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Annotation. “Mitteleuropa” is a multi-facetted concept and as such difficult to handle. Its
complexity derives not only from its origin as a German expression that cannot be translated
properly, but rather from the fact that it contains implications on different levels — geography,
economy and (geo)politics —, each of which is controversial and changing over time. This has not
prevented Mitteleuropa from cyclical resurgence until the present, even though contexts have
changed: Unlike in the 19th and early 20th century, it is no longer regarded an appropriate model
for present political discussions. In fact, it appears to be a topic historians and politicians deal
with in order to emphasize differences, especially in comparison with the European Union of today.
Some good reasons account for this distanced treatment: first its amalgamation with powerpolitics
and German hegemony, second its closeness to Friedrich Naumanns extensive concept of
Mitteleuropa in the years before WW I and third its aggressive exaggeration and misuse by national
socialism, the latter representing the peak of a development. Since then, all variants of
Mitteleuropa have been discredited, and this holds also true for the idea as such, due to its potential
to justify (or disguise) German supremacy on the continent . Given all that, it is hardly surprising
that Mitteleuropa represents a kind of an infamous anti-blueprint to the peaceful process of
European Integration after 1945.
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In terms of scientific adequateness, however, this approach is not free from
imbalances, since it underestimates the continuities arising form the idea of
Mitteleuropa. It also tends to miss out some future-oriented elements within political
concepts associated with this term. In order to illustrate these points, I will address
the following three main aspects in this paper: - the formation of Mitteleuropa as an
idea and a political concept since the 19th century and its rise to a central issue for
public and political debates - the implications (in terms of geography, economy and
politics) of different concepts and interpretations of Mitteleuropa - in my conclusion
I will provide an overview and final evaluation of the unprogressive as well as
future-oriented elements rooted in Mitteleuropa. The formation and rise of
Mitteleuropa as an idea and a political concept since the 19th century There has
never been a single, central discussion about Mitteleuropa, neither in the 19th
century nor later. Rather, poets, intellectuals, journalists, geographers, economists
and — of course — politicians developed various ideas in context of what they
regarded as questions of their times and the future of the European continent
especially [1].

The researcher Pieper exaggerates the continuity of hegemonic ideas and
underestimates the unique character of the EU’s institutional setup and supranational
character. At the same time, Pieper is unaware of the more tolerant concepts in
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context with assumptions about the future of the Austrian-Hungarian double
monarchy. shared, common and consensual concept of Mitteleuropa (not even -and
especially not- in geographical terms). Therefore the question which and what kind
of Mitteleuropa is in focus has to be answered specifically each time, taking various
actors and their interpretations into account on the background of changing time and
contexts. At first sight, one could say that the most significant characteristic of
Mitteleuropa lies in its inherent German perspective: Either in the sense that the
‘belated German nation” labelled its demand for territory with mitteleuropéisch
considerations before the stage of statehood was reached, or in the sense that it
served directly as a guiding principle for politics that seemed to arise naturally from
a favourable geo-strategic position. However during the 19th century we witness the
coexistence of this concept with another one: the Slavicinfluenced, Eastern- or
Danube-Mitteleuropa, emphasizing a south-eastern perspective . This “dualism” of
concepts — one western-oriented, one accenting the eastern or south-eastern
perspective — continued to serve as main reference points in the 19th century. It is
self-evident that both concepts bared diverging implications for geographic
definitions of Mitteleuropa. In German language the term Mitteleuropa goes back to
geographer Johann August Zeune (1778-1853), who used it in his book “Gea —
Versuch einer wissenschaftlichen Erdbeschreibung® (Attempt for a scientific
description of the earth). Published in 1808, Zeune tried to sketch a region between
Europe’s northern and southern part without at the same time emphasizing or
insisting on a specific German role arising from its assumed central position on the
continent. So in the first decade of the 19th century Mitteleuropa was as a term
politically more neutral than ever after. But unlike Zeune, the awaken German
national movement slightly began to transcend this neutral understanding. At this
time, the German national movement was in statu nascendi, triggered and
dialectically invigorated by the Napoleonic war of Iliberation (1813-15).
Nevertheless, it set out to influence mitteleuropdisch thinking, even though a future
German role and mission for Europe was still beyond the horizon of expectations
But soon there were other actors thinking more concretely about a future German
nation state, its character, shape, size and relationship with the rest of Europe.
Incorporated into these ideas was another aspect that became increasingly
influential: the center position within Europe [2].

In other words, while for Zeune Mitteleuropa was primarily a term for
geographical analysis and description, it contained for others a deeper and central
meaning (in the double sense of the word). Given the fact of dispersed German
settlements, regions and units on the continent, it was just a short way from here to
a two-fold German 'mission” towards unification within Europe. Therefore the
‘German question” was the core problem for any future concept of the continent,
both in political and geo-strategic terms. Such interpretations became traceable soon
after Zeune’s book, in publications by e.g. K. Benecke (1810) or J.C.F. Gutsmuths
(1821) [3]. The German publicist Ernst Moritz Arndt can be seen as one prominent
representative for this position when he wrote: “We are set by god in the centre of
Europe, we are the heart of our part of the world. Because we are in the centre, all
the other peoples of Europe try to put us aside and try to wash us away. All



movements of the whole world seek to find their rest in our middle.” In this
statement we see the seemingly objective analysis of geographical features
transformed into a kind of objective task handed over to Germany, even though this
task is not clearly defined in all of its consistencies yet. But in its consequence, the
territorial unification of Germany was only the first step towards a wider unification
of the rest of the continent. This makes Arndt’s position a telling example of the shift
from an analysis to a concept with increasingly normative features. Economist
Friedrich List was another influential voice in this debate. List made concrete
assumptions about the economical situation of the "Deutscher Bund® (German
confederation) in his opus magnum “Das nationale System der politischen
Okonomie” (The national system of political economics), published in 1841 [4]. Not
only did List envision Germany’s future relations to the rest of the continent, far
more, List saw an inevitable connection between economics and politics and its
meaning not only for the formation of the German nation state, but for the continent
and its position in the global competition for power and welfare.

In 1821, Johann Christoph Friedrich Gutsmuths edited (together with J.A.
Jacoby ) a historical ethnographical appendix to a geographical work on Germany
under the titel,, Deutsche Land und Volk*. In this book, Germany was described as
,,the Middle of Europe*.

In this context, List very emphatically argued for a customs union among the
German Confederation in order to set up against economical pressure of the British
Empire. List was convinced that Germany first needed to consolidate, politically and
economically. Protectionism was the main strategy for achieving this aim; taxes,
customs and border controls served as appropriate means. However for List this was
only a transitional period before an economical strong Germany would be prepared
and ready for trans-border cooperation, which would also allow for integrative forms
of cooperation. Behind these assumptions stood the wide-spread expectation of
emerging world empires that were believed to determine the future in global
dimensions: The British Empire, the US, and Russia. Only a consolidated and strong
Germany, lying at the heart of Europe, could act as a uniting force in and for Europe.
This was essential for entering competition with the other world powers. List wrote:
“As long as the centre of the continent has not reached its natural befitting position,
a deeper unification of the European continent will be impeded (...) If Germany with
its access to the sea, together with Holland, Belgium and Switzerland would
constitute a strong commercial and political unit, this powerful national body would
melt together all the institutions of the monarchist, dynastic and aristocratic interests
and the institutions of the representative system (...). In this way, Germany could
safeguard for a long time peace on the European continent and in the same moment
constitute the centre of a lasting continental alliance”. What is remarkable in Lists
argumentation is the close connection between economical and political aspects of
a German leading role in Europe and Europe’s position in the global context. The
accumulation of German power was regarded a natural precondition for general
prosperity in Europe. Arising from a perceived power vacuum in the heart of Europe
was the urge to settle Germany’s own affairs and those of the continent at the same
time. In this context, List also supported the idea of establishing a system of



economic (and later political) cooperation with Austria-Hungary. South-Eastern
Europe was widely believed to be a natural hemisphere of German influence, and
the implicit consequences of List’s argumentation went into the same direction.
Moreover, Lists similar proposal of a German-British alliance has to be seen in close
connection with Germanys rise to power, because “Germany (...) would be able to
fulfil its part of this agreement only if it dominated Mitteleuropa” [5].

Though List expressis verbis argued against open domination (and he was in
fact an opponent to annexations or chauvinistic subjugation of Europe), he
envisioned Germany as driving force behind the rise of Europe as a coming world
power. In Lists eyes, a German leadership position would be the natural result of
economic dominance, leading — though not directly projected but appreciated- to a
kind of indirect hegemony "through the backdoor’. Especially the Balkans were seen
as ideally suited for colonisation by Germany, and the cooperation with Austria-
Hungary was the vehicle to bring about this silent domination by economical means.
Needless to say that List, even in his comparably moderate argumentation, did not
recognize the inherent tension between the principle of cooperation on one hand and
the central position of Germany controlling the process as a main actor on the other
hand. With remarkable implicitness the question why other European powers should
accept or tolerate Germany as primus inter pares was left open. Another blind spot
—though not unusual at that time — was the interpretation of the Balkan peoples as
uncivilized, underdeveloped and incapable of self-administration: the sheer number
and the (political as well as cultural) weight of Serbs, Bulgarians and Romanians
was greatly underestimated, and with it the likeliness of urges and aspirations
regarding national independence. In his concept, List argued for general positive
effects of trans-border cooperation that could help legitimizing Germany's leading
role- which is, in other words, output-legitimacy, arising from a moderate but
nevertheless paternalistic approach towards the establishment of new economical
and political structures. The preconditions and consequences of German dominance
— may it be benevolent or not — was seen more clearly by other central actors in the
German national movement like Friedrich Ludwig Jahn. Jahn alluded to the Holy
Roman Empire of the German Nation as a historical pattern when he wrote: “Our
Reich may come!”, creating a fusion of political, mythological and religious
connotations in his plea for an extensive Germany — extensive in territory and power.
With this perception of German speciality the existing ambivalence within
Mitteleuropa — the inner tension between analytical and normative elements —
became even more imbalanced: the rights of other nations for self-determination —
still positively acknowledged by List — tended to be dwarfed by the almost objective
German position and future role. Hardly surprising, chauvinism could connect with
considerations such as Jahn's. In 1849, Friedrich Engels described Slavic peoples as
,lacking history* and ,,Barbarians who are not able for self-government* [6].

An assumed cultural supremacy towards other nations, especially towards
Slavic peoples in Europe, seemed to justify the cultural mission of Germans in
Eastern and SouthEastern Europe, which Jahn and others supported; needless to say
that the economical and political side effects from which Germany would profit most
were also much appreciated by them. List and Jahn, different in their approaches but



both arguing for a strong future position of Germany, either through/by indirect
effect and, finally, hegemony by economic and political strength (List), or by acting
out cultural and military supremacy directly (Jahn) were two sides of the same coin:
the assumption of a German mission not only for itself but also for the better for the
rest of Europe, due to its geopolitical position. Vorschlag? List’s and Jahn’s
approaches were two sides of the same coin: the assumption of a German mission
not only for itself but also for the better for the rest of Europe, due to its geopolitical
position. While List came up with /argued for an indirect effect and, in the end,
hegemony by economic and political strength, Jahn was in favour of carrying out
cultural and military supremacy directly. During the course of the 19th century,
“Mitte”, middle, center — seemingly objective attributions at first sight- became
constricted and tapered as a label for political programmes with distinct normative
features. This programme also found supporters in the German national movement
and the parliament in the Paulskirche of Frankfurt in 1848/49. Liberals with
grofldeutsch aspirations still followed the Mitteleuropa narrative, since it seemed to
go along well with a future (prosperous and powerful) German nation state: Before
1871, the groBdeutsch concept combined the Habsburg Empire as well as the non-
German parts of Austria, and this could be regarded obviously as a solution to the
"German question” beyond the concept of a single nation-state. As mentioned before,
this understanding of Mitteleuropa competed with another concept in the same
period. Czech Historian Frantisek Palackyl8 lobbied — without success for a
replacement of this German-centric view by an Eastern pendant, focussing on
Austrian Hungary and especially on the smaller nations within the double monarchy.
Palacky argued for the transformation into a federative system that was respecting
the rights of selfdetermination. Of course the main objective here was to concede
Czechs the same rights as the other nations of the Habsburg monarchy, and its second
direction of impact was protection [7].

Against the thread of a future Germany becoming too powerful in Europe.
However, neither its defensive nor its national and democratic implications could be
realized under the given circumstances: Simply speaking there were no advocates
amongst Europe’s great powers of that timel9, especially not for the democratic
reforms this concept premised. So, for the time being, the German-centric view on
Mitteleuropa prevailed. But soon after the battle of Koniggritz (Hradec Kralové) in
1866, this mental connection began to dissolve. Bismarcks realization of the
kleindeutsch option for a German nation state (without inclusion of Austria-
Hungary) put an end to any further considerations about Mitteleuropa. The political
and societal elite of the Kaiserreich accepted more and more the realities of that time
which left little space for changes on the European map. But even then a mental
connection to Mitteleuropa stayed attractive, in that sense that it continued to serve
as a reference point for intellectual justification of the Reich. Even though reality —
in terms of German territory — was disappointing grof3deutsch and kleindeutsch
actors alike, the pre-existing idea of cultural hegemony and supremacy began to
flourish anew. Hence, on a cultural level, the ‘German mission” for Europe found
supporters, especially among the academic and intellectual elites of the Reich, and
in this interpretation the spacious imagination of Mitteleuropa was able to survive



and be ready for new influences arising from political and societal developments
during the Kaiserreich. In other words, the culturalnational elements as well as the
dimension of emancipation, rooted within traditional national thinking, came under
pressure and became more and more threatened by an ideological roll back’. Some
of these developments can be briefly described with the term imperialism. The
nation state began to be inflated to a mythological, if not religious, entity, and this
opened up space for chauvinism towards other nations and peoples. The pre-existing
idea of German cultural influence in Europe — still alive in the early years of the
Kaiserreich — grew stronger on the background of European nation states entering a
competition for power, prestige and supremacy. However, in practical terms, in the
final years of the 19th century this had little effect on politics or economy, because
the German industry did not concentrate on Mitteleuropa due to the transatlantic
orientation of its trade relations (especially those of the new and powerful branches
like the electrical, engineering or chemical industry). By the Austrian-Hungarian
balancing act (Osterreich-ungarischer Ausgleich, 1866) the double monarchy
emerged as a multi-ethnic state, in which in both of its parts differences continued
to exist, e.g. in constitutional law, electoral law. The pre-existing problem of national
and ethnic minorities and their role remained unsolved, creating centrifugal forces
which —in the long run-undermined the stability of this political
construction[8]. Nevertheless ideologically and culturally, the feeling of
superiority gained influence, and it was a question of political and economical
circumstances if this would bring about changes on the level of official politics of
the Reich as well. Until then, the debate about Mitteleuropa had close connections
to an inner-German debate also, especially at the turn of the century: ,,The German
Mitteleuropa debate was becoming embroiled in a larger conflict over the future
development of German society. The key question was: should Germany become an
"industrial state” or try to remain an "agrarian state’? It was a debate over Germany’s
social and political structures as much as over its economic policy”. The government
of the Kaiserreich therefore did not act as an official supporter of mitteleuropéisch
concepts in order to keep its balancing position and to ease the existing antagonisms
within the German society.

This did not prevent Mitteleuropa from being increasingly associated with
elements of imperialist thinking, and even for anti-semitism it served as an
appropriate projection screen. When in 1904 the ‘Mitteleuropdischer
Wirtschaftsverein’(Middle European Economical Association) was founded, it acted
as a pressure group towards informal imperialism in South-Eastern Europe by
economical means: in a step-by-step-approach, the Balkans, then the Near East and
finally the Far East could be addressed as the next regions for silent domination, first
in economical, later in political and military terms. However, this never reached the
stage of official politics, besides concrete plans for the establishment of the Bagdad-
railway. But it illustrates the continued popularity and publicity of Mitteleuropa in
German public. The rise of publications dealing with mitteleuropéisch themes and
topics reached its peak just before the First World War. The infamous
“Septemberprogramm” (September Programme) of 09.09.1914, which was a
memorandum by the Reichkanzler (Chancellor of the Reich) Bethmann-Hohlweg,



tried to answer public demands for German continental expansion in anticipation of
a short and victorious World War. It sketched agreements on customs and trade
between not less than the countries of France, Belgium, the Netherlands, Denmark,
Austria-Hungary and Poland — all of them neighbouring countries of Germany, and
eventually also Italy, Sweden, Norway. On the surface of this construction, each of
its members should have equal rights, but — as the text declared in stupendous
frankness — “actually [this union] should stand under German [9]. Agreements on
customs and traffic, direct foreign investments were seen as the instruments, by
which — over time — also a political and military dependence from Germany would
surely follow. See also “Der Erste Weltkrieg” of Volker Berghahn, who in this
context also uses the term ,,informal empire* in context with the Balkan region,
leadership and secure economical supremacy of Germany in Mitteleuropa™ [10]. The
status of this document is disputed among historians. It seems to carry defensive
character in order to counteract the by far more outreaching and extensive plans for
domination of the extreme right on the political spectrum (whose representatives
argued for open and direct annexations by military force). Nevertheless, if it would
have been realized, the "September programm” would have changed the map of
Europe in the sense that Germany — being in a semihegemonic position already —
would have become the dominating power in Europe. Again, a little echo of List’s
conception can be perceived here: The indirect effects of economic influence were
now used by intention as a strategic instrument in order to hide German ambitions
for power. Other differences arose from the geographical focus of these plans and
concepts: While List was more oriented towards South-Eastern Europe, the
"‘Septemberprogramm’” put North-Western Europe into focus, partly as a reaction to
assumed developments on the military level (frontlines etc.).

Another concept of this time was more related to a different geographical shape
of Mitteleuropa. Liberal publicist Friedrich Naumann had a great success with his
book “Mitteleuropa”, using the term prominently as a title. Published in 1914, it was
— after the autobiography of Bismarck — in terms of publicity and sales the most
successful publication during the Kaiserreich. Naumann envisioned a union between
Germany and Austria-Hungary as forming a core, to which the smaller countries in
the southeast should connect themselves, but based upon free will and motivated by
the positive outcomes of economic cooperation. Even Poland and the Baltic states
were in focus of this federation of states. Naumann was convinced that other
countries should be won by conviction and free decision, not by force or indirect
domination, and consequently equal powers of all of its members should truly be
guaranteed and not just serve as a cover. Naumann's model included the right for
selfdetermination and religious tolerance — elements hardly to be found in other
concepts, especially not in those of the extreme right. However, Naumann'’s concept
was based upon conditions that were neither given at that time nor likely to be
established soon under present circumstances: Given the antagonisms in Germany,
it was unrealistic to expect the development of a liberal policy from the authoritarian
regime. Self-restriction was not the main pattern in which the Kaiserreich conducted
its policies in the time of imperialism, and by its official ideology it rather raised
than restricted public expectations towards German dominance and territorial



expansion. Even in the unlikely event of the emergence of such a policy change it
would have had negative feedback effects by the influential chauvinist and
imperialist groups within German society, which would lead to undermining the
power basis of the German government [11].

Taking into consideration all this detail, Naumann’s proposal was highly
unlikely to be carried out, because it presupposed not existing framing conditions. It
can also be doubted if the inherent tendency towards a German role of primus inter
pares could have been prevented in the long run — as Naumann'’s concept suggested
it could be done -, due to the economic strength and the overall powerful position
Germany filled already. However a unique feature of Naumann's concept was the
untypical reflection about and the acknowledgment of other nation’s rights along
with the intended guarantee of cultural as well as religious tolerance. This
demonstrated Naumann — with the beforementioned limitations — to be a moderate
representative of a Mitteleuropa-conception in the last years of the Kaiserreich.
Trans-border cooperation, beginning from the small field of economic cooperation,
was in fact a future-oriented pattern, even though it took two World Wars until it
served as a guideline for the establishment of a lasting peace order in Europe.
Conclusion Mitteleuropa is a historical-political term with spatial or geographical
implications. During the 19th century it received influences from different sources,
the German national movement as well as from assumptions made in context with
the future of the Austrian-Hungarian double monarchy. In the early years of the 19th
century, the term was widely undefined, undetermined in focus and function and
therefore open to different uses and interpretations. Even at this time, it showed some
ambivalent features that were decisive for its future transformation as a keyword in
political discourses: Mainly the coexistence of analytical besides normative levels
of meaning. This double characteristic served as a precondition for the peculiar use
of the term and — finally — as a term used for disguising German ambitions for
domination of Europe. During the course of the 19th century, these two levels
became increasingly undistinguishable. In context with the German national
movement, Mitteleuropa represented an ideal orientation for the expected and
yearned for German nation state. Since then, the neutral, descriptive side of the term
was constantly becoming weaker, and with it the future-oriented elements like
respect for other nation’s rights (self-determination), religious and ethnical tolerance
and all concepts of trans-border-cooperation beyond the traditional pattern of
hegemonic structures that were also characteristics of mitteleuropiisch ideas of that
time. A late echo of some of these future-oriented elements can be perceived in
Friedrich Naumann’s Mitteleuropa, but it is also a telling fact that it had no chance
of being realized due to contradicting framing conditions of that time. Another
characteristic of Mitteleuropa is the difficulty to define its scope: Dependent on the
concept dealt with (and with the different and always changing hierarchy of
economical and political aspects within) and from the mode in which a cross-border-
entity should be established (domination, hegemony and imperialism or - claimed
(fictious/ artificial/pretended?) or real - cooperation of equal parties), each author
had a different region in mind in terms of geography. Answers to the question “What
is Mitteleuropa” were at no time consensual, and this also accounted for the role



Germany was supposed to play in these concepts. What remains from this historical
discussion?

First of all, the long-lasting discussion about cooperation and — eventually-
integration and unification of European states and regions. Implicitly, what we can
perceive behind all these concepts is the conviction of numerous mutual
interdependencies existing within Europe and determinating its future. It is somehow
tragic that it took two World Wars and the repeated devastation of Europe until those
futureoriented elements were remembered and — in a changed context of time —
carried out. Since then, Mitteleuropa as a term of art has lost its attractiveness, so it
can no longer be used positively in order to lobby for an “ever closer union”25
between European states, due to its inherent ambivalences and the distrust its use
inevitably produces. The suspiciousness against this term by non-Germans is
somehow justified by the dominating strategic use of the term especially in the
public of the Kaiserreich. It is because of these ambivalences that Mitteleuropa
continues to be associated only with its historically proved negative and destructive
potential. Maybe it is time to become aware of its progressive elements as well.
Thinking about Mitteleuropa may also help us to become aware of the close
connection between economic cooperation and political and military power.
Especially smaller nation’s present aloofness and fears would become
comprehensible, and it would help us not to be blind towards the normative
implications of political plans and actions in today’s process of integration.
Historically well-informed self-reflection, therefore, seems to serve best as a
protection against self-righteousness, paternalism and dominance of others, in its
intended as well as in its unintended form.
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®paiidypr yHuBepcuTeTi, | epmanus
hesse@ph-freiburg.de

Angarna. "Opra Eypona" - Oy kel KbIpibl TYKBIpbIMAAMa, OHbI IIenry KublH. OHBIH
KYPIENUIIri OHBIH HEMIC OpHeri peTiHiae maijna OOdyblHaH TYBIHIAWIbI, OHBI IYPBIC aymapy
MYMKIH eMec, OipaK OHBIH SPTYPJIi ACHTeHIIepIeri canapsl 0ap — reorpadusIbiK, SKOHOMHKAIBIK
KoHe (reorpausulbIK) casicu — opKalchIchl Oip-OipiHe Kapama-KaMIlbl jKOHE YaKbIT ©Te Kele
e3repeni. byn Opra EypomanblH OCBl yakbITKa JA€HIH LMKIIIK KadTa TybUIyblHa Kelepri
KeNTIpMendl, JEereHMEH KOHTeKCT o3repiai: 19-mbl  xkoHe 20-mbl  FachlpAblH — OachblHaH
albIPMAIIBUIBIFBI, OJ1 Ka31pri casic MiKipTajacTap YIIiH KOJaWliabsl MOJAETb OOJIBIN CaHaIManIbl.
HIsiH MoHIHAE, Oyl TapuXLIblIap MeH casicaTkepiep, acipece Kazipri Eypomansik OpakieH
CaJIBICTBIpFaH/Ia, aWBIPMAIIBUIBIKTAp/bl aTal eTy YIIIH aiHanbIicaThlH TakKbIpbll. MyHnaai
QIBICTAaTBUTFAH KO3KapacThl KeHOip >kakchl cebemTep TyCiHAipenAi: OIpIHIIIIEH, OHBIH OWIIIK
casicaThIMEH >KOHE HEMIC I'eTeMOHUSChIMEH Oipiryi, eKiHIIiJeH, OHBIH OIpiHIII TYHUEKY3UIiK
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coFbICKa Jeinri sxpurnapaarsl Opra Eypona @puapux HayMaHHHBIH KeH TYKbIpbIMJaMachlHA
KAKBIHJBIFBI, VIIHIIIICH, OHBIH arpeCCHUBTI achipa CUITEYl XoHE YJITTBHIK COLUATM3MIL Tepic
naiiiananybl, COHFBICHI AaMyablH MBIHGIH Outaipeni. Coman Gepi Opra Eyponanbiy Gapiibik
HYCKaJIapbl Oenenre ue OOJJIbI J)KOHE OYJI ujes YIIH e KapaM/bl, OUTKEHI OHBIH KYPJIBIKTAFbI
I'epMaHUSHBIH YCTEMITIH aKTay (Hemece Macka jkacay) MyYMKiHAiri 6ap. OckIHBIH O9piH eckepe
OTBIPBII, MUTTEJICYPONTHIH 1945 5KbliaaH KeHIHT1 €yponaiblK MHTETPAIIUSHBIH 0€MOIT MpOoIeCiHIH
©31H/IIK AaHTUIPOEKTIC1 €KeH/IIr1 TAaHKAIAPIIBIK eMeC.

Tipek ce3nep: I'epmanus, Opra Eypona, Eyponansik Onak, casicu mikipranac, FreréeMOHUS,
HeMic Y cTeMirt.

TEPMAHHA U EE CJIO)KHOE ITOJTOKEHUE
B IEHTPAJILHOM EBPOIIE / CPEJJUHHAS EBPOIIA
Paiinxapn ecce!
In.¢unoc.u., xabumrt. mpodeccop MOIMTHIECKUX HAYK,
VYuuepcutet @paiidypr, ['epmanus

hesse@ph-freiburg.de

AnHoranus. “CpenuHHas EBpoma” - 3T0 MHOrOrpaHHasi CIJIO’KHas KoHUenuusa. Ero
CJIOKHOCTH MPOUCTEKAET HE TOJBKO M3 €€ MPOUCXOXKICHHS KaK HEMEIIKOTO BBIPAKEHHS, KOTOPOE
HE MOXXET OBITh TIEPEBEICHO JODKHBIM 00pa3oM, HO CKOopee U3 TOTo (akTa, YTO OHO COACPIKUT
MOCJIEJCTBUSl HAa Pa3HbIX YPOBHSAX - reorpaduyeckoM, SKOHOMHUYECKOM M (reorpaduueckom)
MTOJTUTHYECKOM — KaKJIbIH M3 KOTOPBHIX MPOTHBOPEUNB U MEHSETCS C TEUCHUEM BPEMEHU. DTO HE
noMemano «CpenuHHOW EBpomne» NHUKIMYECKH BO3POXKIATHCA 10 HACTOAIIETO BPEMEHH, XOTS
KOHTEKCT M3MEHUWJICI: B OTiaW4Yre OoT 19-ro m Hayana 20-ro Beka, oHa OOJbIIE HE CUUTACTCSI
MOAXOAIIEN MOJENBIO Il HBIHEIIHUX IMOJIUTHYECKUX auckyccui. Ha camom nene, ato, mo-
BUJIUMOMY, T€Ma, KOTOPOH 3aHUMAIOTCSI UICTOPUKH U MOJUTUKH, YTOOBI IOJUEPKHYTh Pa3Iuyus,
0COOEHHO MO CpaBHEHHIO C ceroaHsrHuM EBponeiickuM coro3oM. HekoTophie Beckre MpUUrnHbI
OOBSCHSIIOT TaKOE JUCTAHIIMPOBAHHOE OTHOIIIEHHE: BO-TIEPBBIX, €T0 CIUSIHHE C MOJIUTUKON BIACTH
1 HEMEITKOM TereMOHHMEH, BO-BTOPBIX, OMU30CTh K KoHIennn «CpeauaHoi EBponsry @puaprxa
Haymanna B rogst 10 [lepBoii MUpPOBOI BOMHBI U, B-TPETHUX, €€ arpeCCUBHOE MPEYBEINYCHUE U
3710yNnOTpeOIeHne HAIMOHAI-COIIMATU3MOM, MOCIeIHUI npeacTaBiseT coooi nuk pa3sutus. C
Tex nop Bce BapuaHThl «CpennnHoit EBpornbl» OblLTHM TUCKpeTUTUPOBaHbL. M1 3TO cripaBeminBo
U Ui UJeH KaK TaKoBOM M3-3a ee CIIOCOOHOCTH OMpPaBIbIBAaTh (MJIM MAacKHPOBATH) IIOCIHOICTBO
I'epMany Ha KOHTHMHEHTE. YUMTBIBas BCE 3TO, HEyauBHUTENbHO, 4yTo «CpennHHas EBpoma»
MpeacTaBisieT co00M CBOEro pojia TMeYalbHO W3BECTHBIA AHTHIPOEKT MHPHOTO IIpolecca
eBpoIeickoi naTerpanuu nocie 1945 rona.

KuroueBbie cioBa: I'epmanus, Cpenunnas EBpona, EBponelickuil coro3, mOJIMTHYECKAS
JUCKYCCHSl, TETEMOHUS, HEMELIKOE IIPEBOCXOCTBO

Cmamos nocmynuna 22.05.2021
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