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tn West European
development a key role
in the evolution of
autonomous organiza-
tion and power was
played by the exist-
ence of a fairly dense
network of towns

Central Europe
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he dichotomous division into Fastern and
Western Furope is traditionally encoun-
tered in the historiography of the conti-
nent. This division is based on the prin-
ciple of contrast—the path of development
of Western Europe is supposed to have
heen characterized by certain qualities and properties
which were absent in Eastern Furope. Conversely—
Eastern Europe is supposed to have possessed qualities

that were lacking in Western Europe. Let us take a °

closer look at one such characteristic. For example,
George Schapflin develops a dichotomous view on the
evolution of the European continent. In his view, “from

the earlicst period onward, the West gradually evolved

toward a position that powers should be divided, that
the different areas of powers should be separated and
the ruler should not be absolute either in his power or
in his legitimation” (Schopflin 61). Competition he-
tween the Church and State made possible for third
parties to emerge. Tensions between secular and spiri-
tual powerenabled cities to flourish and gain autonomy.
The merchant estate became a deciding factor in social

lifc counterbalancing the influence of nobility. As |

Schopflin points out:

In West European development a key role in the evolution of
autonomous organizagon and power was played by the exist-
ence of a fairly dense network of towns. The West European
town was a unique phenomenon in a number of ways—mast
significantly in its ability to develop autonemously of the ruler
and the Church and to create specific political techniques in-

tended to safeguard the basis of this autonomy, namely made

(71}.

Another aspect of the Western path of development
was emancipation of scientific activity from the tute-
lage of the Church. Freedom of speech and thought was
hased on the concept of autonomy of universilies as
they emerged in the Middle Ages. In the consequence—
Schépflin maintains—the characteristic feature of West-
ern development was the conviction that:

The ruler was constrained 1o recoynize that he did not exercise
absolute power aver his subjects, who retained politically, evo-
nomically, cte. smportant spheres of autonomons action. Despite:
repeated auempts by various rulers—religious as wll as secu-
lar—tn extinguish orsuppressthesespheres ofautonomy, whether
in the naime of order or routine or unity of rationaliry, they were
never completely suceessiul. Autonomy and the separation of
spheres remained a crucial feature of Wesrern patterns and sub-
sequently became the foundation for the extension of libertics
(63).

Eastern Europe took a different path of develop-
ment. Firstof all, this part of Europe inherited the Byz.-
antine tradition of subordination of the church hy the
state. In addition, cities in Fastern Europe were weaker
and townspeople were not so numerous and indepen-
dent. Eastern cities served as a seat of administration or

as a garrison town. In contrast to Western Europe, the

" merchant estatc was not able to counterbalance the

nobility and state power. Instead, the social structure
tended toward a greater concentration of power inhands
of state bureaticracy (Hapsburg empire) or a dominant
social class (Poland, Hungary). The civilizational back-
wardness of Fastern Europe fostered an intellectual
dependency upon the West. As Schépflin recognizes:

‘I'he backwardness of Eastern Europe vis-a-vis Western Europe,

* hoth real and perceived, had further ramifications . . . From the

outsetof the modern period, the late Enlightenment to the middle
of the nineteenth century, East Furopean elites took Western
Eutope as their criterion of modernity. It was immediarely obvi-

ous that the task Facing East Furopean societics was to effect

| modernization. But the definition of this and the means to this

end were ot asobvious. Indeed, the East European clites tended
to oversimplify the task by assuming that political and economic
development to West European levels could be achieved quickly
and by the practice of adopting West European political forms
regardiess of their local appropriateness (67-68).

In the absence of a civil society, the statc took upon
itself the task of modernization, a direction with further
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social repercussions. The primary eoncern of state bu-
reaucrats was the well-being of state machinery. Ac

cordingly, investments were allocated in military spheres

or consumed by the bureaucracy itself. Such state-stimu-

lated modermzation was distorted because it did not
foster the emergence of civil society, but only strength-
ened bureaucratic structures. [n conclusion, Schopf(lin,
comparing West and East Europe, ascertains:

‘The Western political madition always emphasized pluralism

and rhe fragmentatinn of power. In Fastern Furope, which was

politically backward, the state plaved a much more dominant |
* to be waken into consideration, many arguments appear in favor

role as the principal agent of change. This resulted ina politically

preerninent bureavcracy and o weak sociery (ibid.; 59,

A similarly dichotomous pattern is drawn by Perer
Burke (Burke 1.2}, Tn Burke's view, Western Europe

was characterized by a greater density of popularien, a

territory dominated by Romance and Germanic lan-
guages and by Protestant and Catholic denominations.

Moreover, it was here that in the sixteenth century first !

elements of capitalist economy appeared. Viewed from
the vantage point of this division, Eastern Europe was
characterized by lower density of population and Siavic
languages and Orthodox Christianity were predomi-
nant here. It is in this area that in the sixteenth century

4 second serfdom and manorial-serf economy based

upon it developed. For his part, however, Burke finds
the dichoremous division to be insufficient. An area in-
between, area situated between the East and the West,
between Russia and Germany, needs to be recognized
in addition to the former two parrs.

Ina three-part division, popularized largely by Oskar
Hailecki, East-Central or Central Eurepe is distinguished
in addition to Western and Eastern Europe.! According
to this division, Eastern Europe is supposed to be char-
acterized by the same features as, respectively, Western
Europe and Eastern Furope, but these features have
different intensity, which is supposed to predetermine
the particularities in the development of this region of
our continent. An example of this process can be found,
as Peter Burke also points out, in popuiation density at
the end of the Middle Ages. Although East Furope was
clearly higher than population density Russia or Scan-
dinavia, it was nonetheless lower than in Western Fu-
rope. In addition, Burke remarks that:

The power of the elected kings of Poland after 1572 was consid-
erablyless than that of, say, the tsar of Russia .. . The Renaissance
made relatively little impact on Russia and the Balkans, while...
Hungary, Poland and Bohemia ail participated actively in that
movement. A similar point could be made about Reformarion.

Protestantism in vanious forms was a serious force in Bohemia,
Poland and Hungary, whilc it was not in South-East Furope or
in Russia {Burke 2}.

This intermediate position of Central Furope is
emphasized in different ways by many historians, Jeno

Szlics writes that:

In all fields, structures of the Western (yvpe can be found, only
slightly distorted: sometimes they are not completely developed
{for example the cities), sometimes swollen out of proportion

{c.g. the nobiliry) . . . If the foundations of these structures are

of applying the term “Central-Eastern Furope*—also during the
Middle Ages—ro the whoie region. The term "Eastern™ signifies
thar medifications of patterns and nommative structures of the
West can be found here—obviously in various forms—almost
everywhere. Bohemia was more western than Hungary, Croatia
rather less western, and Poland resembied Hungaty in terms of
economy (Szics 66 and 68-69).

An important concept of Central Furope is also pro-
vided by the historian Piotr Wandyer (Wandyez 17—
26). Wandyecz lists a range of features that ensure Cen-
tral Europe's distinctiveness. The relative “youth™ of its
civilization belongs indisputably to the basic character-
istics of the region, because it was only in the tenth
century that it became part of the European civilization.

" Distortions in its economic development were conse-

guences of this ate arrival of civilization. Initially, as
wandycz points out, the distance between both parts of
Europe was gradually diminishing. Later, however,

- when the West evolved towards proto-industrialization

ut the tum of fiftcenth and sixteenth century, the ma-
norial-serfsystem appeared in Eastern Europe. Another
characteristic of the region emerged as a result: back-
ward social and economic structures were incongruous
with the more advanced level of cultural and political

- development. Yet another feature of the evolution of

Central Europe was a separate pattern of development
of national consciousness. While in Western Europe the
state created the naticon, in Central Furope it was the
nation understood as a social group characterized by

- common ¢ulture that formed the state. It was also be-

cause of this that in Central Europe a major role was
played by national minorities: Germans and Jews.

Adifferent pattern of development of national con-
sciousness was a result of long interruptions in the
development of their statehood. These interruptions
accounted for the fact that the history of nations of
Central Europe was filled with long struggle to recover
or defend their freedoim.

:ﬁp}eriphery n

The Western political
tradition always em-
phasized pluralism
and the fragmentation
of power

While in Western
Europe the state cre-
ated the nation, in
Central Europe it was
the nation understood
as a social group
characterized by com-
mon cutture that
formed the state
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In societies belonging
to the sphere of Euro-
pean civilization, feu-
dalism emerged in
three ceparate territo-
rial and cultural zones

During the era of the
Piast dynasty, one
cowld distinguish three
levels of power: cen-
tral, provincial and the
level of the castellan

B

borders of Central Europe causes another problem.
According to Thomas Masaryk, a Czech political states-
man, Central Europe is “a peculiar zone of small nations
extending from the North Cape (o Cape Matapan.”
Therefore, this area includes such nations like “Laplan-
ders, Sweden, Norwegian and Danes, Finns, Tstonian,
Letts, Lithuanians, Poles, Lusatians, Czechs, and Slo-
vaks, Magyars, Serbo-Croats and Slovenes, Romanians,
Bulgars, Albanians, Turks and Greeks” {quoted after
Ash 186-87).

according to various regions, the demarcation of

However, contemporary historians are not so impe- |

nialistic, and therefore demarcace borders of Central
Europe in more modest way. There exist two traditions
of defining frontiers of Central Turope. According to
the {irst one, Central Furope includes rerritories mostly
inhabited by the Western and South Stavs. Forexample,
Peter F. Sugar and Donald W. Treadgold, editors of A
History of East-Central Eturope define its borderlands in

the following way:

The appropriateness of including the Finns, Estonians, Latvians,
| ithuunians, Belarussians and Ukrainians was considered., and it
was decided not to attempt to cover them syswematically, thaugh
they appear repeatedly in these books, Treated in deprh are the

Poles, Czechs, Slovaks, Hungarians, Romanians, Yugoslav

esides aceepting a criterion of division of Europe

) LyS] [‘lurno 6{'7

[n societies belonging to the sphere of European
civilization, feudalism emerged in three separate Lerri-
torial and colrural zones (ef. Anderson and Russocki).
The first zone comprised regions where feudalisim was
born as a result of imernal evolution of ancienrt social

* conditions. In the second zonte this system was a result

peoples, Albanians, Bulgarians and Greeks (Sugar, Treadgold,

1994 vif).

In this case, historians usually modify an adjective
“contral” by adding one more: “east or “southern™.?

The second tradition of demarcation more drasti-
cally limits the territory of Central Furope. This region
was to include lands controlled by historical states of
the Western Slavs and Hungarians. In accord with this

tradition, Piotr Wandycz in his bouk on Central Europe !

focuses on history of Poland, Bohemia, Slovakia, and
Hungary.?

L lected from existing historiography, in faver of
the postulate that societics in Central Furope differed

et us now turn to some of the arguments, se-

both from West and East Eurepean societies in terms of
their social structures. One can point to ar least three
periodsin the history of our continent during which the
social structures that evolved in Central Furope dif-
fered substantially from West European social struc-
tures. These were: the early period of feudalism in the

tenth to twelfth cennuries, the manoriat-serf economy |

in the sixteenth—eighteenth centuries, and the period
berween the twentieth century world wars 1918-1939.

i of the synthesis of social structures of Roman civiliza-

tien and of those of Germanic conguerors. Finatly, in
countries suchas Poland. Hungary, and Bohemia, which
remained outside the sphere of influence of Rome and
the Carolingian successor states {(where private prop-
erty and the system of holding land as fief cmerged),
feudalism came ino being independently as a result of
a break-up of pre-class tribal-familial commuunities.
In contrast to Western Burope, in Central Europe
the system under which vassats held land as theirlord's
lief never took shape. In Central Furope, feudal land
was formally the property of the savercign. In practice,
however, it was under eontrol of the apparatus of offi-
cials. It was the barcnial caste (nobiles) holding state

. offices which held sway over agricultural land. The
{ power of this social class was thus built upon the com-

mand of the means of coercion and the means of pro-

+ duction. For example, inthe structure of the Polish state

during the era of the Piast dynaaty, one could distin
guish three levels of power: central, provincial, and the
level of the castellan (kasztelan). The central level com-
prised the court of the prince as well as specialized
agencies of power such as the rreasury, the military
command cte. The Piast state was divided inro 8 prov-
inces and around 90 districts, each centered on its for-

' tress (grod). The castellan headed the lowest unit of

administration and possessed wide-ranging powers.
Local knights were subordinated to him; he had judi
ciary and policing powers and was in charge of collect-
ing tributes and taxes from the subject population, The
castellan also had a separate administrative apparatus
subject to him. Usually it comprised the military official
(wojski), who was in charge of military affairs, the
judge, who had judicial powers, the bailiff (komornik),
who collected taxes and dues and finally, of the steward
(wlodarz), who administered private estates of the sov-
creign (Modzelewski [1987] 129-32).

The baronial caste also had some small estates of
their own. The estates owned by members of this social
group in Poland or in Hungary were rarely larger than
a [ew villages, in exceptional cases reaching the size of
ten to twenty villages. During this period, however, the
power of the castellan of an sverage fortress district
spread over more than a hundred villages. ‘[he remu-
neration for holding the office of castellan, that is around
one third of the general value of all dues, many times
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exceeded the inceme from his own estares (Modze-
lewski [1987] 143}.

The peasant population was subject to the ruling
class under the public (princcly) law and not private
law. It was because of princely law thar the peasants
had o provide produce and labor, which were neces-
sary to support the state apparatus. In this period, that
is tenth—twelfth centuries, a distinet social category---

“ancillary people” (hidnosé stuzebna) separated from

the peasant class. The duty of this class was to provide
specialized services for the state in exchange for exemp-
tion from basic services and dues. Based on the extant
names of villages around 40 different kinds of special-
ization were identified, out of which one third was
artisan in characrer. The settiements inhabited by the
“ancillary people” dotted the central area of the state of
Fiasts. Although “ancillary people™ were economically
privileged in comparison with the rest of rural popula-
tion, their liberty was nonetheless limited. Because they
passed their duties down from one generation to an-
other, they did not have the right to move to a different
place cr to change their trade.

Large-scale land ownership could be created only
on one principle; the prince could give up the preroga-
tives of public power—judicial and economic—trans-
ferring them to the landowner, The church was the first
insttution to make a breach in the system of princely
law. From the beginning of the eleventh century, as a
result of grants of immunity, the church received land
together with the population settled on it. In these
areas, the prince gave up the rights under the prineely

law withrespect to the peasant population. In the twelfth

and thirteenth centuries, the granting of immunitics
spread Lo other social groups—mainly the baronial caste
and the knights. In this way there appeared in Central
Europe the class of feudal landlords, as was typical for
West European societies. As a result of such grants of
immunities, these feudallandlords took over some
preregatives of political power in its judiciary and
financial aspects over the subject population.
In his analysis of the system of princely law,
Karol Modzelewski notes that it should be viewed
from two different vantage points: that of West-
ern European feudalism and that of the so-called
Astan mode of production. What distinguishes
Central Furopean society from the patterns of
Western feudalism is “the identity of the ruling
class and state hierarchy,” “the indirect exploita-
tion of the mass of population by means of the
universal burden borne forthe benefit of the mon-
archy,” and “the development of the class system
without the formal infringement on the right of

| common populace to land and that of other tribal insti-
tutions™ (Modzelewski [1975] 266). These characteris-
tics distinguish the system of princely law fram the

classic system of feudal law and seem to suggest an
anaiogy with the so-cailed Asian mode of production.
i According to Modzelewski, however, these two sys-
temns should not be considered as identical, In the Asian
mode of production, the state played the role of a coor-
dinator and organizer of production. Land in this social
system, on the other hand, was the property of particu-
| lar agrarian commmunities, dating back Lo the period
. before the state was formed, These communities paid
their rributes and provided their labor to the state.
i Because of this, Modzelewskd sums up his analysis in

the following way:

l The monarchies of Eastern Europe were separated from Asian
I despotism by a technological gap with all its consequences for
the organization of suciety and of its structural dynamics. The
social functions of the state werc limited 1o the areas of defensc,
courts, policing and the maintenance of law and order and ex-
| cluded the organization of agricultural production. ln the latter
area, the peasant family was the basic unit of production char-
acterized by substantial scope ol independence, Thiswas coupled
* with a basically individual system of taking hold of land. . . . In
this respect Lhe system of princely law and classic West-Euro-

pean feudalism were based on similar foundation, Being a “sub-
{ ject of the state” was thus a point ot departure for feudalization

processes, which eventually blurred the original difference be
! tween both systems’ (Modzelewski [1975] 267).

Afrer the fall of the system of princely law in the
thirteenth--fourteenth centuries, the societies of West-
ern and Central Europe evolved with analogous regu-
larities in their development: the expansion of cash

economy with rents paid in cash was superseding the
traditional forms of natural economy and the cities, as

MARLEMA MAKIEL-HEDRZAK
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In the Asian mode of
production, the state
played the role of
coordinator and orga-
nizer of preduction
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Shortage of manpower
was the factor frigger-
ing the divergence of
devalopment between
Central Europe and
Western Europe

The belated develop-
ment of a capltalls
economy, which ap-
peared fully only in the
second half of the 18"
century, was a conse-
guence of the mano-
rial-serf system
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well as local and international trade, were thriving. | state over the economy was far more cxtensive than the

Beginning at the wurn of the fiftcenth and sixtcenth
centuries, however, the mancrial-serf economic system
emerged in varieus countries of Central Europe, mainly
in Poland, Bohemia and Hungary. Shortage of man-
power was the facior triggering the divergence of de-
velopment between Central Europe and Western Eu-
tope. It worked in two ways. On the one hand, a low
population density coupled with the weakening of the
power ol the state forced the feudal landlords to im-
prove the situation of peasants. The improvement of
the economic situation in the villages—as a result of
colonication bascd on the so-called “German law”™—
limited the scope of peasant migration to the cities.
Consequently, the cities in Central Eurepe were less
numcrous than in Western Europe. The underdevelop-
ment of the urban component in the united kingdoms
of Central Europe disturbed the balance among the
king, the burghers, and the nobility. As long as the

estate of nobles was weak, the economic developrent -

of the cities and the peasantry could continue unch- .

structed. However, when the nobility gained political
dominance in particular Central European societies, it
proceeded to abolish the privileges of the burghers and
the liberties of peasants. Qwing to its almost complete

regulation typical of a Western state.

After the First World War, parliamentary democ-
racy and free elections were introduced in the newly
independent states of Central Europe. The fate of the
institutions of civil society depended on he relarion-
ship between the main soclal factors: propernty and
political power. Where the traditions of despolisnt in
potitical power were the strongest and the position of
the private property with regard to the stare apparatus
was the weakest (Russia), the new political power bormn
of the revalution took control over the economy. esrab-
tishing the totalttarian system. Where the positon of
private ownership was the strongest {Crechoslovakial,
a stable civil society was maintained. In countries sita-
ated somewhere berween these two extreme cases,
countries whose cconomy was based on agriculture ot
on agriculture and industry combined (Bulgaria, Esto-
nia, Yugoslavia, Lithuania, Larvia, Poland, Romauia,
Hungary), sooncr or later authoritarian political sys-
tems appeared (Tomaszewski 57-83). These political
systems were established following coups carried out
either with the participation or sympathetic neutrality

~ of the army. Because political power was tlus taken by

; politicians connected with political elites, there was no

control of the state, the estate of nobility could limit the :

development of the comperitive urban economy and
take over the prerogarives of the state towards the peas-
antrv. Consequently, this social class, unobstructed,
could introduce the so-called secondary serfdom, which
macle possible (he increase of manorial service (further
on this issue: Breechezyn | 1997 and 1998]).* The ex-
pansion of the manorial-serf system, and socfal changes
within it, were further connected with the increase of
demand for agriculrural produce in Western Furope.

The belated development of a capitalist economy, !
. tially strengthened. Tn contrast to totalitarian systems,

which appeared fully only in the second half of the

nineteenth century, was a consequence of the mano- :

rial-serf system, What is more, Central European capi-
talism showed some structural properties distinct from
its West European counterpart. In the nineteenth and
the first half of the rwentieth century, most of the labor
force was emploved in rural areas. The belated indus-
trializacion of Central Europe had thus an impact on
significantly smaller areas of its economy. Technologi-
cal backwardness accounted for the fact that Central
European societies could not take advantage of pros-
perity resulting from technotogical progress. A range of
tensions and social conflicts ensued which were rooted
in the economy. On the political level, the advances
made by democratization were limited in comparison

with Western Furopean countries. The control of the

need to create mass movements of social support. The
authoritarian governments maneuvered between the
extremcs of left and right, seeking support among vari-
ous strata of saciety, The primary basis of power, how-
ever, remained the army and state bureaucracy (Berend
341}. Increasing authoritarianism of the political sys-
temn was the consequence of this takeover; depending
on the country, the system of representative democracy
was either limited or abolished altogether, the differ-
ences among judiciary, legislative and executive pow-
ers were blurred, while executive power itself substan-

in authoriiarian systems independent institutions of
civil soctety were maintained, although they were lim-
ited to economic and social spheres. Authoritarian power
did not try either to cneroach upon the functions of
religious institutions or to take over the control of the
means of production (cf. Ajnenkiel, Kulesza, Ryszka,
and Zarnowski). Authoritarian systems usually adopted
a protectionist policy towards industry and levied high
tariffs which rendered internarional trade almost im-
possible (Berend 234-45). Although the extent of con-
trol over the economy exercised by political power was
smaller in authoritarian systems than the extent of con-
trolin totalitarian systems, it wasstill significandy larger
than the extent of control of economy in a typical sys-
tem of democratic capitalism.

e o
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Cuc coudd thus advance a statemend that in terms of
their social structure, Central Furopean sacicties dif-
fered throughout their history from Western European
societies. This diffarence lay in the extent of accumula-
tion of conrrol over the society by the ruling class ina

given period 1n a given society of Central Europe.
whether i the early-feudal state inthe centh-thirteenth
centuries, the estate of nobles in the sixtecnth-seven- !

teenth centuries, or the authortarian state inthe period
between the world wars, the extent of acenmulation of
power and thus the social power of the apparatus of
officials in Central Europe was greater than the influ-
ence and power of classes ruling the Western Europe
whasae power was more dispersed, Usc of the term “Cen-
tral Kurope” {8 justified in historiography, since this
nation has not only geographie, but also social and

hiyterical mrcuniing.”

* This historian assumed the division of Europe into Western, West-
Central, Fasrern, East-Central. Put this division did not become
widaly accepted in historical literature; of Halecki 1952: 4-5.

? Compare, for insance, ttle of book edited by R. R. Betts {1950}

Betts, Reginald R, ed. Central and South Fast Furope, 1945-48.
London: Roval Instirure of International Affairs, 1950.

Brrechezyn, Krzysztof. “Liekt kaskady w procesie hisrorycanym.
Préba wylasnienia odrgbnodcl romwojowej Furopy Stodkowej.”
In; Nowak, Przybysz, eds.: 221-381,

——— Odrgbnodd historycsna Europy Srodkowej. Studivm
metodefogiczne. Poznat: Humaniora, 1998,

Burke, Peter, Antoni Maczak, Henrvk Samsonowics, eds. East-
Central Furope in Transition. From the Fourteenth (o the
Seventeenth Century. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1985,

Graubard, Stephen R, ed. Fustern Furope... Central Europe...
Europe. Boulder: Westview Press, 1991,

Halecki, Oskar. Borderlands of Western Chailization. A History of
East Central Europe. New York: The Ronald Press Company,
1852,

Kirschbaum, Stanistaw J. Historical Reflections on Central Furope.
New York: 5t. Martin Press, 1999,

Kulesza, Wadystaw T. Koncepeje ideawn-politvczne obozu rzqdsg-
cegn w Polsee wlntoch 1926-1935 Wrocksw: Ossolincum, 1985,

Medzelewski, Karol, Chiopl w monarchil wezesnopiastowskie.

Wroctaw: Ossolineum, 1987,

. Organizacio gospodarcan passtwa plastowskivgo (X-Xiw. ),

Wroctaw: Ossolineum, 1975,

' Nowak, Leszek., P Prybysz, eds. Marksizm, liberalfzm, préby

Cenarofard Syuth Fust Eurupe. According to Betts, Central Europe '

includes Hungary, Poland, Czech and Slovakia and Sourh-Last |

Eurcpe-- Romania, Bulgaria, Yugoslavia.
* Sirnidar view is adopred by Antoni Maczak, Henryk Sanisonowicz,
and Peter Burke (1985; xi} and Stanistaw Kischbaum {1999).
*1t is also where (Brzechezyn [1998] 13-43, 262-268) the discus-

sion of the most important concepts and a bibliography of eco-

nomic dualism in the history of sixteenth century Europe can be
found.

® Authior would like to thank participants of a lecture organized by
the Ann Arbor Chapter of the Polish American Congress for vivid

discussion on this paper that let improve its first draft,
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