part o f a new 

unit, from the preceding one. But the situation becomes 

particularly involved, if  during the lifetime o f one generation a 

decisive turn o f history closes one period and opens another. 
And that is precisely what has happened to us.

For those who still remember the world before 1914 which 
William C. Bullitt so vividly contrasts to the whole climate of 

the following decades,2 it is clear that in their youth they lived 

in a period o f history entirely different from the present : two 

successive periods with little in common have, therefore, been 

contemporary for them. Furthermore, our generation has also 

experienced the difficulty o f establishing precise limits between 

various chronological periods : it is, for instance, not easy to 

say whether the year o f decisive change really was 1914 or 
whether it was 1939 instead. The choice depends on the inter
pretation o f the two great wars fought in our time, and the two
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decades between them. Were there really two wars, basically 

different from each other, or are they both parts o f one war, 
another “  Thirty Years* War ” , or “  the War o f the Twentieth 

Century” ?8 Were the intermediate years a short but real 
period o f peace, or were they only a “  Twenty Years* Truce ** ?4 

Whatever the answer to such questions might be, it is obvious 

that the last effort o f reorganizing and saving Europe during 

these years o f peace or armistice unfortunately failed, and that 

together with the war years which preceded and followed them, 
they ended the European Age.

Nevertheless the beginning o f that end must have started 

long before. The passing from the European to the Atlantic 

Age must have lasted, as shown above,6 much longer. In spite 

o f what we have called the accelerated rhythm o f history, the 
change was too drastic to be completed within twenty or thirty 

years. On the contrary it took, as is usual in such cases, a whole 

period o f transition, precisely the period which throughout its 

gradual extensions continued to be called “ contemporary**, 
but for us is no longer contemporary at all.

Before studying the precise limits o f that period, which 

obviously must now receive a new interpretation, it might be 
pointed out that the designation “  contemporary **, if  it is to be 

used with any real sense, must now be given to the events 

following the great crisis o f 1914-1945— not to the end o f the 

European, but to the beginning o f the Atlantic Age, or rather, 
o f the first period o f that new age. It will be the task o f the 
historians o f the future to characterize in retrospect and possibly 

to name that period. For the present generation it is not yet 

history, and its study, urgent as it is, does not yet belong to the 

field o f historical science. It is rather political science in the 

largest sense o f that term, including both the new science o f 

“ international relations**, dealing with the problems which 

are now o f paramount importance, and the study o f political,
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cultural and economic conditions in the individual countries 

o f the world o f today, in which it is increasingly difficult to 

consider any o f them in isolation.
Returning after that brief digression to history proper, we 

must return at the same time to problems already touched in the 

chapter on the end o f the European Age. What remains to be 

done is to indicate with more chronological precision when the 

so-called modem period o f European history turned into a 

period o f transition in which the disintegrating European com
munity temporarily coexisted with an Atlantic community in 

the making. This is a problem which is certainly as important 

as the determination o f the relationship between the so-called 

Middle Ages and the Renaissance.
As far as modem history is concerned, it has been shown in 

the preceding chapter how that period o f European history 

started about one hundred years later than is usually admitted. 
The suggestion that it shall be considered to have begun not 

before the end o f the sixteenth century makes its designation 

as “  modem ”  somewhat less shocking and confusing. But 

what really matters is, again, not so much the name as the 

distinctive character o f die period. And that appears most 
clearly if  the European state system, typical o f the “  modem ”  

centuries, is studied against the background o f its earlier 
origin.

That origin cannot be found except in mediaeval universal- 

ism, which seemed to disappear completely during the crisis 

o f the Renaissance period. But i f  it is obvious that die two 

universal powers o f the Middle Ages, the Papacy and the 

Empire, had lost their political leadership, it is equally true that 

the idea o f European unity embodied in the conception o f a 

Christian “  Republic ” , or rather, “  Commonwealth ”  (as the 

Latin word R espublica  is best translated), survived even in 

modem Europe. It lacked, however, any concrete form of
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organization, and its very content underwent basic changes 

under the influence o f a new political conception which origin
ated during the Renaissance period in one o f the European 

countries, to become in the following period the unwritten 

constitution o f the continent.
Whatever we may think o f the authenticity and seriousness 

o f the plan for the organization o f Europe formulated by Henry 

IV  (or rather, by his minister, Sully)6 at the beginning o f the 

seventeenth century, it proves that Europe’s political philosophy 

still took for granted the existence o f the R épublique C hrétienne 

and its solidarity against the Ottoman danger. But more than 

in similar projects and negotiations o f the past, the idea o f a 
joint action against a common, non-Christian and non-European 

enemy was a mere pretext covering the real rivalry between 

Christian and European powers. The persistence o f the old, 
mediaeval idea can be studied in contemporary sources through
out the whole seventeenth century,7 at least until its last 

triumph in what might be called the Crusade o f 1683 and the 

H oly League o f the following year. But even the continuing fight 

against the rapidly declining Ottoman Empire was soon to  

change its character so completely that the next generation, that 

o f Voltaire, spoke no longer o f a Christian, but merely o f a half- 

secularized “  Great Republic ” .6 And all those who praise that 

idea even in its new form must also praise its new basic con
ception: the famous balance o f power.

The origin o f that conception is now well known. In  

American historiography, Ernest W . Nelson has recently 

explained6 how modem balance o f power politics started in 

the relations among the five leading Italian states not later 
than about 1450 and continued throughout the period o f the 

Italian wars in the later fifteenth century and in the first half o f  

the sixteenth, until 1559. And since examples similar to those 

which he gives on his suggestive chart could be pointed out also
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in the course o f the preceding one hundred years, when attempts 

at the domination o f Italy by the Viscontis o f Milan or by King 

Ladislaus o f Naples were opposed by the other states o f the 

peninsula,10 it can be said without exaggeration that the system 

developed in Italy precisely during the whole Renaissance 

period. In the following period, as Nelson continues, the theatre 
having widened, the balance-of-power system, while losing its 

importance in an Italy completely dominated by foreign 
countries, became European, determining international re
lations on the whole continent.

The question immediately arises whether the political control 
o f Italy by outsiders was not the consequence o f a system under 

which, as Nelson observed, “  tranquillity is not to be expected ”, 
and one political crisis followed after the other. But leaving for 

a later moment the discussion o f the advantages and dis
advantages o f the balance o f power, let us consider first which 

powers tried to establish it on the wider scene o f Europe before 

it was applied to the world at large.
In modem European history or, as explained above,11 in the 

centuries which followed the Renaissance transition, the decline 

o f Spain was accompanied by the rapid rise o f two other 

typically Western powers : France and England. For reasons 

similar to those which caused the sixteenth to be called a century 

o f Spanish predominance, many historians speak o f a French 

predominance in the seventeenth century and o f British pre
dominance in the eighteenth century.12 And it is certainly 

true that both kingdoms, extending their colonial empires in 

these centuries, combined that overseas expansion, as Spain 

had done, with a growing influence in all European affairs, not 

only in war and diplomacy, but also in culture and political 
philosophy ; the form o f government which seems typical of 

these two centuries o f European history, a more or less “  en
lightened ”  absolutism,18 was certainly o f French and English
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origin, and so were the new trends which were in opposition to 

its abuses.
Nevertheless, the very idea o f the complete predominance o f 

any single power in modem Europe is one o f those over
simplifications from which our interpretation o f history suffers 

so frequently. N ot even under Louis X IV  did France really 

achieve such a leadership or domination o f Europe, and 

England never attempted it. On the contrary, she only proved 

anxious to oppose such a rôle on the part o f any other power, 
particularly o f France, were it even at the price o f a modem 

“ Hundred Years* W ar” , 14 and it was precisely in British 

foreign policy that the maintenance o f the European balance o f 

power became a permanent rule.16
First directed against possible French ambitions, the ex

aggerated fear o f which was to influence Britain’s policy until 
the very end o f the European Age and frequently to mislead it, 
the defence o f the balance o f power was also used (though not 

always in time) against other states whenever, in British opinion, 
that balance was threatened. And it was precisely during the 

centuries o f an apparent French or British predominance, 
practically limited to Western Europe, that a new great power 

rose in Eastern Europe : the power o f Russia.
In order that the tremendous importance o f this fret for 

modem European history may be realized, two points must 
receive special attention. First, it ought to be remembered that, 
like Turkey, new Muscovite Russia had started, not as an 

Eastern European, but as an extra-European state, outside the 

“  Christian Republic ”  o f a vanishing past. I f  Muscovite Russia 

became part o f the modem state system, it was not so much 

because o f a rather slow and superficial cultural European
ization as because, in contradistinction to the declining Ottoman 

Empire, it became militarily so strong that all o f Europe had now 

to reckon with it.
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That was, however, not immediately realized, except, o f 

course, by Russia’s neighbours. And this leads us to the second 

important point. Throughout the seventeenth century, while 

Turkey’s power, only temporarily revived by the Köprülü 

vizirs,16 was largely overrated, the rise o f Russia was not only 

underestimated, but remained almost unobserved, suddenly to 

appear in all its significance after the amazing victory o f 

Poltava in 1709. Y et the achievements o f Peter the Great, whose 

real greatness is one o f the most controversial issues in Russian 

history and historiography,17 would have been hardly possible 

without the growth o f Russia under the first Romanovs. The  

country not only made a rapid recovery after the “  Tim e o f 

Troubles ”  and completed the conquest o f Siberia as far as the 

Pacific and the Chinese border,16 but interfered in turn with 

Poland’s internal troubles in the middle o f the century. By 

doing so Moscow not only regained her earlier conquests, which 

had been lost in 1618, but obtained most o f the Ukraine, in
cluding K iev19— a decisive step in uniting “  all the Russias ”  

under Great-Russian control.
The changes in both the W est and the East deeply affected 

Central Europe. But in connection with the basic dualism o f 

that region o f the continent, the consequences in either o f its 
main sections must be studied separately. The rise o f France 

contributed necessarily to the continuing decline o f the German 

Empire. It was her participation in the last phase o f the 

Thirty Years’ War which, more than Sweden’s merely tem
porary impact, made the Treaty o f Westphalia o f 1648 so 

disastrous for the Imperial power and prestige, and thus a land
mark in European history.

Among the many individual states which continued to be 

united within the Holy Roman Empire only nominally, the 

monarchy o f the Austrian Habsburgs remained a big power, not 

so much because the Imperial crown remained with that
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dynasty as because the hereditary lands o f the Habsburgs, 
together with their non-German Kingdoms— Bohemia within the 

Empire and Hungary outside it— constituted a large territorial 
unit, particularly after the reconquest o f whathadbeenlostto the 

Turks. But what was an entirely new feature in the political 
structure o f Europe was the rise o f the Hohenzollem monarchy.

This has been called the rise o f Brandenburg-Prussia,*0 

because a possession outside the Empire, the eastern part o f  

Prussia, not freed from Polish suzerainty until 1657, was soon 

to give its name to the new big power. As Ferdinand Schevill 
has recently shown,*1 it was the “  Great Elector ”  o f Branden
burg who started the rise o f his electorate from modest 
beginnings, in 1640 ; but when his grandson assumed the royal 
title, he called himself king o f Prussia, and it was only then, in 

1701, that (as in the case o f his ally Peto: the Great) the other 

powers became aware that something had been changed in the 

traditional European state system. It was only in the 
eighteenth century that Britain and also France, which was slow 

to realize that the Hohenzollems rather than the Habsburgs 

were to be her most dangerous German opponents, gradually 

understood Prussia’s importance in balance o f power politics. 
But here again the change must be traced back to the preceding 

century, just as in the case o f Russia.
The consequences o f Russia’s expansion were first and 

chiefly experienced in the eastern section o f Central Europe—  

that is, in the Polish Commonwealth. The new power in 

Eastern Europe was created not so much through, and because 

of, an “  urge to the sea ”  (which is hardly apparent in the 

seventeenth century, except in Asia)** as by a steady advance 

and pressure in the western direction, which in the eighteenth 

century also remained the main drive o f Russian imperialism, 

with the elimination o f the Polish barrier through complete 

control or partition as its primary objective.

IX. MODERN AND CONTEMPORARY HISTORY

1 7 3



As long as Poland, although gradually losing her big power 

status, continued to exist, the Western powers neglected the 

whole issue. They would become alarmed only when Russia 

advanced in the direction o f the Baltic and the Black Sea— first 

steps in the direction o f the Atlantic and the Mediterranean. 
Only when Russian forces, disregarding Poland’s sovereignty 

and neutrality, began to appear on the battlefields o f Germany 

in the European wars o f the eighteenth century did it become 

obvious that Moscow’s aggressive policy against Poland during 

most o f the preceding century”  was leading to a systematic 

process o f absorption, a process which lasted exactly one 

hundred years, from Peter’s first initiatives24 to the triumph of 

Catherine II .16
Both these “  Westernizers ”  o f Russia developed there a form 

o f government which, based upon local traditions o f autocracy, 
corresponded to the general trend o f “  enlightened ”  ab
solutism in practically all European countries. Between the 

German powers, based upon similar political conceptions, 
which in Prussia were combined with an unusually efficient 

military organization, and the Russian Empire, proclaimed in 

1721, where the reforms o f despotic rulers also had pre
dominantly military purposes, Poland, practically disarmed 

under Russian pressure, kept her traditional constitution”  

based upon the predominance o f the Diet and a horror o f any 

absolution dom inium . And she remained in that anomalous 

position until the general revolutionary crisis at the end o f the 

eighteenth century, which was at the same time the end o f the 

so-called “  modern ”  period o f European history.
Some historians, especially in the Anglo-Saxon world, go 

perhaps too far in calling all the changes which occurred in that 

century simply “ revolutionary” . But in addition to the 

“  Great ”  French Revolution o f 1789, at least two real revo
lutions justify the opinion that it was around this fateful date
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that what we have called the beginning o f the end o f the 

European Age really started. Before briefly considering from 

that point o f view the American Revolution, whose profound 

significance in this respect is unquestionable, a few words must 

be said about the Partitions o f Poland, which represent the real 
“  diplomatic revolution ”  o f the eighteenth century.*7

The facts themselves are certainly less neglected in general 
historiography than are all earlier events o f Polish history. But 

the usual presentation o f the causes o f the partitions is onesided, 
strongly influenced by those who want to justify the partitioning 

powers by casting the responsibilities upon the Poles them
selves.*8 And, what chiefly matters here, the consequences o f  

the Partitions, not for Poland alone but for Europe, are almost 

completely overlooked.
In accordance with the balance o f power theory, but contrary 

to Russia’s original intentions, Prussia, and even Austria, which 

had no interest whatsoever in the annihilation o f Poland, re
ceived their shares, which were adjusted in difficult negotiations. 
But there was no compensation whatever for the Western 
countries corresponding to that aggrandisement o f these three 

powers, and the very structure o f the European state system was 

radically altered. N ot only did one o f its original members 

disappear, after an uninterrupted existence throughout the 
European Age which had included at least three centuries o f big 

power status, but the last free and independent body politic 

o f a whole region o f Europe was annihilated.
The importance o f that region between Germany and Russia 

has been discussed in a preceding chapter, where die territorial 
division o f Europe, not into two or three, but into four regions 

was explained.*8 O f these four regions, the third (counting 

from the West), East-Central Europe, where only Poland had 

survived in the modern period, was now completely conquered 

by powers o f the West Central region and by the power which
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controlled the whole Eastern region, intermediary— as shown 
above— between the historic European community and Asia. 
The annexation o f the major part o f Poland, coming after the 

conquest o f the Ukraine and the Baltic provinces, and not long 

before the acquisition o f Finland, added to old Muscovy so many 

indisputably European lands that the new Russian Empire as a 

whole now seemed to be definitely part o f the European 

community, identical with one o f its three remaining regions : 
Eastern Europe. It became at the same time, for the first time in 

history, the immediate neighbour o f a Central Europe com
pletely controlled by German powers, or even o f a Western 
Europe in its larger sense, including all Romance and Germanic 

nations, which now became inclined to identify the Eastern 

Slavonic world with Russia, one and indivisible.
The consequences o f the Partitions o f Poland, considered as a 

revolution in international policies, explain, therefore, many of 

the difficulties in the interpretation o f the very structure of 

contemporary Europe which were stressed above on various 

occasions. But these same partitions appear as an even greater 

crisis in European history if  studied as a revolution in political 
philosophy and international ethics. They were certainly not 

the only important violation o f moral principles in the relations 

between the members o f the European community. In  that 

same eighteenth century, when moral standards were lower 

than ever before, an English historian o f Poland’s partitions, 
W . F. Reddaway, could compare them, from the moral point of 

view, with Frederick the Great’s rape o f Silesia.*0 In the same 

year 1797, when in a secret additional treaty Poland’s dis
appearance was declared final,81 another equally old and 

distinguished member o f the European state system, the Republic 

o f Venice, was liquidated. Turkey escaped a partition con
sidered in so many projects o f the same years, only because the 
plans o f dismembering Poland instead proved easier to carry
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into effect. But, after all, Silesia was only a province ; Venice 

was a once powerful state, but had never been a nation— a 

distinction which is o f the highest importance in the history o f  

Central and Eastern Europe; Turkey was an intruder in 

Europe, and it was not actually partitioned.
The case o f Poland, therefore, remains unique even in the 

eighteenth century, when it should have served as a warning 

that the dissociation o f politics and ethics, propagated by  
Macchiavelli on the eve o f modem European history, was 

destroying, at the end o f that period, the very foundations o f the 

European community. The mere fact that, on the contrary, 
the destruction o f Poland was accepted passively and without 
protest by Europe as a whole as something natural, as much a 

matter o f indifference as i f  it had happened “  on die moon 

less important for the balance o f power than the cession o f  

Ochakov by Turkey to Russia*’ — die fact that it hardly moved 
public opinion even in freedom-loving countries34— makes the 

whole affair a real test o f historic Europe’s disintegration.
The placing o f the Poles under foreign rule was also a test in  

another issue, both political and moral, which was to have far- 

reaching implications in the following century. It proved how 
dangerous it was to violate, on an ever larger scale, the right o f  

the various European nations to full political and cultural free
dom in their own states.

T h e fortunate peoples for whom state and nationality re
mained identical throughout the whole European age never 

suffidendy realized the tragedy o f others who were victims o f  

foreign conquest. In Western Europe the case o f Ireland was 
exceptional. But in the crucial region which extended between 

the various Empires o f Central and Eastern Europe, imperial 
expansion had already begun in the Middle Ages to suppress 
the independence o f one nation after another, with the Ottoman 

conquest as a climax. During the modem period, the various
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peoples which were gradually united under the Habsburgs 

lost more and more o f their autonomy through the progress o f 

centralization under German leadership. In a similar but more 

ruthless process under the Russian Tsardom, the main victim  

was the Ukraine.*6 It is true that the Polish-Lithuanian 
Commonwealth likewise had failed to solve the Ukrainian 

problem, and that Polish culture was predominant in the whole 

federation. But it had not been imposed by force upon any 

member,*6 while the Partitions brought alien domination to all 
the peoples o f the Commonwealth.*7 

This took place at the very moment when not only had 

Polish culture readied a new height in its development, but in 

general all European nationalities, including those which had 

been enslaved for centuries and even those which had never 

enjoyed full independence, were becoming more conscious than 

ever before o f their individualities and aspirations, first merely 

cultural, eventually political also.** The resentment o f such 

peoples was therefore particularly strong when, after the 

Napoleonic wars— which, in spite o f their imperialistic 

character, had raised new hopes among some o f these national
ities— the Congress o f Vienna not only sanctioned a fourth 

partition o f Poland, but ignored the whole problem o f national
ism in general, although in the Balkans a series o f wars for 
independence had just begun.**

The prindples stressed by the French Revolution certainly 

contributed to all liberation movements in nineteenth-century 
Europe, although the Revolution was more concerned with the 

rights o f the individual dtizen than with those o f national 
groups. The American Revolution, a successful war for the 

independence o f a new nation, would have been an even greater 

inspiration for the oppressed European nations, old and new, 
if  it had not been fought in a distant colony on the other side o f 

the Atlantic. But in these colonies it started a movement which,
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as was pointed out in an earlier chapter, was the clearest 

possible indication that the free development o f European 

culture in various political units had ceased to be limited to 

geographical Europe. Here it must be added that, together with 

the Partitions o f Poland, the American Revolution closed the 

period in which the history o f our civilization was decisively 

influenced by the balance o f power in Europe, as it had been 

influenced in an earlier period by the idea o f universalism.
While the Atlantic Age and the making o f the Atlantic 

Community were in their beginning, Europe continued to be 

in revolution. This statement, made by G . de Reynold in the 

provocative book stressing the tragic character o f Europe’s 

contemporary situation40 which preceded his study o f the 

formation o f Europe, is not in the least paradoxical. There were, 
first o f all, a whole series o f individual revolutions in Europe 

between 1789 and 1917, and the celebration last year o f the 
centenary o f 1848 should give us a clearer idea o f the real 
importance even o f those revolutions which failed, and o f how 

much they all had in common. But even during the intervals 
between revolutions, the peaceful, normal character ordinarily 

attributed to the century between the end o f the Napoleonic 

Wars and the outbreak o f the European war in 1914 is somewhat 

o f an illusion. On the contrary, this was a period o f tension, 
typical o f the transition from one great age to the next. The old 

European community seemed to be “  restored ” 41 by the peace
makers o f 1815, but not only was it in a state o f “  mortal sin ” 4S 

because o f the dismemberment o f Poland ; it was in a state o f 

unrest which becomes apparent to everyone who studies, in 

addition to the official story o f the European Concert, the 

underground history o f all the dissatisfied elements, which 

include so many nations without states, and social classes 

which, for the first time, were declared to be in a state o f 
permanent struggle.
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In some cases, as in the typically revolutionary year o f 1848 

and time and again in connection with the troubles caused by 

the long-delayed liberation o f the Balkan nations, the persistent 

danger o f a precarious, critical situation in Europe had to be 

recognized even by the diplomacy o f the privileged big powers. 
But even in their relations, a twofold threat to the peace and to 

the very constitution o f Europe was apparent, although through
out the century a general war was avoided and practically every 

conflict was localized.
On the one hand, that permanent threat was represented by 

Russia, whose advance far into the centre o f the continent had 

already proved so alarming at the time o f the Congress o f 

Vienna.49 The pressure exerted by that power, so much larger 

than all the other European countries, was hardly reduced even 

by the temporary setbacks o f Russian imperialism which oc
curred in 1856, 1878, and 1905. That last defeat, in the Far 

East, made Russia turn even more definitely in the European 

direction. I f  this situation did not result in a general conflict 

earlier, it was because until 1914 Russia continued to have 

rather good relations with her traditional Prussian ally, who 

since the disappearance o f Poland was her immediate western 

neighbour. But it was precisely Prussian imperialism which 

constituted the second threat to Europe's peace. Arising in the 

very heart o f Europe, this imperialism, which had succeeded 

after three local wars in creating a new, purely national German 

Empire under Prussia’s leadership, with world-wide ambitions, 
seemed to present a threat greater than that o f the other.

In these circumstances first France and then Britain also 

decided to oppose to Germany’s alliance with Austria-Hungary 
and Italy a Triple Entente which would include Russia, whose 

co-operation with Germany had to be prevented at any price. It  

is well known that the division o f the European Concert into 

two armed camps with a prospective aggressor in each o f them,
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far from restoring the balance o f power o f the preceding 

period, led to a disastrous European War. But two other facts 
are equally important. First, the outbreak o f that war brought 

into relief the more obscure causes o f Europe’s unrest during 

the transition period o f the nineteenth century, particularly the 

tension arising from the unsolved problem o f nationalities. And  

secondly, it became evident that the history which now entered 

its crisis was no longer the old European history.
Even among the six big powers which were called European, 

two were, as a matter o f fact, outsiders o f the historical European 

community, and this for different reasons. In the course o f the 

last century, Britain’s most important overseas possessions had 
developed into self-governing dominions ; when Britain now 

entered the war together with these dominions, she did so as 

part o f a world-wide Commonwealth o f Nations. During the 

same nineteenth century, Russia had seemed more European 

than ever before, but the greatest contribution to civilization 
which she made in that century, her truly unique literature, 
“  was not culture in the Western classical sense o f the world ”  

but just one more proof “  that in Russia two streams o f world 
history— East and West— jostle and influence one another ” . 
Nicolas Berdyaev, who rightly considers the nineteenth 

century “  especially illustrative o f the Russian idea ” , made 

these statements in order to show that Russia “  a complete 

section o f the world . . .  is not purely European and is not 

purely Asiatic ” .44
Furthermore, as a consequence o f nineteenth-century 

developments, a purely Asiatic country, Japan, and the United 
States, the American offshoot o f European culture, were 

recognized as two new great powers in the old European sense. 
In the first o f these cases this development proved to be a short
lived illusion, but in the second, a genuine and momentous 

transformation had occurred which was to merge European and
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American history, in spite o f the Monroe doctrine. The  

importance which is given to the nineteenth century in American 

historiography is, therefore, well justified. But what is not is the 

belief that the conditions o f that century were the normal and 

typical conditions o f Europe and o f the world. In European 

history that period, long called contemporary, amounted to a 
last attempt to reorganize modem Europe, an attempt which 

ultimately failed. In universal history it was already the 

preparation o f a new, the Atlantic Age.
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CHAPTER X

The Basic Problems of European History

One of the most comprehensive presentations o f modem 

European history from the Renaissance, including the transition 

period o f the nineteenth century with its extra-European im
plications— the well-known Cam bridge M odem  H istory— was 

planned towards the end o f that period by the great English 

historian Lord Acton. The greatness o f his deeply penetrating 

mind is, however, even more apparent in the plan o f another 

work which he undertook independently— a history o f freedom.1
The problem o f freedom is common to the whole o f mankind, 

without excepting even the primitive societies which have 

no history in the usual sense. A t the end o f a life entirely 

dedicated to the study o f the cultural anthropology o f such 

societies, the famous Polish scholar Bronislaw Malinowski pre
pared a book,1 published after his untimely death under the 

suggestive title Freedom  and C iviliza tion »  in which he concludes 

that freedom and civilization are inseparable, whatever may be 

the specific character and level o f human culture, and on what
ever continent that culture may develop. But in the European 

history o f all centuries, freedom in its various aspects is simply 

the problem, the basis o f all others and the key to their proper 

understanding. For that very reason Marxism, which subordin
ates freedom, along with all other great ideas, to materialistic 
economic forces, leads to a basically wrong interpretation o f  

human evolution in general and o f European history more 

particularly.1 Such a doctrine could appear only in the midst 
o f the final crisis o f the European Age.
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On the contrary, the idea o f freedom is closely associated with 

the earliest foundations o f Europe. The very geographical 
structure o f that continent is such as does not favour any 

forcible unification, and in fact hindered the formation o f any 

Empire which would have dominated all Europe. The struggle 

for freedom is the most valuable part o f the whole tradition o f  

the Mediterranean Age which preceded and prepared the 

European. Typical o f the history o f ancient Greece, the problem 

o f freedom is already seen therein in both its main aspects : 
independence from foreign domination— the goal o f the 

Persian Wars— and the protection o f the individual under 

a free government. Both issues reappear in Roman history, 
particularly in the time o f the Republic, but even then the 

Romans, so persistent in the defence o f their own independence, 
engaged in conquests without regard for the freedom o f other 

peoples ; and the Roman Empire not only continued in that 

direction, but sacrificed internal freedom as well to the abuses 

o f imperial authority.
It is true, and quite natural, that the Greeks had already 

realized the necessity o f co-ordinating the principles o f freedom 

and authority. From its earliest origin the European mind was 

fully aware that freedom must be organized, if  it were not to 

lapse into anarchy. The first experiment in democracy, made 

by the Athenians in the time o f Pericles, was nothing but sudi 

an organized freedom within the State; Athens* failure in 

creating a freely accepted organization o f the relations among 

the various Hellenic states4 led to the Peloponnesian War and 

to defeat. But it was finally the Roman Empire which, in 
international as well as in national life— to use rather anachron
istic expressions— upset the balance between freedom and 

authority in favour o f the latter. This was the heavy price 
which had to be paid for Roman law and order.

The balance was restored through Christianity. The greatest
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contribution which the new religion made to the formation o f 

Europe and to the “  discovery o f the inner dynamic principles 

o f history ” * was the restoration, on new and durable because 

supranational foundations, and the permanent protection o f a 

real freedom based upon the dignity o f the human person. But 

Christianity’s main concern was with the freedom o f the 

individual, more particularly o f his soul, o f the citizen o f God’s 

eternal City, while the situation seemed hopeless in that other 

City, distinguished by St. Augustine,6 where, in his time o f 

transition, ruthless force prevailed both within the particular 

states and in their relations.
The idea o f freedom was, as a matter o f fret, very frmiliar, 

though in a rather elementary form, to these ruthless “  bar
barians ”  who, after defending their independence against the 

Empire, created their own political organizations on its ruins. 
But the interpretation o f the primitive conceptions o f liberty 

introduced into European history by the last factor which con
tributed to Europe’s making is no easy task. In that connection, 
as in so many others, a distinction must be made between the 

Germanic tribes who, after conquering formerly Roman ter
ritories took over the main principles o f the Empire, and the 

Slavonic peoples whose vast majority had only belated and in
direct contacts with the imperial tradition.

In making such a distinction we must avoid both the effects 

o f racial interpretation and the exaggerations o f wishful 
thinking. The great Polish historian Joachim Lelewel7 was not 

free from such errors when, one hundred years ago, he honestly 

believed he had found in the pre-historic Slavic communities 

an early realization o f his own generation’s ideals o f democratic 
freedom. More recently, the German scholar J. Peisker* was 

equally convinced that because the Slavs had neither liking nor 
talent for any political organization under a strong authority, 
they were from the outset fated to succumb to the domination
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o f their Germanic neighbours in the West or “  Altaic ”  
invaders from the East. Yet it is certainly true that there always 

was among the Slavs a special enthusiasm for freedom both 

external and internal» although their original institutions were 

neither ideal democracies in the modem sense nor effective 

guarantees against foreign conquest.
Without, o f course, deciding such specific questions here, 

two preliminary conclusions can be safely emphasized. First, 
it is obvious that the European idea o f freedom can be traced 
back into Greco-Roman antiquity, being one more link between 

the Mediterranean Age, when that idea was limited to the 

European part o f the Mediterranean world, and the European 

Age, when, in one form or another, it became typical o f the 

new community as a whole. Secondly, during the millenary o f  
Europe’s making definite progress was made in the growth o f  

that idea, through all the crises o f the period, thanks to the 
Christian inspiration present from the beginning and to the 

impetus given it by the freedom-loving peoples which one after 

another joined the European community until it was practically 

completed in the tenth century.
A t that moment in history very promising possibilities seemed 

to present themselves for a lasting organization o f that com
munity, one which would safeguard freedom and at the same 

time co-ordinate in unity the various elements which had 

formed historic Europe. I f  the first millennium o f the Christian 
era had made Europe, the second was characterized by an almost 

uninterrupted series o f attempts at organizing it in such a spirit 

This was the main problem o f the whole European Age, a two
fold one, as it had been from its Hellenic origin, since it included 

the constitutional and social issues in the individual, states and 

the even bigger issues o f their independence and peaceful 
relations within a supra-national, universal society. It was at 
the same time the question o f whether or not the Christian
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principles which were supposed to direct the individual could 

be applied to national and international life in such a way as to 

solve at last the old conflict between the claims and necessities 

o f both freedom and order.
It would be impossible to study all these questions in a few  

pages o f a chapter which concludes an investigation into the 

limits and divisions o f European history. The purpose o f this 

chapter is merely to indicate that these limits and divisions in 

time and space have to be discussed and defined, not only 

because they are interesting in themselves, but above all because 

they offer to the historian the indispensable framework for a 

systematic organization o f his material. For if  these limits and 

divisions are well chosen, they will be more than mere forms o f  

presentation; they will serve to make intelligible the very 

content o f the historical process, to emphasize its really decisive 

aspects, and possibly to reveal its deeper sense. They will like
wise contribute to a better understanding o f the place o f the 

European Age in universal history.
As a first example o f such possibilities, the relationship be

tween the territorial limits o f the European community and the 

problem o f freedom may be briefly considered. Whenever in 

any region o f geographical Europe an apparent solution o f the 

basic political issues has been reached by simply suppressing 

freedom, that region has been placed, at least temporarily, out
side historical Europe. This happened, quite obviously, in all 
cases in which non-European conquerors invading parts o f  

Europe forced upon their populations a despotic foreign dom
ination and an alien culture that would never have been freely 

accepted. The conquests o f the Iberian peninsula by the Arabs, 
o f Russia by the Mongols, o f the Balkans by the Osmanlis are 

the most striking instances o f this.
More complex is the case o f Moscow, where even after 

liberation from such an invader, a Christian state o f European
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origin developed a conception o f freedom so different from the 

European as to be practically its negation, with despotism and 

nihilistic anarchy as alternatives.9 The ground was, therefore, 
only too well prepared in that great Empire at Europe’s border 

for what we now call totalitarianism, a system which completely 

eliminates freedom, and for that very reason would be un- 
European even if  it were not so definitely anti-Christian. Th e  

fact that countries in the very heart o f Europe, with old, 
uninterrupted European traditions, could become totalitarian 

even temporarily was the most serious warning that the 

European Age was ending and that its great heritage, if  it were 

to survive, must be supported by new forces from outside 

geographical Europe.
Since it was necessary that these forces should be spiritually 

European, they could derive only from such an extra-European 

region as had been an old field o f European expansion. As long 

as that overseas expansion had been merely colonial, it was no 

real enlargement o f historic Europe, because instead o f bringing 

to other shores the great idea o f freedom, it meant for the 

distant dependencies o f European powers only exploitation and 
foreign domination, including a practical enslavement o f the 

natives. Only when European colonies succeeded in creating 

independent states were new nations able to develop the old 

European conceptions o f free government, to enlarge far 

beyond any geographical limits the community from which they 

originated, and to compensate it for possible losses in the old 

world.
T o  a certain extent, chiefly in the Latin American republics, 

native elements which survived and were gradually assimilated 

shared in that development o f freedom.10 But it is questionable 

whether Europeans are qualified to propagate their ideas of 

freedom among peoples o f entirely different cultures without 

destroying these cultures or placing these peoples under rulers
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o f European origin. Only the purely spiritual freedom o f  

Christianity has thus far been propagated in such a way, since 

the missionary activities, too frequently subject to abuse in the 

earlier days, were gradually separated from the aims o f political 
and economic colonization or penetration. The amazing 

progress o f “  Westernization ” — whether Europeanization or 

Americanization11— in the material, technical field is something 

entirely different, and has nothing to do with the advance o f 

freedom. N o extra-European country advanced more rapidly 

than Japan in technical development on the European or 

American pattern, but this advance was accompanied by little 

i f  any progress in the direction o f freedom. A  terrible defeat 

was needed to make that country “  safe for democracy ” , just 

as it took a dangerous crisis in the history o f the colonial Empires 

to make Europe admit that the “  dependent ”  peoples o f all races 
had a right to political self-determination in the European sense.

Only if  and when the ideas o f democratic government and 

national self-determination, those two equally important 
achievements o f the European trend towards freedom, material
ize in all civilized societies will the world, in spite o f cultural 
differences, be really one, federated in an efficient world- 
organization guaranteeing a lasting peace in freedom, justice, 
and security. I f  this noble dream did not become a reality after 
World War I and is a prospect even more remote after the 

second, it is because in the European Age, which these two wars 

concluded, the problem o f freedom in its various aspects was not 
solved even within the limits o f the European community. And  
that, again, was a consequence o f the failure o f that community, 
though identified with Christendom, to become organized on 
truly Christian principles.

This same failure is the cause o f the crisis through which 
Europe and her culture are passing in our times, a cause which 

is specifically European and bears little relation to any o f the
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regular causes o f disintegration, decline and fall which the 

sociologists try to discover in the parallel developments o f all 
civilizations.1* An historian who does not believe in any laws 

regulating human destinies, similar to those governing in
animate nature, who is moreover sceptical o f analogies with 

biological evolution and even o f an excess o f the comparative 

method in the interpretation o f history,1* will be inclined to 

consider the history o f each individual civilization as unique in 

its development. Such an attitude seems particularly justified 

in the case o f our civilization, not because it is ours nor because 

it is superior to others, but because it is a result o f the unique 
Christian experience and because it came nearer than any other 

to world-wide expansion.
Strangely enough, it was in the first period o f the European 

Age that Christendom came nearest to a solution o f the problem 
o f its political organization. Turning, in that connection, to the 

divisions o f history, we find another example o f the close 

relationship between the apparently formal questions discussed 

in the present study and the vicissitudes o f the basic issue o f  
freedom. The “  mediaeval ”  solution which was an attempt to 

reconcile unity and diversity was certainly not an unqualified 

success. Its idealization now would be as great an error as was 
its indictment during the following periods, in which even less 

success was experienced in the organization o f the European 
community. Still greater would be the mistake o f believing that 

Europe should or could revert to a “  new ” Middle Age. But 
the reasons which doomed the conception o f mediaeval univer- 

salism to failure are in themselves instructive.
The most important o f these reasons has already been 

pointed out ; its relation to the problem o f freedom remains to 

be demonstrated. The political philosophy o f the whole period 
was dominated by the fallacy that Christian universalism must 

incorporate the idea o f a universal Empire, with the imperial
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authority entrusted to the ruler o f an individual nation. 
Through a misconception o f early Christian historiography,14 

it was held that the succession o f pagan Empires in the ancient 

Mediterranean world would be continued until the end o f time 
in the form o f a Christianized— hence “  Holy ”— Roman 

Empire transferred to the German nation. N ot only was this 

a threat to the freedom o f all other nations, but it proved to be 

the greatest danger to that other truly Christian universal 
power, the Church.

It would have been another mistake to centralize all power, 
including the purely political, in the hands o f the Papacy, for 
this, too, would have endangered both freedom and religion. 
N ot even those popes who went furthest in emphasizing the 

superiority o f the spiritual sword over the secular claimed the 

joint control o f both in a papal theocracy. But i f  it had not been 

for the imperial interpretation given to the idea o f an earthly 
C ity reconciled with the City o f God,16 the R espubiica C hristian a  

could actually have been what its name seemed to imply : a 

Commonwealth o f free and equal Christian states, federated 

under a freely elected, truly international secular authority. 
Since no such secular authority was even planned, it was the 

ecclesiastical authority which, in addition to the rôle which it 

frequently had to play in protecting human rights against 

violation by governments, stood as the only possible protector 

o f national freedoms and o f the smaller states against the 

encroachment o f the Empire. W ith one country after another 

placing itself under the immediate authority o f the Holy See, 
there was a trend towards some kind o f a federation o f territories 
outside the Empire under the leadership o f the popes in the 

time o f their greatest power.16 But with the dedine o f their 
power, that escape became illusory, and an entirely new 

solution o f what might be called the problem o f international 
European relations was badly needed.
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Unfortunately such a solution was not reached in the fol
lowing Renaissance period, which was marked by so great an 

eagerness to discover the whole world and the individual man. 
As far as the individual was concerned, his freedom was 

defended by the humanists against everything which was 

considered a mediaeval bondage o f the mind, but much less 

against the growing power o f state authority. It is true that the 

development o f individualism, national as well as personal, 
contributed to the independence o f every sovereign state from  

an international authority. But, as a matter o f fret, such an 

authority had practically ceased to exist, since the vanishing 

universalism o f the Middle Ages was not replaced by any 

better organization o f Europe.
Nevertheless certain promising attempts at organizing at least 

some regions o f Europe through federal unions now manifested 

themselves. The modest mediaeval beginnings o f the Swiss 
Confederation were successfully developed during the Renais
sance period ; at its end, the Confederation was, as a matter o f  

fact, independent from the Empire, and united peoples o f  

various languages and denominations.17 On a much larger 

scale, federalism was applied in the eastern part o f Central 
Europe. The Jagellonian idea was much more than a dynastic 

conception and had little in common with Polish nationalism ;18 

it was a programme set forth in union charters and political 
treaties, which aimed to organize, in a great variety o f con
stitutional forms, the peaceful co-operation o f free and equal 
nations, surrounded by aggressive neighbours. Although the 

idea was not fully realized in practice, this programme was more 

successful than the union o f the three Scandinavian Kingdoms,19 

which was simultaneously started. Both were typical o f the 

most constructive political conceptions o f the Renaissance 

period.
In general, however, the trend towards secularism which
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so dearly distinguishes that second period o f the European Age 
led to rather negative results as far as the organization o f the 

European community was concerned. In that respect, it left to 
the following period only the balance-of-power idea, which 

failed to save modem Europe from international anarchy.
Some perspicadous and noble minds o f the period were fully 

aware o f the danger. But their far-reaching plans for universal 
peace remained utopian, while the first rules o f international 
law20 covered only a limited fidd o f human relations. The  

integrity and independence o f the various members o f the 

European community were no longer seriously threatened by 

any Empire with pretentions to universality, but instead the 

imperialism o f a few stronger states was a permanent danger to 

all the others and to European peace.
Moreover the centuries o f modem times, in which so much 

pride has been taken in “  progress ” , have been, in general, 
less favourable to the freedom even o f the individual citizen 
than were the despised “  Middle Ages ” . The liberties which so 
many famous mediaeval charters guaranteed, at least to im
portant social groups in various countries— the English M agna 

C arta  is only one example— were now lost almost everywhere. 
Even the formerly privileged classes were under the political 
control o f absolute rulers, while the conditions o f the peasant 

population deteriorated into serfdom. Only in exceptional 
cases, such as the Polish Constitution o f M ay 3 ,179 1— praised 
for that reason by Edmund Burke21— were reforms accom
plished without violent revolution. In general Europe, having 

abandoned its lofty tradition o f organized liberty, was ap
proaching the great revolutionary crisis which began at the end 
o f the eighteenth century.

It is true that there were, in the following century, many 

examples o f constructive, evolutionary reform. In most 

European countries the freedom o f the individual and the rights
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o f the citizen were in process o f growth. Only in the two 

Empires which formally belonged to the European Concert but 

were built upon foundations different from the common 

European tradition, Russia and Turkey, was all that was 

accomplished in that direction definitely too little and too late.** 

Yet .everywhere the progress was too slow to meet the new social 
problems raised by the so-called industrial revolution. And it 
was hopeless from the start that these reforms should be based 

upon political or economic expediency, instead o f the moral 
grounds recommended in the papal encyclicals.

M ost unfortunate o f all was the fact that two other aspects 

o f the crisis were almost entirely neglected. On the one hand, 
there was the suppression or limitation o f the freedom o f so 

many nations whose rights had been violated in the preceding 

centuries ; now, when their national consciousness was fully 
developed, such nations had to live under foreign domination.** 

The liberation o f the Christian population o f the Balkans and 

die constitutional reforms in the multi-national Habsburg 
Monarchy were, o f course, steps in the right direction, but the 

former was accompanied by dangerous interventions o f rival 
powers,*4 while the latter were brought about by a “  com
promise ”  which resulted in a universal condition o f “  limited 

dissatisfaction ” *6 and could not possibly solve problems which 

reached beyond the frontiers o f die monarchy.
On the other hand, the problem o f international organization 

which, as is evidenced by the whole course o f European 
history, was an inseparable counterpart o f the problem o f 

national freedom received even less attention. T h e so-called 

“  Concert ”  o f the great European powers was in no sense a 
permanent organization; guided only by considerations o f 

power politics and expediency, it succeeded in resolving by 
appeasement several minor conflicts o f interests, but it failed—  
or, rather, it seemed to be non-existent— when the general
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tension had reached its climax. Also, the modest results o f the 

two Peace Conferences which shortly before had been held at 

T h e Hague26 had hardly any significance at the decisive 
moment, since, after all, only lip service had been paid to the 
high principles o f law and justice.

These principles were seriously studied and invoked at the 
end o f the Great European War, but they were not raised in the 

name o f Europe. On the contrary, there even appeared to be a 

danger that the European balance o f power idea would find an 

enlarged sphere o f action. A t the end o f the Renaissance period, 
which had experienced the use o f that system within the limits 
o f Italy, the balance-of-power idea began to guide international 
relations in the wider field o f European politics.27 A t the end 

o f the European Age it was the even larger— or, rather, the 

largest possible— field o f world politics which began to be 
directed by that same conception. But again, as in the case o f  

Italy, the narrower field o f the earlier period had become the 

object o f outside intervention: non-European forces were 
fighting on European soil, deciding, together with the diplo
macy o f a great non-European power, the issues most vital for 
the future o f the continent.

That was a clear indication that historical Europe, during her 

protracted revolutionary crisis, had lost her last opportunity to 
work out a satisfactory solution o f the problems which had been 

the main concern o f the whole European Age. And, continuing 

the comparison with Renaissance Italy, it ought to be added 

that such a failure, in striking contrast with a real progress in 

so many other domains o f life and culture, was the natural 
consequence o f a process o f secularization which increasingly 
dissociated politics from moral values.26

It is true that a warning was issued from the authority best 

qualified to react against such an attitude. The Papacy, which 
from the middle o f the nineteenth century had been rapidly
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regaining its prestige and at the end o f the century had set 

forth the principles for a solution o f the new social problems, 
raised its voice, in the middle o f the European War, in favour o f  

a peace settlement based upon freedom and justice for all.2* 

In the same year, 1917, came another warning o f an entirely 

different character. The long series o f European revolutions 

reached a climax in the first totalitarian Revolution o f Russian 

Bolshevism, a movement which propagated, as a solution o f  

both social and political conflicts, a distortion o f the idea o f  

freedom that was, as a matter o f fact, a suppression o f freedom, 
just as it was a break with the whole European and Christian 
tradition.

It was at that very moment that a reinterpretation o f that 

tradition, a plea for individual and national freedom, came 

from America in the Wilsonian peace programme, which 
rejected the balance-of-power idea, replacing it by the idea o f  

national self-determination under an international organization. 
That constructive programme was the more difficult to put into 

practice because it was not limited to Europe. This was only 

natural, since it was an American plan ; but it was not even 
limited to the nations with the European and Christian tradition, 
to the new Atlantic community which was already replacing the 

European. It was to be worldwide in its scope, universal in a 

global sense, and in that respect it proved premature. Woodrow 

Wilson did not even favour the idea o f regional groups within 

the universal League ; he agreed to mentioning such a possi
bility in the Covenant*0 only to appease American isolationists 

through a reference to the Monroe doctrine.
Wilson did not succeed in overcoming the American op

position which made the United States reject, together with the 

Peace Treaty, the League o f Nations. But though the new 

international organization was thus seriously weakened from 

the outset and though most European powers had little
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enthusiasm for Wilson’s ideas, making him compromise on 

various points, his initiative was not a failure. On the contrary, 
it gave what remained o f the European community one more 
opportunity to organize itself in association with a world 

organization which, in any event, would have chiefly European 

problems to consider. It therefore was a return to the old 

European idea o f universalism, in an entirely new form, o f 
course, and with the co-operation o f some at least o f the non- 

European countries, which on various occasions proved 

valuable.*1
The success o f the whole experiment, after the withdrawal oi 

the United States, depended on the European countries, which 

for two decades made great efforts, in Geneva and elsewhere, to 
organize for a lasting peace o f the continent— and, if  accom
plished, this would have been a decisive step towards world 
peace. The chances were, after all, much better than they had 

been in the nineteenth century, because, in spite o f many short
comings in the peace treaties, there was more freedom and 

justice in Europe than before.*1 M ost important in that respect 

was the liberation o f so many nations which had been under 

foreign rule in the pre-war period. In addition to Eire in North- 

Western Europe, these were all the nations o f the formerly 
submerged region between Germany and the part o f Europe 

which was lost to the Soviet Union. During the twenty years 
o f independence which were granted to these countries, they 

all made considerable progress in close connection with Western 

culture and in co-operation with the Western democracies. It 

is true that their own democratic development suffered from the 

fact that they were surrounded by the forces o f totalitarianism—  
after 1933 in control o f Germany as well as Russia— by powers 

radically opposed to the peace settlement after 1918, and to the 

very existence o f the free nations in the intermediary zone 

between them. But not a single one o f these nations turned
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totalitarian, and, contrary to the misrepresentations o f a 

propaganda o f German and Russian inspiration which dis
credited all their achievements, they were an indispensable 
element in the reconstruction o f Europe.8*

That reconstruction Was violently interrupted, and the last 

chance o f Europe’s peaceful organization lost, when, after the 

first aggressions o f Nazism against Austria and Czechoslovakia, 
the German-Russian co-operation (which can be traced back 

to the Rapallo Treaty o f 1922) resulted in the partition o f all 
East-Central Europe between Nazism and Communism during 

the years 1939-1941.84 Since Germany had moreover sub
jugated most o f Western Europe in 1940, and threatened 

Britain also, the United States felt obliged to interfere, and, 
together with Britain, decided to assist the Soviet Union when 

one o f the totalitarian powers turned against the other.
This time the war developed into a real world war. Further

more, four months before Pearl Harbour, America, together 

with the British Empire, had announced a world-wide peace 

programme, less specific than Wilson’s but in basic agreement 

with it, as well as with the suggestions made by Pope Pius X II  

at Christmas in 1939.86 Had this programme been put into 
effect, the liberty o f all nations, great and small— including, of 

course, the enslaved countries o f Europe— would have been 

restored and the democratic freedoms o f their citizens guar
anteed ; a free Europe would have been organized in a free 

world.
It is hardly necessary to point out that under Soviet pressure 

the principles o f the Atlantic Charter were supplanted by a 

division o f “  liberated ”  Europe and o f the world into two 

spheres, each under the influence o f one o f the two supra- 
powers : the United States and Russia. In the Russian “  orbit ”, 
a totalitarian Eurasian world, there is no hope for freedom, nor 

for the future o f the large part o f Europe forcibly included in it.
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America, on the contrary, is assisting the remaining part o f  

Europe, not only in post-war reconstruction, but in forming, 
at last, a political organization based upon the common Eur
american tradition o f Christianity and human freedom, which 

would permit these European countries and their cultures to 

survive in the framework o f the United Nations, the new 
universal organization.

After the German defeat in the War o f 1914-1918, the 

German scholar Oswald Spengler predicted the doom o f 
Western— that is, European— civilization ; now, after her even 

heavier defeat in the last war, another German scholar whose 

work is less provocative but more thorough, Alfred Weber, has 

published what he calls a “  farewell to European history ” .** 
There is more justification for Weber’s view than there was for 

Spengler’s prediction o f thirty years ago ; yet, understandable 

though his pessimistic interpretation o f die situation is, he 
carries it too far. His reaction to the breakdown o f the balance- 

of-power system is apparently a willingness to admit that not 

European only, but that whole history which had its beginning 
one thousand two hundred years before Christ has come to an 

end. But actually the end o f the European Age— that is, the 

end o f the supremacy o f the European community and o f a 
European history which could be studied as a separate unit—  

does not necessarily mean even that the rôle o f historic Europe, 
o f European culture and tradition, has become a tiling o f the 

past. Nevertheless the possibility most ably suggested by Arnold 
Toynbee37 that Europe, organized and united after an un
precedented catastrophe, might form a third world power, 
placed between America and Russia and reducing in some inter
mediary function the tension between the two, seems likewise 

dubious. What appears to be more probable is an increasingly 

close association o f free Europe with America in the Atlantic 

community o f a new age o f history. How much o f historic
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Europe will be free, and permitted to join that community, is a 

question o f the future which the historian is unable to answer, 
although the study o f Europe’s historic limits and divisions can 

contribute to the understanding o f the issue.
Entirely outside the historian’s competence is another 

question o f the future : whether the rest o f the world, all the 

different cultures which still coexist, and even the whole of 

Eurasia liberated from its present dictatorship, will ever join in 

a free universal community o f mankind, in the “ oecumenical 
commonwealth ”  o f a “  great society ”  which would inaugurate 
a truly universal age o f history.88 One thing only is certain : 
such a result can never be achieved through conquest according 

to the totalitarian, imperialistic pattern, but only through the 

advancement o f the old European idea o f freedom all over the 
world and through a peaceful conquest o f Christian principles, 
finally introduced into politics. A  Christian philosophy of 

history, supplanting so many wrong interpretations o f human 

destinies, could help us to reach that distant but inspiring goal.
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1920). The title of the English translation, The Decline of the West (by 
Gh. F. Atkinson, New York, 1926), does not render the full meaning of the 
German word “ Untergang ” which involves the idea of complete destruc
tion and disappearance.

6. Lord Macaulay, Critical, Historical and Miscellaneous Essays (New 
York, 1897), 4: 301.

7. de Reynold, Fonnation, z : 55.
8. Toynbee, Study, 1:132 f.
9. This is the basic conclusion of the Prendi school of human geography, 

opposed to the determinism of the German “Anthropogeographie ” and 
represented, for instance, by Luden Febvre {su the translation of his La 
terre et Vévolution humaine, under the title A Geographical Introduction to 
History, New York, 192$).

zo. Eugène Pittard, Les races et VMstoire (Paris, Z924). English transla
tion by V. C. C. Collum (New York, Z926).

zz. de Reynold, Formation, 3: 35 ff., particularly chapters VII to XIII 
of that volume, where the “ état européen ” of Hellenism is studied.

12. Tadeusz Zielióski, Helemzm a Judaism (Hellenism and Judaism, 
2 vols., Warszawa, Z927). While many serious objections have been raised 
to Zielidski’s criticism of the Jewish religious traditimi, his brilliant interpre
tation of the religious values preserved in andent Greece can hardly be 
questioned; su  the recent remaries by Stefan Srebray in Eos, 42 (1947): 
58-60.

13* One of the first to discuss the rivalry between Sparta and Athens 
from the point of view of our contemporary experience with totalitarianism 
v. democracy was the Polish writer Stanislaw Loi  (now professor of Andent 
History in the Catholic University of Lublin) in an artide published more 
than twenty years ago in Przeglqd Wspólczesny (Contemporary Review); 
I am unable at present to find the precise reference.

Z4. In letter XVII of The Federalist, ed. Edward M. Earle (Washington,
1939).

15* That was first realized by E. A. Freeman, History of Federal Govern• 
ment from the Foundation of the Achaian League to the Disruption of the 
United Statu (voi. z, London—Cambridge, Z863). Only the first part of 
that work, dealing with andent Greece, was entirely completed; it is the 
most important section of the second enlarged edition, prepared by J. B. 
Bury, under the title History of Federal Government in Greeu and Italy 
(London—New York, 1883).

z6. de Reynold, Formation, 4:178, z8z.
17. S u  my discussion of Renaissance culture in Poland in The Cambridge 

History of Poland from the Origins to Sobieski (Cambridge, now in print), 
328.
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NOTES
18. S u  Jacques Maritain’s profound interpretation in his study on 

“ Religion and Culture ”, Essqys in Order (ed. Ch. Dawson and T. F. Burns, 
New York, 1931), 32.

19. de Reynold, Formation, 1: 36; “ Civilisation européenne est donc 
synonyme de civilisation chrétienne *'.

20. Nobody has better expressed it than Henri Bergson in one of his 
discussions with Jacques Chevalier, quoted by J. M. Oesterreicher, “ Henri 
Bergson and the Faith ”, Thought, 22 (1947) : 667. See also Nicolas Berdyaev, 
The Meaning of History (London, 1936), in, 123, in the chapter “ Christian
ity and History ”.

21. Ferdinant Lot, Les invasions barbares et le peuplement de VEurope 
(2 vols., Paris, 1937). See particularly his introduction (1: 7-8) where he 
stresses the difference between this book, dealing with a great variety of 
peoples, and his earlier work limited to Les invasions germaniques. La 
pénétration mutuelle du monde barbare et du monde romain (Paris, 193s)«

22. de Reynold tries to show this in the cases of Spain, Portugal, France, 
Switzerland, Belgium, Holland, England, and to a certain extent even in the 
Danubien region (Formation, 4:104-154), but we shall see later (chapter II, 
p. 34) that his arguments are not equally convincing in all these cases.

23. See the remarks of Paul Lehmann, “ Mittelalter und Küchenlatein ”, 
Historische Zeitschrift, 137 (1928): 200 (bibliographical footnote x)-206.

24. See below, Chapter IX, p. 165.
23. There is the same trouble in languages other than English or French, 

for instance in Polish where “ Ustoria nowozytna ” (modem) and “ nowo- 
czesna ” (frequently used instead of “ wspótczesna ”, Le., contemporary) 
are terms even more difficult to distinguish.

26. Denis de Rougemont and Charlotte T. Muret, Heart of Europe (New 
York, 1941).

CHAPTER II

1. Christopher Dawson, The Making of Europe (ist ed., London, 1932; 
latest ed., New York, 1945).

2. Benedetto Croce, Teoria e storia della storiograpMa (Bari, 1920), ioi.
3. Kazimierz Zakrzewski, Retoolucja Odoahra (Kraków, 1933, reprinted 

from the Rozprauy of the Polish Academy, Division of Historical and 
Philosophical Sciences, voi. 68).

4. See J. B. Bury*s introduction to voL 4 of the Cambridge Medieval 
History, explaining its title: The Eastern Roman Empire.

5. G. Ferrerò, The Ruin of Ancient Civilization and the Triumph o f 
Christianity (transi, by Lady Whitehead, New York, 1921), 179 fr. M. 
Rostovtzeff first presented his theory in an address before the International 
Congress of Historical Sciences held in Brussels in 1923, published in 
Musée belge, 26 (1923; su  de Reynold's comment, Formation, 4: 192 fr.). 
He developed it in Us Social and Economic History cf the Roman Empire 
(Oxford, 1926).
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6. F. Lot» La fin du monde antique et le début du moyen âge (Paris, 1927; 
English transL 193z).

7. “Das Zeitalter der Germanen** Oskar Jäger called the Middle 
Ages in the concluding sentence of the first volume of his Weltgeschichte 
(Bielefeld, 1887), dealing with ancient history.

8. Alfons Dopsch, Wirtschaftliche und soziale Grundlagen der europäischen 
Kulturentvhchlung aus der Zeit von Cäsar bis auf Karl den Grossen (2 vols,, 
ist ed., Wien, 1918-1920,2nd ed., Wien, 1923-1924). There is an English 
translation: The Economic and Social Foundations of European Civilization 
(London, 1927). See also his special study “ Das Kontinuitätsproblem. 
Vom Altertum zum Mittelalter **, in Alfons Dopsch, Beiträge zur Sozial- 
und Wirtschaftsgeschichte (Wien, 1938), 253-276. Also Erna Patzelt, “ Die 
Kontinuit ätsfrage ”, in Wirtschaft und Kultur—Festschrift zum 70. Geburtstag 
von A . Dopsch (Baden bei Wien, 1938), 18-33.

9. Marian H. Serejski, Ideajednold Karolinskiej (The idea of Carolingian 
unity, Warszawa, 1937),is “a study of the mediaeval origin of the European 
community **.

10. Henri Pirenne, “ Un contraste économique: Méfovingiens et Caro
lingiens ’*, Revue belge de philologie et d'histoire, I l  (1923).

zi. Henri Pirenne, Mahomet et Charlemagne (5th ed., Paris—Bruxelles, 
1937). There is an English translation: Mohammed and Charlemagne 
(London—New York, 1939). On p. 210 of this book, the author repeated, 
almost without change, the challenging words which ended his first article 
published under the same title in Revue belge de philologie et d’histoire, I 
(1922): “ Sans Mahomet Charlemagne est inconcevable **. The most 
important statements quoted below are taken from pp. 123,126, 143, 163, 
211, and from the conclusions, pp. 260-261. A bibliography of reviews and 
articles discussing Pirenne’s thesis has recently been given by Richard N. 
Frye in footnote z to Daniel C. Dennet, “ Pirenne and Muhammad”, 
Speculum, XIII (1948), 165 f., where provocative objections against Pirenne’s 
interpretations have been raised; they are, however, not decisive, since they 
consider almost exclusively his economic arguments.

12. Ibid., pp. 163,211, and 260, where Pirenne combines the two notions, 
speaking of “ l’unité médiévale du monde antique *’.

13, As an illustration to Toynbee’s “ survey ” (Study, 1 : 57-129) and 
“ classification ” (ibid., z: 129-146) of civilized societies, the following 
genealogy, using his terminology and based upon his theory of “ affiliation ” 
might prove helpful:

NOTBS

in re
lation 
with 
each 
other

/Egyptiac
f Babylonian 

Sumeric 4 Hittite
l? Indie-----
f Hellenic

VMinoan .Syriac

—Hindu 
Ì Western
/  Orthodox-Christian

Ä  } “ - *
{main body 

off-shoot in Russia
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NOTBS
14. I am not discussing here die problem of a prehistoric culture which 

appeared in the western basin before the eastern started its historical rôle 
(see de Reynold, Formation» 1:203 f.).

15. The whole problem of that name, inrfnHtng its etymology, is dis
cussed by de Reynold in his chapter on “ L’Europe mytologique ” 
(Formation» x: 76-112; see also 113-119, on the earliest distinctions between 
Europe and Asia, or Africa).

16. See ibid.» x: 200-201, on “ le caractère préméditerranéen, pré
européen de l’Asie antérieure

17. Ibid., 3:74-76.
18. The introduction to Book I of Polybius’s Historiae» quoted by both 

Toynbee, Stutfy» 3: 312 f., and de Reynold, Formation» 4: 86 f.
19. Toynbee, Study» 1: 53, 134; 4: 2, 3.
20. de Reynold, Formation» 3:52 f., speaks of an “époque impériale” from 

Alexander the Great to the dissolution of the Roman Empire. He is more 
convincing when he points out that a new epoch was beginning in the days of 
Augustus, whom he calls a great, perhaps the first, European (ibid. 4:178).

21. Christopher Dawson, The Making of Europe» 5-6; see» however, a 
somewhat different approach of the same author on p. 78.

22. de Reynold, Formation» 4:108-1x9.
23. Camille Jullian, Histoire de la Gaule (8 vols., Paris, 1910-1926); the 

idea of continuity appears even more clearly in his short, popular outline, 
De la Gaule à la France—nos origines historiques (Paris, 1923).

24. de Reynold, Formation» 4: 120-128,138-154.
25. Pirenne, Mahomet et Charlemagne» 2: “ L’Empire ne connaît ni Asie, 

ni Afrique, ni Europe ”.
26. This idea which G. Schnürer expressed at the end of his address on 

the divisions of history, delivered some twenty years ago at the University 
of Fribourg, is also developed by Nicolas Berdyaev, The Meaning of History 
(London, 1936), 106, 108, and by Jacques Pirenne, Les grands courants de 
Vhistoire universelle (Neuchâtel 1945fr), i : 376.

27. G. Vernadsky, Ancient Russia (New Haven, 1944), 48, 77, iox. See 
also Dawson, The Making of Europe» 73-74, on the trade routes towards 
Northern Europe.

28. See a brief summary of that discussion in R. W. Seton-Watson, 
A  History of the Roumanians (Cambridge, 1934), 9-16.

29. Pirenne, Mahomet et Charlemagne, 123.
30. Ibid., 123,260.
31. Ibid., 143, 261. Even Dawson would say occasionally (p. 286) that 

the “ Carolingian unity ” was already the foundation of mediaeval Western 
civilization. According to L. Halphen, Charlemagne et I  Empire Carolingien 
(Paris, 1947), Europe “ was bom ” between 700 and 900.

32. Dawson, The Making of Europe, 196-201; in Part x of his VoL 5, just 
published (Fribourg, 1949), de Reynold has well explained the rôle of 
the Celts in the formation of Europe.

33. Toynbee, Study, 2 :322-340,424-433.
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NOTES
34. Charles H. Haskins, 7%« Normans in European History (Cambridge, 

Mass., 1915). See also Dawson, The Making of Europe, 234 fr., on the 
“Age of the Vikings '*.

35. Toynbee, Study, 2: 340-360,438-443.
36. G. Vernadsky, Ancient Russia, 276-278. An artide by the Ukrainian 

philologist Roman Smal-Stocki, giving a new explanation of the origin of 
that name, will appear in the near future.

37. A. A. Vasiliev, The Russian Attack on Constantinople in 860 (Cam
bridge, Mass., 1946).

38. N. Riasanovsky, “ The Norman Theory of the Origin of the Russian 
State ”, The Russian Review, 7 (1947): 96-110, defends once more the anti- 
Normanist theory. See the survey of the earlier discussions given by Stuart 
R. Tomkins, “The Varangians in Russian History ”, Mediaeval and Historio
graphic Essays in Honor of James Westfal Thompson (Chicago, 1938), 465- 
490; and also the new approach of N. K. Chadwick, The Beginnings of 
Russian History: an Enquiry into Sources (Cambridge—New York, 15)46).

39. Even Dawson (p. 285) simply says that in the tenth century “ the 
world of the Slavs ” was “ still pagan and barbarian ”, just like the Balts 
and Finno-Ugrian peoples.

40. F. Dvoraik has outlined the leading conceptions of his bode on The 
Making of Central Europe, just published (London, 1949), in his artides 
“ The First Wave of the Drang nach Osten ”, The Cambridge Historical 
Journal, 7 (1943) : 129-145, and “ Western and Eastern Traditions in Central 
Europe ”, Review of Politics, 9 (1947): 463-481. See also his Les Slaves, 
Byzance et Rome au IX-e siècle (Paris, 1926).

41. G. Vernadsky, Ancient Russia, 161 £f., gives the latest survey of the 
Slavic penetration into the Balkans.

42. J. W. Thompson, Feudal Germany (Chicago, 1928), 387-528, where, 
however, the comparison with the American colonization of the West (see 
also pp. xviii—xix) raises serious doubts.

43. Z. Wojciechowski, Mieszko I  and the Rise of the Polish State (Toruó 
and Gdynia, 1936)«

44. A complete study of that congress, frequently discussed in Polish 
historiography, is being prepared by St. KçtrzyhskL An artide by A. 
Czajkowski will soon appear in Speculum. At present, see M. Z. Jedlidd, 
“La création du premier archevêché polonais i Gniezno”, Revue historique 
de droit français et étranger (1943), 643-695.

45. See Dawson, The Making of Europe, 281-282, where the picture 
mentioned in the tact is reproduced and explained.

46. On the 950th anniversary of the death of St. Adalbert, a collective 
work Sw, Wojdech 997-1947 was published by the Primate of Poland 
(Gniezno, 1947); one of the contributions, by Z. Wojdechowski, appeared 
in English in The Western Review (special number for abroad, July-Aug. 
1947)» 17-28.

47. Pirenne, Mahomet et Charlemagne, 143.
48. Ibid., 260.
49. G. Schlumberger, V Epopée byzantine (3 vols., Paris, 1896-1905).
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NOTES

CHAPTER III

1. Eric Fischer, The Passing of the European Age—a Study of the Transfer 
of Western Civilization and Its Renewal on Other Continents (Cambridge, 
Mass., 1943), p. vi. A new edition of this book appeared in 1948.

2. Ibid.» 201.
3. Ibid.» 177.
4. Toynbee, Study» x: 51.
5. The conversion of the Lithuanians has been recently discussed in 

English by Thomas G. Chase, The Story of Lithuania (New York, 1946), 
14,23-25, 31-32,40, and Constantine R. Jurgela, History of the Lithuanian 
Nation (New York, 1948), 73-74, 83-87,127-128. The most detailed study 
of the problem remains, however, the Polish monograph by Mons. Jan 
Fijalek in the collective work Polska i Litwa w dziejowym stosunku (Poland 
and Lithuania in their historical relations, Warszawa, 1914), 37-333, 
preceded by a shorter essay of W. Abraham, 1-32.

6. A revised edition of Donald Attwater’s The Christian Churches of the 
East» II» Churches separated from Rome (Milwaukee, 1948) has just been 
published.

7. On the Ottoman Renaissance, with its climax precisely about 1000, 
see P. E. Schramm, Kaiser» Rom und Renovatio (Leipzig, X929). A well- 
known work is Charles H. Haskins, The Renaissance of the Twelfth Century 
(Cambridge, Mass., 1927).

8. The most complete study of these plans of international—practically 
European—organization is Jacob Ter Meulen, Der Gedanke der internationalen 
Organisation in seiner Entwicklung» 3 vols. (Haag, 1917-1940).

9. Carlton J. H. Hayes, The Historical Evolution of Modem Nationalism 
(New York, 1931), 288-302, see also his Essays on Nationalism (New York, 
1926), 52 f.

xo. This-is particularly emphasized by the Norwegian scholar Halvdan 
Koht {see his articles "Nationalism”, Bulletin of the Polish Institute» 3 
(i94S): 614-620, and “ The Dawn of Nationalism in Europe ”, American 
Historical Review» 52 (1947): 265-280), but appears also in Hans Kohn, 
The Idea of Nationalism (New York, 1944), who even starts with “ Israel 
and Hellas ”.

xi. A. S. Atiya, The Crusade in the Later Middle Ages (London, 1938).
12. Chapter I, p. 8.
13. The very term, made familiar by Arnold Toynbee, The Industrial 

Revolution of the Eighteenth Century in England (London, 1884), and now 
universally accepted, is, therefore, open to criticism.

14. Toynbee, Study» 3: 158; see also his introductory remarks (x: 2-5) 
on “ The industrialization of historical thought ”.

15. See the famous passage in Les deux sources de la morale et de la religion 
(7th ed., Paris, 1932), 334-335.

16. Sidney B. Fay, “ The Idea of Progress ”, American Historical Review» 
52 (1947): 244.
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17. Carlton J. H. Hayes, A Generation cf Materialism 1871-1900 (New 
York, 1941).

18. Gustav Schnürer, Kirche und Kultur im Mittelalter (3 vols., Pader
born, 1927-1930).

19. J. J. Walsh, The Thirteenth—Greatest cf Centuries (New York, 1907).
20. L. Pastor, History cf the Popes, i (transi. London, 1891): 13.
21. Toynbee, Churches and Civilizations ”, The Yale Review, 37 (1947): 

1—8.
22. Ross J. S. Hoffman, The Great Republic (New York, 1942), 17.
23. Elizabeth V. Souleyman, The Vision of World Peace in Seventeenth- 

and Eighteenth-Century Prance (New York, 1941).
24. Toynbee, Study, 4: 3.
25. What Toynbee 'says about Napoleon’s Empire as a “ universal 

•state ” (Study, 5: 619-642; see also-6: 327, on the chart) which created a 
pax oectonemca in Western society is hardly convincing.

26. See the chapter “ Relations with France to 1536 ”,inR.B.Merriman, 
Suleiman the Magnificent (Cambridge, Mass., 1944), 126-144.

27. See the analysis of the eight “ big powers ” by the Swedish geo
grapher Rudolf Kjellén, Die Grossmächte der Gegenwart (Leipzig, 1914) 
whose interpretation so strongly influenced the German school of “ geo
politics ”, including the famous Haushofer.

28. The continuity of the revolutionary ideology from 1789 to the present, 
emphasized by G. de Reynold, VEurope tragique (Paris, 1935; tee below, 
chapter IX), has been recently shown by Geoffrey Bruun, “ The Heritage 
of Jacobinism ”, Fordham University Studies (Burke Society Series, No. 2, 
New York, 1946), 25-35, particularly on p. 24. See also Sigmund Neu
mann, Permanent Revolution (New York, 1942).

29. U.S. Foreign Policy: Shield of the Republic (Boston, 1943), 114-136; 
U.S. War Aims (Boston, 1944), 63-88.

30. The Great Republic (New York, 1942) 162, where the Atlantic is well 
described as “ what is now the inner sea of Christendom ”; Durable Peace 
(New York, 1944), 106-116; “ Europe and the Atlantic Community ”, 
Thought, 20 (1945)» 25.

31. See A. Paul Levack, “The Atlantic Community as a Historical 
Concept”, Bulletin cf the Polish Institute, 3 (1945): 601-609, especially his 
concluding remarks about the interpretation of the Age of Discovery.

32. This limitation is the basic mistake in Lippman’s definition of the 
Atlantic Community (U.S. Foreign Polity, 129-134), which ignores the part 
of all the Central European nations in the settlement of the New World.

33. Moorhouse V. Millar, “American Federalism and European Peace”, 
Thought, 18 (1943); see particularly 625-635.

34. The Passing of the European Age, 177, 200, 201.
35. Carlton J. H. Hayes, “ The American Frontier—Frontier of What? ”, 

American Historical Review, 51 (1946): 199-216; see particularly p. 214.
36. See the summary of his address before the Princeton University 

Bicentennial Conference on The University and Its World Responsibilities 
(Princeton, 1946), 9-10.

NOTES
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NOTES
37. Best evidenced in the nineteen Bulletins on Progress of Medieval and 

Renaissance Studies in the U.S. and Canada, ed. J. W. Willard and S. Harrison 
Thomson (Boulder, 1924-1947).

38. The Passing of the European Age» Chapter IV, 75-94.
39. See the latest summary of Toynbee’s ideas in Civilization on Trial 

(New York, 1948), 158.
40. Wendell L. Willkie, One World (ist ed., New York, 1943).
41. This is the basic mistake of Julian Huxley, UNESCO—-Its Purpose 

and Its Philosophy (Paris, 1946); see particularly pp. 6 ff.
42. W. B. Ziff, Two Worlds (New York, 1946); N. S. Timaaheff, Thru 

Worlds—Liberal» Communist» and Fascist Society (New York, 1946).

CHAPTER IV
1. Well shown by René Ristelhuber, La double aventure de Fridtjof 

Nansen (Montréal, 1944)»
2. See the source material in R. Haklyut, Voyages, I-II (Everyman's 

Library Ed., London, 1932).
3. G. Vernadsky, Medieval Russian Laws (New York, 1947), 17-19, 

recently gave a short survey of the importance of Novgorod. S u  also his 
bibliography (p. 99), the chapter “ City-State ” in his latest book Kievan 
Russia (New Haven, 1948), 196-201, and the chapter (III) “ Novgorod, 
gateway to Europe and the Urals ” in Robert J. Kerner, The Urge to the 
Sea (Berkeley, 1942)» 25-34.

4. Toynbee, Study, 4: 88; 6: 191, is entirely right in stressing the basic 
importance of that date in Russian history, but goes too far in interpreting 
it as the beginning of a “ universal state ” with a pax oecumenica lasting 
until 1881.

5. Halvdan Koht and Sigmund Skard, The Voice of Norway (New York, 
1944)» 73-

6. Out of the many contributions of Polish historiography to that problem, 
one appeared also in German: W. Sobieski, Der Kampf um die Ostsu 
(Leipzig, 1933). An English translation of W. Konopczyriski’s new book 
Kwestia baltycka do X X  w. (The Baltic Question to the XXth Century, 
Gdansk, 1947) is in preparation; he also included the recent results of 
Scandinavian historiography.

7. S u  Charles E. Hill, The Danish Sound Dues and die Command of the 
Baltic (Durham, N.C., 1926).

8. Rightly emphasized in the numerous publications of Alfred Bilmanis; 
su , for instance, his book The Baltic States and the Baltic Sea (Washington, 
1943), particularly p. 46, and also his Baltic Essays (Washington, 1945), 
particularly pp. 206-211.

9. Dawson, The Making of Europe, 252; Koht and Skard, The Voice of 
Norway, 2.

10. Toynbee, Study, 2: 340-360.
11. Ibid., 2: 322-340. See above, Chapter II, p. 38.
12. See the rich material in The Journal of the American-Irish Historical 

Society, 1898 ff.
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NOTES
13. Count R. Coudenhove-Calergi, the founder of the Pan-European 

movement, who originally excluded Britain from the projected European 
Union, has now changed his opinion in that matter.

14. A. Zimmern, The Third British Empire (3rd ed., London, 1934); su  
also the recent remaria of Alfred Cobban, National Selfdetermination 
(Chicago, 1948), 80 ff.

15. J. Huizinga, “ How Holland Became a Nation", Lectures on Holland 
for American Students, 1924,1-18; su  on his position in historiography the 
recent remarks of B. H. Sticher van Bath in Speculum, 23 (1948): 247-248. 
On H. Pirenne and his Histoire de la Belgique su  the brief, but highly 
laudatory, remaria of J. P. Gooch, History and Historians in the Nineteenth 
Century (New York, 1928), 447.

16. Louis Bréhier, L*Eglise et POrient au Moyen Age—L u  Croisades 
($th ed., Paris, 1928) has a special appendix, pp. 375-388, on the outstanding 
French participation in the Crusades.

17. Louis Réau, VEurope française au siècle du LumUru (Paris, 1938).
18. de Reynold, Portugal (Paris, 1936). He has even called the whole 

Iberian peninsula “ une Eurafrique " (Formation, z : 198).
19. R. B. Merriman, The Rise of the Spanish Empire (New York, 19x8-34), 

1:4-6.
20. Dawson, The Making of Europe, 167-168.
21. Salvador de Madariaga, Spain (New York, 1943), 22, says that the 

Iberian peninsula has “ an oriental value of its own ".
22. de Reynold, Formation, x : 142.
23. The great Polish poet, Juliusz Slowacki, translated his El Principe 

constante, a striking proof of the truly European appeal of that story of a 
Portuguese prince of the fifteenth century.

24. André Siegfried, The Mediterranean (New York, 1948).
25. Well explained by Jacques Pirenne, L u grands courants, I: 179,219, 

220.
26. Charles Diehl, V Afrique byzantine (Paris, 1895).
27. R. Grousset, Histoire du Croisadu (3 vols., Paris, 1934-1936); 

A. S. Atiya, The Crusade in the Later Middle Ages (London, 1938), 345-378.
28. R. B. Merriman, Suleiman the Magnificent (Cambridge, Mass., 1944), 

227-229.
29. The growing interest of American historiography in the history of 

Liberia appeared in two recent books: Charles H. Huberich, The Political 
and Legislative History of Liberia (2 vols., New York, 1947), and Charles 
M. Wilson, Liberia (New York, 1947); both discussed in the American 
Historical Review, 53 (1948): 797-799.

30. Tibor Eckhardt, “ The War of the Twentieth Century ", Thought, 
22 (1947): 427. The question whether the Mediterranean is now an 
“American life-line" has recently been raised by William Reitzel, The 
Mediterranean: Its Role in American Foreign Polity (New York, 1948).

31. R. B. Merriman, Suleiman the Magnificent, 285.
32. H. Kretschmayr, Geschichte von Venedig, 3 (Stuttgart, 1934) : 315-341.
33. Ibid., 3:61-62. On the Lusignan’s see N. Iorga, Philippe de Mézièru
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NOTES
et la Croisade au XIV-e siècle (Paris» 1896); on Britain and Cyprus» Dwight 
E. Lee» Great Britain and the Cyprus Convention Policy of 1878 (Cambridge» 
Mass., 1934).

34. Cyril E. Black» “ The Turkish Straits and the Great Powers'*» 
Foreign Policy Reports (Oct. 1» 1947)» has an excellent bibliography of the 
problem in its usual interpretation.

35. de Reynold» Formation, 1: 199-201 ; 3: 75.
36. For instance in his brilliant synthesis Byzance— Grandeur et décadence 

(Paris» 1919); see also Histoire Générale, Histoire du Moyen Age» 3 (Paris» 
1936): 499-

37. H. Grégoire» “ The Historical Element in Western and Eastern 
Epics ''» Byzantion, 16 (1944)» 527 ff. See also his book on Digems Akritas 
(New York» 1942) published in modem Greek.

38. On the consequences of the battle of Mantzikiert, in 1071» see Ch. 
Diehl» Le Monde oriental de 395 à 1081 (Hist, gén., Hist, du Moyen Age» vol. 
3 (Paris, 1936), 562).

39. A. Gardner, The Lascarids of Nicaea; the Story of an Empire in Exile 
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the Krevo treaty), Miesifcznik heraldyczny (Heraldic Monthly), 14 (1935): 
97-in.

29. Joseph B. Koncevifcius, Russicis Attitude towards Union with Rome 
(Washington, 1927), 137 ff.
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Man and cf a World Empire (transi., New York, 1939).
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graphy they have been quoted by W. E. D. Allen« The Ukraine—a History 
(Cambridge« 1940)« 63« who says« wrongly however« that they were written 
in Russian: their Polish texts were only published with a Russian translation 
by the Russian scholar Koyalovich.

44. E. Likowski, Die ruthmisch—römische Kirchenvereinigung genannt 
Union von Brest (Freiburg« 1904).
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by J. Jasnowski« Mikolaj RadzivhU Czamy (Warszawa« 1939).

46. In the Cambridge History of Poland from the Origins to Sobieski 
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48. Lord Eversley« The Turkish Empire (London« 1917). For the exact 
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osmanischen Reiches (Gotha, 1910), 3: 178.
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Polish Relations (Princeton, 1945), 8: 55-57, and is generally accepted in 
English historiography; su  Toynbee, Study, 2: 176, and his Civilization 
on Trial (New York, 1948), 168.

50. Recently described in the king's biography by Otto Forst de Battaglia, 
Jan Sobieski, König von Polen (Einsiedeln, 1946), 209 ff., summarized in the 
author's contribution to the Cambridge History of Poland from the Origins 
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NOTES

CHAPTER IX

x. Journal of Modem History, 18 (1946) : 193-194.
2. William C. Bullitt, The Great Globe Itself (New York, 1946), x f.
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4. This is the title of a book by Robert M. Rayner, The Twenty Years' 

Truu (London, 1943).
5. Chapter III, p. 61.
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10. S u  the remarks of Ed. Perroy in Peupla a  Civilisations, voL 7, 
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Society, 29 (1947): 61.
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da osmamschen Reiches, 4 (Gotha, 1911), where the Köprili dynasty is 
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17. V. O. Kluchevsky, A History of Russia (transi, by C. J. Hogarth,
London, 1926), 4: 207-229; sa also Anatole G. Mazour, An Outline of 
Modem Russian Historiography (Berkeley, 1939)« 13» 23» 33-34,59,60,93.

18. J. V. Lantzeff, Siberia in the Seventeenth Century (Berkeley, 1943).
19. As to the special importance of that dty, sa  C. A. Manning, The 

Story of the Ukraine, 51,71,106 ff.
20. Sidney B. Fay, The Rise of Brandehburg-Prussia to 1786 (New York,

1937).
21. Ferdinand Schevill, The Great Elector (Chicago, 1948).
22. R. J. Kemer, The Urge to the Sea (Berkeley, 1942), 72-88.
23. The only exceptions were, on the one hand, Poland’s interference 

with Russia’s “ time of trouble ” at the beginning of the century—a unique 
situation which, as mentioned above (Chapter VIII, n. 49), is usually over
emphasized—and, on the other hand, a last attempt at a peaceful settlement 
on a basis of equality: the Andrusovo armistice of 1667, confirmed in the 
“ permanent ” peace of 1686.

24. From his interference with the election after Sobieski, in 1697; see 
C. Waliszewski, Pierre le Grand (Paris, 1905), 88.

25. S a  the chapter “ Catharine Constans Invitta ” in Robert H. Lord's 
The Second Partition of Poland (Cambridge, Mass., 1915), 153-191.

26. That this constitution was not at all so “ crazy ” as most historians 
believe, is well shown in its highly objective study by Paul Skwarczyfiski 
in The Cambridge History of Poland (Cambridge, 1941), 49-71.

27. “ The event which more than any other undermined faith in the 
balance of power was the partition of Poland ”, says Alfred Cobban, National 
Self-Determination (Chicago, 1948), 170.
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Review, 21 (1942-43): 223-239.

29. See above, Chapter VII, pp. 130,138.
30. W. F. Reddaway, “ The First Partition ”, The Cambridge History of 

Poland (1941), 88.
31. Marian Kukiel, “ Kolduszko and the Third Partition ", ibid., 175.
32. This statement by Edmund Burke is quoted, for instance, by Robert 

H. Lord, The Second Partition of Poland, 445«
33. Ibid., 184-190; the discussion in the British Parliament on that 

problem, in 1791, is also described by Lord Eversley, The Turkish Empire 
(London, 1917), 232-236, and Bronislaw Dembifiski, Polska na przelonde 
(Poland at the Cross-roads, Lwów, 1913), 430-437.

34. B. Horn, British Public Opinion and the First Partition of Poland 
(London, 1945).

35. See, for instance, the chapter “ The End of Kozak Liberties ” in 
C. A. Maiming» The Story tfthe Ukraine, 131-144.

36. Best shown by André Martel, La longue polonaise dans les pays 
ruthènes (Lille, 1938).

37. As far as the Lithuanians are concerned, this is well described in 
C. R. Jurgela, History of the Lithuanian Nation (New York, 1948), 355-365, 
in the chapter “ The Newcomers ".

38. Hans Kohn, The Idea of Nationalism (New York, 1944), Chapter 
VIII: “ Toward the Great Awakening ”; see particularly 534-560.

39. There even arrived at Vienna, during the Congress, a delegatimi of 
the Serb revolutionaries asking in vain for help; see Leopold Ranke, The 
History of Servia and the Servian Revolution (transi, by A. Kerr, London, 
1853), 207.

40. de Reynold, UEurope tragique (Paris, 1935).
41. G. Ferrerò, The Reconstruction of Europei Talleyrand and the Congress 

of Vienna (New York, 1940).
42. That frequently quoted statement was made in France by Father 

Gratry.
43. See above, Chapter V, p. 99.
44. N. Berdyaev, The Russian Idea (New York, 1948), 2, 3, 129.

NOTES

CHAPTER X

1. See the introduction to voi. x of The Cambridge Modem History 
(Cambridge, 1902), p. v, and particularly the introduction and the first 
two essays in his volume, The History of Freedom (London, 1922), and 
G. P. Gooch, History and Historians in the Nineteenth Century (London, 
1928), 384-385. Lord Acton’s Essays on Freedom and Power just appeared 
in a new edition by Gertrude Himmelfarb (Boston, 1948).

2. Bronislaw Malinowski, Freedom and Civilization (New York, 1944); 
see particularly the statement on p. 14, and the chapter “ Freedom in the 
Birth and Growth of Culture ", pp. 30-40.
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3. S u  M. M. Bober, Karl M anti Interpretation of History (Cambridge, 

Mau., 1927, a revised edition hu just appeared), 80,86, x8o.
4. The mistakes which proved fatal to the Athenian experiment in the 

field of what we might call international organization, and the discrepancies 
in their interpretation of freedom have recently been discussed in a provoca
tive article by Sir Alfred Zimmern, “ Athens and America ”, The Classical 
Journal, 43 (1947).

5. N. Berdyaev, The Meaning of History (London, 1936), p. h i.
6. See Christopher Dawson’s essay on “ The City of God ” in A Monu

ment to St. Augustine (London, 1930), 43-77; also John N. Figgis, The 
Political Aspects of St. Augustine's City of God (London, 1921).

7. See his biography by 1. Chrzanowski in Great Men and Women of 
Poland (ed. by S. P. Mizwa, New York, 1941), 184-189; he is practically 
the only Polish historian who receives some attention in the general studies 
on historiography; see, for instance, James W. Thompson, A History of 
Historical Writing (New York, 1942), 2:637-638.

8. A short outline of his theory, first presented in German (Die ältesten 
Beziehungen der Slawen zu Turkotataren und Germanen, Stuttgart, 1905), 
was given in the Cambridge Mediaeval History, 2 (New York, 1913): 430- 
434 (“ Slavs in German and Altaic slavery ”).

9. N. Berdyaev, The Russian Idea, 142-144, leads to such a conclusion, 
although he defends the conception of freedom represented by Orthodoxy 
(p. 46).

10. Salvador de Madariaga, The Rise of the Spanish-American Empire 
(New York, 1947), tries to show (see conclusions, pp. 323-333) that even 
under Spanish rule there was much leu oppression than is usually assumed.

xi. Eric Fischer, The Passing of the European Age (Cambridge, Mass., 
1943)» 75 ff-

12. The sociological approach to history appears particularly in the works 
of Pitirim A. Sorokin whose ideas are briefly summarized in his book, 
The Crisis of Our Age (New York, 1941).

13. Even Toynbee’s brilliant interpretations suffer sometimes from 
such an approach, although he is fully aware of the danger; see his essay, 
“ Does History Repeat Itself? ”, Civilization on Tried (New York, 1948), 
29-41.

14. deJReynold, Formation, 4: 231, calls that interpretation “ le mythe 
christianisé de la pérennité de Rome ”.

15. Typical in that respect is the chronicle of Otto von Freising: The 
Two Cities (transi, by A. C. Evans and Ch. Knapp, Records of Civilization, 
New York, 1928).

16. Particularly under Innocent III; see Achille Luchaire, Innocent III  
voi. 3 : Les royautés vassalles du Saint-Siège (Paris, 1908).

17. C. G. Picavet, Une démocratie historique— La Suisse (Paris, 1920), 
18-27; see also G. de Reynold’s essays collected in the volume La Suisse 
tote et diverse (Paris, 1926). At the very end of the Renaissance period, the 
United Provinces of the Netherlands, separated from Spain in 1379, offer 
another, frequently quoted (for instance by E. A. Freeman, su  above,
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footnote 15 to Chapter I) example of federal government, but they did not 
unite any different ethnic groups with different traditions.

18. See my article “ Idea jagiellofiska ”, Kwartalnik historyczny (His
torical Quarterly), 51 (1917): 486-510, where I opposed the nationalistic 
interpretation of die Jagellonian tradition.

19. A comparison between these and other mediaeval unions was made 
by Halvdan Koht, “ Vereinigte Königreiche des späteren Mittelalters”, 
Wirtschaft und Kultur (Baden b. Wien, 1938), 503-511.

20. The most recent study in this field is Arthur Nussbaum, A Concise 
History of the Law of Nations (New York, 1947).

21. Quoted by Robert H. Lord, The Second Partition of Poland, 199.
22. Otto Hoetzsch, Russland—eine Einführung auf Grund seiner Geschichte 

1904-1912 (Berlin, 1913); in addition to die concluding chapter of N. Iorga, 
Geschichte des Osmamschen Reiches (Gotha, 1913), 5: 614 ff, su  Youssouff 
Fehmi, La révolution ottomane (Paris, 1911), and the chapter (XXI) on 
“ the Young Turkish Movement ” in E. G. Mean (ed.), Modem Turkey 
(New York, 1924), 476-490.

23. Georges Weill, VEurope du XJX-e aide et Vidée de nationalité (Paris,
1938), is the best survey of that situatimi.

24. S u  the illuminating discussion of the Bulgarian case by Cyril E. 
Black, The Establishment of Constitutional Government in Bulgaria (Prince
ton, 1943).

25. That expression by Prime Minister Count Taaffe is frequently 
quoted; su  A. J. P. Taylor, The Habsburg Monarchy, 1815-1918 (London, 
1942)» 195-

26. J. B. Scott, The Hague Peau Conferences, 2 vols. (Baltimore, 1909).
27. S u  above, in Chapter IX, the discussimi of Ernest W. Nelson's 

interpretation.
28. How a Chinese looks on that process was recently explained by 

Chang Hsin-Hai, “ The Moral Basis of World Peace ”, The Annals of the 
American Academy of Political and Social Science, 258 (1948): 79-89.

29. S u  the text of this appeal of Aug. 1,1917, in Harry C. Koenig (ed.), 
Principles for Peau—Selections from Papal Documents (Washington, 1943), 
229-232.

30. The origin of article XXI of the Covenant can be best studied with 
the help of the “ Index by articles ” in David Hunter Miller, The Drafting 
of the Covenant, 2 vols. (New York, 1928). S u  also Taft Papers on League 
of Nations (New York, 1920), 318.

31. On the rôle of the Latin American republics su  Frederick A. Kirk
patrick, Latin America (New York, 1939), and Preston E. James, Latin 
America (New York, 1942).

32. Bernard Newman, The New Europe (New York, 1943), 17, has rightly 
emphasized that “ more people lived under the rule of their own kin in 
1919-1938 than ever did before ”.

33. How strongly the prejudice against these M new ” nations and their 
“ «nail ” states influenced even the greatest scholars can be seen from a 
footnote in Toynbee's Study, V: 640, where he says that the establishment
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of all these Kleinstaaten after 1919-1920 created a “ no man’s land ” which 
the Third Reich seeks to dominate» a solution which in 1939 seemed 
“ perhaps inevitable Even more questionable are the “ conclusions ” of 
Samuel H. Cross» Slavic Civilisation Through the Ages (Cambridge» Mass.» 
1948), 183-185.

34. Nazi-Soviet Co-operation, 1939-1941 (Washington» Dept, of State» 
1948)» particularly Parts III-V.

35. Harry C. Koenig (ed.)» Principles for Peace» 636-638.
36. Alfred Weber, Farewell to European History or the Conquest of Nihilism 

(transi, by R. F. C. Hull» New Haven» 1948); see particularly p. xv. It is 
significant that the title of the German original is Abschied von der bisherigen 
Geschichte (Bern» 1946)» that is “ farewell ” not only to European» but to all 
former history.

37. In his essay» “ The International Outlook ”, Civilisation on Trial 
(New York, 1948), 126-149.

38. See Toynbee, Study, VI: 6.
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Communist Manifesto, 99,136 
Constantinople, 76f., 796, xi5f., 
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80, 88, 94, 96-100,115,120,133, 
I35f., 138, 140, I54f., 159» 172- 
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