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Preface

Since the two ancient eagles of Rome and Byzantium expanded the eyries of
Mediterranean civilization to the North, and the legions of the South amalgamated
their own mettle with the vitality of the barbarian races, Celts, Teutons, Slavs, Tartars,
the Danube region has been the most pivotal spot beyond the Alpine and the Balkan
ranges, where West and East are meeting. Here during the later Ancient Ages, the
side-scenes of the Mediterranean world, out of which once in primordial, times the
heroic races of Greece and Italy stepped into the light of history, were
transubstantiated into the heart of the future European continent. This is the very
theme of Danubian civilization since the dawn of European history. The term
"Danubian", however, is not quite appropriate. The pivot of the pivot has always been
in fact, where the spurs of the Eastern Alps descend to the middle Danube, and not
always all and not only always Danubian countries gravitated towards this center. This
1s the place where Vienna grew on the slopes of the Alpine hills and forests and on the
bank of the Danube river out of its Celtic, Roman and Byzantine past into the dimmer
light of the early Ages, when nearly at the same time the Slavs, the Tartars, the
Teutons gave her a native name: Viden-Becs-Wenia (Wien). At the same time again,
the name of Austria was born a thousand year, ago and this name was to remain to
indicate whatever kind of commonwealth, empire or ideology would crystallize
around Vienna: the Eastern Alpine commonwealth in the Middle Ages and in our time
again, - the empire of the House of Austria during five hundred years of modern
European history, - the European ideology of the Respublica Oecumanica, alive in so
many "Viennese schools" of modern thought, political and scientific, in our
generation. Of all these historic realities and tendencies, Austria with Vienna, as they
are, still is the heir. Her place seems more than ever in the midst of West and East.
The whole world as never once before seems now to be forced to care for what will
happen in and to Austria. Thus, it seems worth-while to find the place of the Austrian
idea in European history at large down to the present, in order to ascertain its function
in the future, near or far, when West and East will have to converge right here for
peace or war.

Each phase of European history which aimed at any type of imperialism has
necessarily set out to conquer this pivot and to rule through it the continent, the Center,
the East and the West. Charlemagne tried to build up here his spring-board into the
Byzantine Empire, the legitimacy of which he wanted to absorb into his own might. The
Hohenstaufen longed to cement here their German-Italian axis. The Habsburgs
succeeded to rule from here the Holy Roman Empire and through its mysticism the
European family of nations, for six hundred years. Charles V rooted one of the two
columns of Hercules, symbols of the universal monarchy in which the sun never set, in
this soil. Louis XIV symbolizes the French mobilization of both the Swedes and the
Turks against it. Both Gustavus Adolphus and Kara Mustafa nearly reached their goals,
to anchor either the Nordic empire or the Oriental empire on the middle Danube, but
under the walls of Vienna their plans were wrecked eventually. Napoleon thought to




have gained subsequent legitimacy for his scheme of uniting Europe by conquest, after
he entered Vienna, only to find here his master. All these imperialisms have failed in the
end conspicuously. This judgment includes as well the Austrian variant of imperialism
which was Habsburg’s, although probably it was the most humanitarian type of all.
They all represent the Teutonic millennium which so far has been identical with
Western Christianity, against which modern man has stood up in defiance, since he
awakened to his consciousness. In fact, the Austrian eternal struggle against
imperialism, even in the dressing of Austrian pseudo-imperialism, has always largely
been identical with this fight of modern man against tyranny.

Two old-age types of Imperialism have succeeded for a while on the middle
Danube, while two modern types of imperialism, after they have eliminated their
predecessors, have now to prove before history that they like once Rome and Byzantium
will be able to create another millennium. This is where Austria and Prussia in the
meaning of the 18th and 19" century have now been superseded and relieved by the
English speaking and the Russian speaking worlds.

The variant of imperialism embodied by Austria certainly was unique in its
defensive character, in its agglutinative method of expansion and in its triumphs over
many much more aggressive types of imperialism throughout the centuries. Thus, there
was a very natural affinity between the Austrian empire and Western European ideas,
upon which modern man was to rely. The culmination of this affinity was the post
Napoleonic period, in which for an interlude the Austrian imperialism of the old type
and the Western European Imperialism of the new type, then incarnated primarily in the
British Empire, even cooperated. As a matter of fact, this cooperation was the very basis
of the peace and progress which, In spite of various local wars of far-reaching
consequences indeed, ruled the European Commonwealth of Nations from the Congress
of Vienna to the brink of World War 1. The anonymous genius of the British, the
symbol of which was the gold standard of the Bank of England, succeeded for the same
century, in which also the architectural genius behind the Congress of Vienna (whom
the French call Talleyrand, while the Austrians call him Metternich) was able to build
the European concert of powers as the very basis of the first modern international order
of the continent. It was the most prosperous century of European history, still the
mother of all achievements of which Europe may boast, and perhaps the model, to
which the coming century may well aspire.

The main achievement of this century certainly was that it was able to cope with
the vitality which emerged from the racial symbiosis between the German rulers and the
Slavonic masses under Prussian leadership, and thus to domesticate what proved to be
the demon of modern European history. It was domestication, not exorcism, however.
Since the middle of the 18" century, Prussia had emerged on the Central European
scene besides and against Austria, backed in succession by the French, the British, the
Russians, and by this support had established herself as the second Central European
great power. Two Central European great powers instead of one perhaps was an
advantage for the whole of Europe, as long as their competition would not destroy its
very heart. The peace order of the Congress of Vienna and of the Bank of England in
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the 19th century was in fact able to neutralize the impacts of the Prussian demon, to
make some concessions to it, but eventually to incorporate it into the European
Commonwealth of Nations for three generations. Both Frederick II and Bismarck, who
elevated Prussia-Germany to her new rank by means of force, were able to unchain
Machiavellian aggression, yet to chain it again afterwards. The philosopher of history
may rightly say (as history has proved indeed) that, at least within the psychology of a
nation, the demons unchained will never be chained again in reality without atonement
and reparation. Not only the political leader, but also the political educator, however,
obliged to reckon with their own generation and not more, will gladly accept the
compromise with the evil, leaving the weed with the wheat, if only the chance remains
that the sleeping demon might be more easily exorcised than the roaming one. Only if
the exorcists fall asleep as well, this chance really dies. It was not this compromise,
therefore, but the demon of Prussia which finally started to break down the European
balance of power limiting its own range of arbitrary expansion.

The emancipation of Prussia-Germany from the European Commonwealth of
Nations was a long process. Although it certainly began with the Seven Years' War in
the 18th century, and was continued with the three little wars of 1864, 1866, 1870/71,
the most decisive turn came only afterwards. It was exactly the political system which
Bismarck built up as his most genuine contribution to peace, centering around the
unification of the Germanies, the Austrian-Hungarian Compromise and the Triple
Alliance, and thereby shifting the center of the Central European block, the former Holy
Roman Empire, from Vienna to Berlin. Even if the representatives and leaders of this
block of might would have genuinely wanted nothing else than peace, they could not
help sowing war by the very existence of their political system * in the heart of Europe.
The real bids for world power by the Prussian demon, sleeping only with half-closed
eyes, came with World War I, the end of which was the end of the Habsburg MOnarchy,
and with World War 11, the end of which is the end of Bismarck Germany. Hitler and
his heir might have enjoyed the reality of greater Germany for another fifty years, if he
would only have been as great as Bismarck and Frederick, or if the disappearances of
the Habsburg Monarchy would not have been the temptation for him to combine the
functions of the two Central European empires which even Bismarck was still eager to
keep separated. Less moderate than his two predecessors, Hitler destroyed his own
creation after seven years. This period of Hitler’s Germany dominating Europe is
characterized by two symbolic dates: the conquest of Vienna by Hitler Germany in
March 1938 and the liberation of Vienna by Soviet Russia in April 1945. Vienna was
the symbol of Hitler's rise and fall as no other city. Vienna opened to the Germans the
chance of a "German age" of Europe which could have lasted seven times seven years,
if its use would have been moderate and organic. In his lust for power, Hitler destroyed
not only himself, but also two centuries of a much more patient work, by which his
predecessors prepared the "German age", and by these deeds of self-destruction took
with him the last residua of the 19th century into the abyss. With Austria eliminated
after World War I and with Prussia-Germany following after World War II, five
hundred years of modern European history have disappeared. So terrible is this outlook
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to the history-minded man that he might have been glad to pay a high price and to suffer
adaptations to realities he never liked, if only this vacuum could have been prevented.
The misuse of German power by the Germans accelerated their fall. Thereby the
"Russian age" of Eastern, Central and perhaps even Western Europe has begun quite
automatically. After World War I eliminated the five hundred years of the Habsburg
MOnarchy and World War II did so with the two hundred years from Frederick IT over
Bismarck to Hitler, it means in fact that the Teutonic millennium is over and that the
Central European power which existed from Charlemagne to Hitler had disappeared for
good. The millennial fancies of Hitler really bore fruit in the retroactive elimination of
the millennial nucleus of power In Central Europe, the usufructuaries of which were the
German language and the German speaking people. The vacuum which the two modern
Central European powers of the last two centuries, Austria and Prussia, have left, is
logically filled by Russia which thereby not only has become the heir of Habsburg and
Hohenzollern, but also of a pivotal position ,to which from Charlemagne to Napoleon
all the rulers of Europe have aspired. After the perspicuous failure of the Habsburg
Monarchy in its last phase under German tutelage and after the still more perspicuous
failure of Prussia-Germany, in its last phase under the leadership of a frustrated
Austrian, there is in the realm of power only Russia left which has the secular chance to

do better.
skck

*

There is no escape in history from the facts of power politics which may be
tamed, but never can be eradicated. The history of civilization is identical with the
gradual growth of international law to regulate and domesticate power politics, but not
to extirpate it. Breton Woods, Dumbarton Oaks and San Francisco are a new proof for
an old wisdom. The justified objection against them is not that they wisely reckon with
the fact of power politics, but that they try to veil it by a legal screen, instead of
distinguishing courageously between the most natural alliances in the sphere of power
politics and the always only asymptotic realization of international law. At any rate, the
concert of power which existed after the Congress of Vienna, organized by Metternich,
Talleyrand and Castlereagh, exists now again, with the only difference that the former
five European powers have been succeeded by five world powers. While once the three
Eastern monarchies were confronted by the two Western democracies, so are now the
three Western democracies confronted by two Eastern empires sui generis. Although the
Western powers have remained "democracies", they are now "on the Right" of the
Eastern powers, where they once have been "on the Left”. Only the substitute for the
Bank of England has to be found yet.

In both respects, the international organization and its economic background, the
world function of the United States is conspicuous. While Great Britain and France are
still on their old places, the New World has surpassed them in representing Western
civilization. The Roman substance of the English speaking world today is in its former
colonies, Eastern not in the mother countries. The three, eastern monarchies of old have
disappeared and Soviet Russia in fact has filled the vacuum. The Russian-speaking
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world has well expanded to Berlin and Vienna. Thus, the old scene still shows the old
equilibrium of power, yet new forces in the foreground and in ascendancy over the
whole world. The game of Metternich is played again with different kings and queens,
but with the same pawns. The players sit around the same table, wherever they meet.
The problem is to learn from the analogy of history instead of committing twice the old
blunders.

There still is the old element of power, according to which now Soviet Russia
has the chance to succeed, where the Habsburg Monarchy and Hitler Germany have
failed: in the organization of Central and Eastern Europe, by which logically the
organization of Western Europe is influenced as well. In the success or failure of Soviet
Russia in this respect, there *lies the answer, whether the age of catastrophes has
terminated or is simply interrupted by another hiatus. After World War I has started,
because negatively Vienna failed to solve the national problems of the Habsburg
Monarchy, and positively Berlin aimed at Pan-Germanism, and after World War 11
started, because negatively Austria failed to solve her main social problem and
positively thus became the very prey and spring-board of Germany, - the world ought to
learn looking at Austria and Vienna first, wherever there is talk and speculation about
the possibility of World War III. As Austria did neither "start" the second nor the first,
she will not be positively guilty in beginning any third war either. But negatively, here it
will be either averted or conjured up again.

The mechanism of how such things must happen again, after they have happened
already twice, is not too difficult to ascertain. Negatively, the Austrian problem will
always be in the center, while positively the World powers in charge of the Austrian
problem will succeed or fail in averting or bringing about World War III. The reference
to the plural of the world powers certainly means that, whatever passive role Austria
may have suffered, and whatever active role Prussia-Germany can claim, the other
powers have surely been world partners of a common guilt. They have been guilty in
World War I not to have distinguished precisely between Austria and Prussia-Germany,
after they had facilitated before the growth of the latter. They have been guilty during
the interwar period to have sabotaged the reorganization of the Danube Basin as the
most natural check against German aggression and to have fostered the Hitler plague for
many reasons instead of stamping out the original spark at the proper time. If criminals
and lunatics make themselves famous by Herostratus deeds, the headquarters of the
police and the department of health, forewarned in fact, are very guilty indeed. Thus
again, the world powers together can avert another catastrophe or they can stumble into
it by their common guilt. The problem of Austria will play a quite extraordinary role on
this road of future decisions.

No doubt, the problem of the next decades is not so simple merely to be another
kind of Prussian-German aggression, as William II and Hitler have produced it. When
World War I started because of the ill-advised policies of both Central European great
powers and World War II followed because of Hitler Germany being now alone the heir
of both, the forehand in avoiding or precipitating World War III will have the heir of all
of them which will need thrice as much wisdom, reluctance, moderation as all of these



predecessors together should have had. The theme is up to Russia now which in the
possession of Vienna has all the chances and all the temptations which she will need to
do this or that, and may fail like Hitler or succeed, as after all Old Austria did
throughout her older history, before she succumbed to the German tutelage. If Russia
slides from her pragmatism into the German kind of irrationalism (to which
Machiavellism always predestinates), and thus commits on the pivotal soil of Vienna
the same blunders which Hitler committed, she will be but the trigger to new
catastrophes. There are many on both sides that seem to like this vision. I do not, and I
am speaking of it to do my part in making sure that it will not materialize. Those
Austrian Catholics (I among them), who have always been sure that there is no identity
whatsoever between Germany and Russia, who have shunned cooperation with the
former, but are preaching the same with the latter, have now to prove that they have
been right or to retract their thesis. They have to bring out by their very bodies, whether
they were right or wrong.

In fact, there is still an elementary difference between the "German age" and the
"Russian age" in Central Europe. While the Germans in their irrationalism did not
hesitate to engage in the suicidal war on two fronts, in order to materialize their dreams
of European anarchy at least for an interval, the Russians still show their readiness for
world-wide cooperation, by which in fact the other world powers are made co-
responsible for every success or failure which will be the final outcome of this common
war waged against the common foe. If there would be no peace after this war, all the
world powers together would be guilty. The guilt of the Russians since the very
beginning of cooperation may lie in the fact that they want to withdraw the substance of
their power politics from any impacts of international law, while the guilt of the others
may lie in the fact that they have allowed to grow this ex-/ex status into legality. Sure as
it is that the lapse of time will not facilitate, but aggravate the chances for understanding
and cooperation, there is no serious danger as yet that they will not be the final outcome.
Only if Russia would succumb to the German virus which she finds in Eastern
Germany, or would not reject the temptation which the possession of Vienna provides,
she might proceed on the road, of which many think she has already entered it. Only the
amalgamation between the Russian and the German ideas which would bring the latter
to the surface again in another metamorphosis would really turn out to become the
sword of Damocles over the destiny of Europe. This will be the problem of the next
months, or years, or decades, according as rapidly as world history will progress or as

tired as the world may be.
kk

*

In this historic situation, Austria will remain a problem to the foreign offices of
many nations and to their public opinion for a long time to come. Austria may be
backed only weak-mindedly, as once the regime Dollfuss-Schuschnigg was during the
battle of the outposts before World War II, or she may even be surrendered in another
Anschluss, or she may become, as it must be hoped by every decent man, the very
theatre of worldwide cooperation between the West and the East, the Right and the Left,
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in any case, she will remain a problem, a headache, an item in the news, about which
precise information will always be welcome.

In this perspective, a sober presentation of Austrian history, a new interpretation,
a better commentary is indispensable. Nothing has astonished this observer more than
the fact, how little real knowledge about Austria he has always found in France, in
Great Britain, in the United States. There is quite obviously much more now in Russia.
As an exile in this country for nearly seven years, I have frequently been puzzled by the
Ignorance about Austrian affairs among diplomats and politicians, journalists and
commentators. A world paper like the “New York Times” is uninformed and biased in
everything concerning Austria. This ignorance is a pity and can only always be a new
source of miscalculations and disappointments.

As these United States have entered European wars for two times within one
generation, wars which negatively at least emerged in Austria, war and a third will loom
around the corner again in Austria, as long as there is no well functioning, crisis-proof
international organization amalgamating West and East, it is not superfluous to try an
interpretation of Austrian history for the American public, of which later also the
Austrians themselves and other European nations may profit well. There is no other
pretention In the following book than to give just this interpretation.

The following three chapters are eager to be a political presentation of the
Austrian problem. That means that their analyses of history, as objective as they want to
be, are made under the aspect of specific political problems which will be of relevancy
to the future. Among these problems are the cooperation between the West and the East,
the Right and the Left, of which Austria knows something since her earliest memories, -
the synthesis between power politics and international law “which just is another name
for the same phenomenon deeply rooted in the course of Austrian history,- - the
coincidence of democracy and socialism in the idea of social reform alive in every
Austrian age, - and last but not least the Slavonic idea, not simply in its antithesis to
Germanism, but also in its amalgamation with civilization leading from the
Mediterranean to the European scene. All these ideas, with which our age goes
impregnated, so that the future may bring forth them, have their old Austrian history
which is worth-while to be known. The chances that these ideas may converge to create
a new European civilization, in which also the age-old problem of the ecumenical
synthesis between the Western and the Eastern Church may find its solution, are great,
The Teutonic millennium will go down even in theology and the new age of the Hagia
Sophia bring Christianity to its culmination. Even in this respect, Austria may be the
soil, where most important contributions to this effect will be made.

The value of this book is no pretended non-partisanship, but on the contrary the
fact that a conservative Catholic Austrian, without leaving his native ground, has
assimilated himself to the modern world, east and west, left and right. Already in 1927,
I characterized this synthesis as "rechts stehen und links denken" (to stand on the Right
and to think with the Left). As paradoxical as this motto seems, it only is the mirror of
the paradoxes of our age between two epochs. This synthesis between the Right and the
Left shows the evolution, through which Austria has gone and must still go. If she is
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guided well, it will neither mean the loss of her history or her religion, but the
transformation of both into a new creature, by which alone the Austrian function can be
fulfilled in the European future. There is no sense whatsoever in simply throwing over
board either history or religion, as the Left in its older days and school has preached and
done. Nothing is easier than to criticize both history and religion from the different
point of view, to which the modern individual has easy access. But this kind of naive
revolution must always lead back to reaction again, as no nation can eradicate its very
soul and memory. It seems to this onlooker of history one of the greatest achievements
of the "new Left" that the values of history and religion are seen under an entirely new
light, are appraised and appreciated, still very differently from what conservatism has to
say, but not ignored any longer. On this new basis an interpretation of history is
possible, by which the Right and the Left together create the new national consciousness

There 1s nothing more urgently needed than the constructive synthesis between
the East and the West, in the midst of which is Austria, or between the Right and the
Left, the yesterday and the tomorrow, for which Austrian history provides the best
examples. This is the problem of all nations during the coming age, but there is perhaps
nowhere else a higher consciousness of these factors than in Austria. The experiences of
two world wars were more or less identical everywhere. But to have experienced within
one generation now five forms of government, as the Austrians did, is something
unique. The fact has made them wise indeed. Naturally gifted with the ability to arrange
compromises, the Austrians have learned the wisdom of the constructive compromise,
by which even the sin of mere accommodation to the existing power may gain some
aspect and finally some likeness of virtue. There is a lot of political wisdom taught by
Austrian history to whoever wants to listen. There is some image of the Platonic
homo_politicus in the leading Austrian figures of all centuries, whose physiognomy it is
worth-while to study .Many sociological laws which have remained identical
throughout the ages are revealed and confirmed by the history of the Austrian state.
Although the Austrian does not like to speak too much of himself, nor is very good in
doing it, he certainly is permitted to present his self-interpretation, if this is for the good
of all.

As the product of seven years of exile, in which the Austrian problem still
remained the dearest to my heart and. the closest to my mind, in which, however, I
learned to look at Austria from the outside through the spectrum of a language more
objective than the German tongue, [ am gratefully offering this book to the country and
to the people, in whose midst I have been able to remain free, to think free and to stick
to the continuity of Austrian thought even in exile.

Tenafly, New Jersey Pentecost 1945 Ernst Karl Winter
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Introduction

On the very day, when the news came from Moscow that the Allied statesmen
have issued a proclamation concerning Austria, I started with this book, and I have
finished it on the thirtieth anniversary of the beginning of this war, when the dawn of
Austrian liberty can already be seen. It is written out of the substance of an author who
has been most of these thirty years a deadhead of history like all the other millions of
common men, but who nevertheless has lived through this period with all the intensity
and the breath, kept back of somebody highly interested and deadly involved, the
Platonic homo politicas .who in the sphere of ideas sometimes experiences life more
intensively than acting figures in reality are able to.

In writing down the best of Austria I know for her own future sake as well as for
her friends everywhere on earth, I do not contemplate, in spite of many practical items
in the subsequent chapters, that this book is simply a manual for how to proceed in de-
Germanizing Europe and reconstructing Austria. Nor is it merely written for the
inescapable interregnum, in which Europe will be handled primarily by the world
powers. On the contrary, it looks seriously forward to "a new earth under a new
heaven", when the old dragon will be chained again and the very image of Europe
restored .When it will be required to build a new civilization from scratch, it will not
only be necessary to go back to the most fundamental ideas alive in the European
substance, but it may well be possible to build a new world, in which ideas really rule
reality, man reigns the earth and the human person is the sovereign of every social
purpose.

This book reflects a life's experience. Hence, it may be justified to begin with a
somehow personal credo which, however, will serve as a clue to many otherwise
paradoxical conclusions. If there is a deeper meaning in the cataclysm we are going
through, it cannot be anything else than the appeal to search the national conscience in
order that we might be able to rebuild our house on more solid foundations. Search of
conscience intrinsically has a personal touch, with man face to face with man, whether
they are dead or alive. Through this personal prism all history has to be looked upon
inevitably. Thus, it is seemingly that the author, who does not pretend to hide behind
facts but will stand firmly himself for every sentence of his book, should also speak of
the architects, the square stones and the mortar of the Austrian structure in his own soul
before turning to their objectivities.

During a life of contemplative politics one meets a lot of political architects,
many spiritually, some empirically, a good deal of dilettanti, a handful of masters
beyond doubt. Yet they all are fragments, if they do not converge into the ideal
specimen, the "true statesman", of whom Plato spoke, who in theory and practice was
fully aware that no architect can build any lasting structure without square stones and
mortar that the statesman architect more than anybody else has to build this structure
first of all in his own individual existence, and that there is no essential difference
between the man organizing his life and the statesman organizing the state




constructively, squarely and decently. This is the political credo, Platonic and anti-
Machiavellian with which in the background this author rather wants to lose sight of
what is called Realpolitik than to lose the thread of civilized history.

In the dimensions of the visible world, the families are the very square stones, yet
to be cemented into a national structure only by the martyrs whom they have sacrificed.
In the dimensions of the invisible world, however, in which to doubt were utter folly, it
obviously must be just the opposite, the martyrs being the real square stones of the
spiritual structure beyond time and space to which the unknown family of the common
man, its daily life the very incense, but humbly offers the mortar. Only where these two
worlds are amalgamated into one coordinated action, of which every mortal may well
aspire to be the strategist, the national history will proceed straight forward through all
catastrophes, and whatever unforeseen accident, national or personal, may occur, it will
be absorbed.

We Austrians, experts in catastrophes, are the esoterics of this war. Later than
anywhere else World War I smoldered down in Austria, earlier than elsewhere World
War II flared up there again. With our ears to ground and skies alike we heard the
rumbling of tanks and the roaring of planes, when they were still blue-prints .The
Austrian political parties may have been blinded as everywhere else, yet the Austrian
people knew well, who would construct and direct the weapons of the to come war. "We
all have only one enemy", was the slogan of an Austrian division I belonged to in the
last war, consisting of a dozen of nations which already then, defying their military and
political leaders, unanimously were sure of the destructive qualities of their German
ally. With gnashing teeth the sons now repeat the slogan of their fathers.

Although Austria-Hungary in the last war has been the co-partner of Germany in
consequence of the historic mistakes which the Austrian leaders committed, and
although the Austrians together with half a dozen of their former comrades in arms in
this war again are among the cannon-fodder of the German army in consequence of
similar blunders, - this is from the consistent Austrian view of history, instinctively
alive in the popular Austrian under structure a Thirty Years War of modern civilization
against barbarism. In this point the Austrian popular instincts agree now with the
reflections of many nations. The Austrians disagree perhaps with some among them
which are not Catholic, when they probably add that in their historic conviction this is to
the very details the same war which already their ancestors fought - at Sadowa in the
Seven Weeks War, at Kolin, Hochkirch and Kunersdorf in the Seven Years' War and
still earlier at Biela Hora, Magdeburg and Liitzen in the former Thirty Years’ War
which, as we can see it now more clearly than ever before, were all the same wars of
Mediterranean civilization against barbarism. These are the popular instincts of a
Catholic people, an old race, which looks at history in terms of centuries. If the Austrian
leaders during half a century and more have deserted these instincts and thereby
precipitated catastrophe after catastrophe, from 1866 to 1944, we have to try now the
opposite way, to revitalize these Austrian instincts, to preach and manifest them openly,
and to reshuffle on this basis the Austrian leadership which in the age ahead will have to
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conform with Austrian nationalism or will certainly not be tolerated by the Austrian
people.

We Austrians as a people do not flinch before truth and reality. We know that
after golden centuries behind, and in particular after a century of peace and progress
unheard of in the history of mankind we just are approaching the midst of an iron
century, of which only the weak-minded may expect that its second half will be like
honey licking. Those who will joyfully accept the fate or will deliberately decide
themselves to be Austrians during this second half of the iron century already know
better now that whatever sacrifices have been asked from them will be asked again, if
not in war, then in peace, if not in blood, then in sweat, if not in tears for hecatombs of
martyrs sacrificed then in the toughest work ahead to be imagined, In the begetting,
feeding and educating the surplus of life which a vigorous people will need. Only those,
who have absorbed the catastrophes of history, but have not been absorbed by them,
will really survive, their personal mettle tested for still greater trials to come.

In this perspective, sub specie aeternitatis, also the political problems of Austria
tomorrow will have to be seen. Whatever color the Right and the Left will have in
Austria tomorrow, they will have to be Austrian. More than ever before Austria will
need and will tolerate only national parties. To be Austrian and to be national for parties
means to be ready to submit to transcendent interests, or in other words to be a "party"
and no "totality". Whatever the colors of the Austrian parties may be, a constructive
compromise will again be inevitable, either between Catholicism and Socialism, if there
1s the same political constellation in Austria as before, or between whatever kinds of
political philosophy may have ascendancy over the Austrian people. A constructive
compromise does not mean the surrender of one's own ideas. In being able to arrive at
the idea of a constructive compromise, one has to go sometimes through the
consequences of both ideas has to understand them respectively, and has to find in
oneself somewhat of the inner unity of the opposites, even if the people on the Left and
on the Right, enamored with their own predilections, are unable to see it at all, I do not
say that compromises of this kind are possible between fire and water, but I do neither
think the problem of Catholicism and Socialism for instance, or the problem of
monarchy or republic in this stage of history ones of the fire or water brand .There will
be not much sense, [ am sure, in the artificial resuscitation of this latter problem in the
Austrian people after this war. The time will have passed, when the monarchy may
mean anything politically to Austria, and the other time still far away, in which again a
mere arabesque will be of any interest at all. The sound political sense of the Austrian
people may soon understand these facts, if there is no interference from outside.

More than any other problem however, the form of government among the
smaller nations could become the object of power politics among the bigger nations, if
no constructive compromise prevails within and without. If the interpretation of
democracy by the United Nations is restrictive in excluding any kind of Fascism or
authoritarian regime, but simultaneously is extensive enough to include whatever kind
of monarch the latter may automatically turn into the playground for everything




prohibited. As long as the world organization itself is necessarily a parallelism of three
or more different types of democracy, republic, monarchy and various regimes sui
generis, the situation in single states under many fold influences cannot be anything
better than a similar parallelism of political forces within the nation. Only in form of a
constructive compromise may the constitutional schemes in both dimensions, national
and international, really escape the danger that somewhere any poisonous core
coagulates again.

Thus, the Austrian psychology as well as the world situation will tend in the
same direction .Whatever forces will exist in Austria after the first democratic election,
they will have to arrive at a constructive compromise. The "true statesman" of this
Austrian situation will be either the Socialist who thinks Catholic or the Catholic who
thinks as a Socialist, whatever the majority party may be. This gospel of the
compromise may sound strange to many ears. Humanly speaking, the compromise
advocated is the expression of self-imposed limitation. Having consumed the main
energies of our life in amalgamating two different views into one intellectual structure,
we, the generation of the two world wars, are unable to offer anything better than a
constructive compromise. We are the generation between two ages. Our offspring will
stand on a more solid ground. In the light of history, however, we may not be afraid to
have offered only something which is merely the mingling of two contradictions, out of
our own position between the fronts and between the ages, but rather the vision of a
future in which there will be neither the political metaphysics of the Right or the Left,

but the substance and the image of the national individuality alone.
&k

*

The Austrians have fought and died in the first battles of the Second World War,
before the world ever knew there was a war on again. There were two ranks of fighters,
but one purpose, Austria, the main victim of the first world war, was perhaps the only
European country with intellectual energies in both camps able to agree and fully aware,
how there was but a truce between two catastrophes. Cassandra lurked in many
disguises even among those Austrians, who, while they saw the world inevitably
stumble into another abyss, proudly helped to build a model home on its fringes.

When eventually the beast emerged from the abyss, into which the world was to
be dragged, the Austrians knowing about its secret found some faint echo in the world,
some isolated writers or statesmen joining their cries in the wilderness, but the masses
of the other peoples led by the routiniers of politics did not notice that their own doom
was approaching fast. The opinion, how to stem the tide of fate, was divided in Austria
as elsewhere .There were two big parties with very different sets of prophets, whose
routine differed from that in other countries only by being blessed by poorer and scarcer
conditions of life than anywhere else existed in Europe. Of course, there were, as
anywhere else too, the idealists or realists between or above the parties, as one want to
call and to place them, who thought that neither the one nor the other party could tell the



world now much, but that Austria as such might be able to do that, if and when her idea
would emerge again like the spirit over the waters.

Many an Austrian has sacrificed his life for Europe and civilization in this
cataclysm, before Europe as a whole even had the slightest perception of a new
Migration of Nations to engulf its civilization. Of the two Austrian parties which
tragically clashed in 1933/34 and of their victims and heroes, it was often said that "they
both died for Austria". The truth, worthy to be promulgated by history and formulated
by those outside of the opposing camps, is that they both died for Europe. The workers
of Vienna, Steyr and Leoben, who defended the democratic constitution, and their
leaders like Koloman Wallisch and Rudolf Weisl executed by the authoritarian regime,
have fought for labor, but died for Europe. When hardly half a year later Engelbert
Dollfuss fell a victim to Nazi terrorism, as well as a victim to his own tragic guilt again
he fought for Catholicism, but died for Europe. The representatives of both groups died
on different sentries for an analogous goal, to open they eyes of Europe, The Socialist
fighters for the democratic constitution died to teach Europe the inevitability of a stand
to be made against Fascism in all its shades, even if unconscious of itself and its own
consequences, while the Catholic statesman who in tragic confusion violated the
constitution, in order, as he rationalized his darker motives, to defend Austria better
against Germany, died to teach by his death, how the independence of Austria has really
become the corner-stone of European peace. They both fought and died without being
fully understood down to this day by the rest of the world. Yet their heirs in
understanding fully each other still have the very key to be better understood together
by the outside world.

After the short battle of the outposts in the outskirts and in the heart of Vienna
had died down again the world congratulated itself to have regained its balance. Very
soon, the wishful-thinking observers thought it not even touched. In reality, the war
went on under the surface, the war between the two Austrian parties, the one now on the
authoritarian coach-box, the other under the wheels, as well as their separated two wars
against the foreign intruders and their inner vassalage. For five years these three wars
lasted in Austria with nearly all the paraphernalia of war not even always behind the
curtains, yet without much attention paid by the outside world. Not the slightest
presentiment that two of these three wars might be their own case, fought for and lost,
disturbed the other European nations.

The medicine men of the bird ostrich clan still continued their course, when
another eruption followed, and Austria, abandoned by all the great powers, collapsed.
How many European statesmen did then clearly see that Germany had acquired the
Archimedean point in the heart of Europe to lift the continent out of its hinges? Like a
ship, whose captain hopes to save its poop at the cost of its prow, hose on the pilot-
bridge of Western Europe closed the sheet which was Austria, and wrote her off from
their memory and account. The world closed its eyes and plugged its ears not to hear the
cries of the hecatomb falling now again in Austria for Europe, the men of the
authoritarian regime and of the Socialist opposition alike, Catholics and Jews together,
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after a long internecine struggle face to face in common now with the revenger of their
mutual and suicidal errors.

A host of Catholic leaders, Jewish intellectuals of the labor movement and
representatives of Legitimism were imprisoned or killed, and many of them in despair
killed themselves. It was like the uprooting of the entire intelligentsia of the Austrian
people. There were times, when the most prominent Catholics, Socialists and
Legitimists alike were among the victims: Kurt Schuschnigg and his entire cabinet,
Richard Schmitz, the Catholic mayor of Vienna, Robert Danneberg, the soul and spirit
of "Red Vienna", leaders of Legitimism like Friedrich Wiesner, the son of the Jewish
scholar, whom once H. St. Chamberlain had dedicated his standard work on racialism,
in which National Socialism originates, and of which Hitler still is jealous, and last but
not least the sons of the archduke Francis Ferdinand, Max and Ernst Hohenberg, the
blood heirs of the Habsburgs. In Nazi theory, they were to pay now for another of
Hitler's disappointments, indicated by the day-dream he once revealed how a German
student, his own ego-ideal, not a Serbian pig was destined to kill the heir to the
Habsburg throne. Those and many thousand other representative figures of all anti-Nazi
denominations were the victims of Schuschnigg's breakdown and Hitler's brutish hatred
and psychopathy. Not all of them died. Many were finally released. Yet too many died
and have been mutilated for their life.

One among these victims I mourn most. When I had been in exile for the first
weeks with my family still in Austria, and I contemplated in the deep disturbance of my
heart the gigantic problems, moral and material, which would emerge out of the iron
necessity to defeat Germany and liberate Austria again, I relied in my spirit, pitched to
sterile age, foremost on his spiritual advice, his goodness, his candor, his gentleness.
This friend of mine, to whom I would have liked to turn for comfort, was Hans K.
Zessner-Spitzenberg (d August 1, 1938), anima candida, an exemplary father, a faithful
friend, professor of law at the first agricultural college, a leader of Legitimism in the
Patriotic Front, where Schuschnigg used his petty portfolio to counterbalance that of
Seyss-Inquart, the Austrian Quisling. Storm in the water-bottle on Schuschnigg’s desk!
Misuse of a noble soul by the Legitimists inside and outside of the government Zessner
paid dearly enough for his twofold loyalty. The Catholic Seyss-Inquart would not dare
or would not want to do anything for the Catholic Zessner. Only a few days, after my
friend had been brought to the concentration camp in Germany, he died in “exile", as his
courageous widow said in the obituary. Zessner was a great worshipper of the late
emperor Charles, but he himself died in still greater an agony. He was an aristocrat not
only by race, but by every inch of his soul, one of those ripe fruits of an old tree which
suffer under the sun, but know to stand it. Sometimes he would say to me "Don't you
think, we are too old to do anything else than to withdraw honorably?" His most secret
pain was that he, in all his deep-seated loyalty, could not help gradually including into
this judgment his own political ideal, Legitimism, as wel 1. Paradoxically, if only all his
fellow gentlemen would have been consumed by an equal zeal, they might have saved
their country from destruction and their ideals from oblivion.




Another wave of victims fell, when in consequence of the Anschluss the
persecution of the Jews got new impulses all over Greater Germany. Thousands were
killed and killed themselves, many survived, only to be sacrificed later to Wotan, when
the mass deportation in sealed wagons to Poland began. One of these latter victims was
Robert Danneberg (d. December 12, 1942). When I had left Austria and spoke about the
conditions there to somebody, I was used to say: “If there are people to survive the
uttermost brutality, they will be Schmitz and Danneberg”. They both really had a strong
neck not to be broken easily. In the case of Schmitz, a tough nature and a deep
religiosity it amalgamated into a stubborn character, which in his great days incited the
passionate enmity of many, yet in his sorrows also their admiration. Schmitz survived
the concentration camp, although with both legs amputated, after he was deliberately
exposed to frost. In the case of Danneberg exactly the same tough nature had found its
pendant in another kind of world-immanent religiosity, the Judaism in his blood
amalgamated with the Socialism in his spirit to a kind of Messianism, the fundamental
characteristic of which was the belief in the infallibility and invincibility of the
proletariat.

While Danneberg after 57 months of concentration camp was brutally killed,
because he was a Jew, Schmitz as a Catholic was released after all, as soon as he was
crippled. Thus, the mock-providence of Nazism shows, how to punish the ones and let
vegetate the others. Yet can anybody escape the temptation to ask, how Austria might
look today, if these two men, the symbols of "red" and "black" Vienna, would have
found together at the right time? No doubt, they both have to share in common the
responsibility at least as the exponents of their parties which were unable to arrive at a
constructive compromise.

Danneberg was the living embodiment of optimism throughout all the years I
have known him. I could never understand his unexhaustive conviction that all will turn
out well, when I visited him in the city hall before the catastrophe of 1934, as he still
held one of the chairs [ was to sit in a few months later, or when I saw him again in
prison afterwards, whence he wrote me letters glowing of intensive interest and retained
activity concerning all municipal matters, even if now in the hands of his opponents, or
when we met for the last time a few days before the end which he would not see
approaching and consequently would not escape. In vain I tried to impress upon him the
urgency to leave the country at once. He could not believe that Western Europe would
consent to the Anschluss, and he felt obliged to stay with the underground organization,
until it was too late. When he tried to enter Czechoslovakia, the frontier organs had the
order from their government in Prague to refuse the entrance of any Austrian refugees,
and thus the entire train had to go back to Vienna, where the Gestapo already waited for
its passengers.

Many other victims have fallen, right and left. I remember Joseph August Lux,
passionate Austrian patriot and courageous Catholic author, who lived at Anif near
Salzburg, right under the nose of the Bavarian mountains, where he could not escape
revenge. Another victim was Eugen M. Kogon, a young Catholic intellectual, born in




Russia, educated in Bavaria, but an Austrian by his choice. Together with two friends he
tried to escape across the March River into Czechoslovakia in the night, when
Schuschnigg capitulated. One swam the river. The other was too exhausted. Therefore
the third decided to stay as well. Thus he was caught the next day and never released
alive.

There were many other cases of Socialist Jewish intellectuals, who died in the
German concentration camps. Oswald Richter was the lawyer of the labor party. He was
already in exile under the authoritarian regime, but voluntarily returned unable to find
his place in life even in Prague, where he had once come from. Another Socialist leader,
who had been in exile in Briinn but also came back, driven by home sickness, was Otto
Kanita. A few days before the end he asked me for my opinion, whether to leave or not.
He had lost the confidence of his former party-comrades, because Schuschnigg,
knowing and esteeming him from parliamentary times, had expressed his interest in
him, without doing, however, much for his real rehabilitation. In this moral isolation
between the two parties Kanitz remembered that he, the Jewish intellectual, had once
grown up as a Catholic. He could have easily left Austria without trembling for the
future. He was an ideal elocutionist and a perfect ex tempore poet of political satires in
both German and English. But he could not help staying in spite of my urgent advice
and thus was trapped in fact by the love for his country.

All these victims fell in the first years. In the meantime, the underground
activities had started, and very soon were answered by a wave of executions by the
German axe. One of the first to sacrifice his life was a simple proletarian chauffeur by
occupation, Hans Schneider, who was executed with his wife Hedwig with the axe at
Vienna on December 12, 1942. He was a collaborator of mine during the last years in
Austria. I travelled with him through the Austrian lands the very days before the end.
When I left Austria, I proposed to him to come with me. “I cannot leave my girl behind,
and besides we have to begin working against the Nazis tomorrow" he said. So he did
and his girl with him. Surely, if he would have left Austria, what would he have gained?
A road of misery would have brought him, if he would have been extremely lucky, from
the French concentration camp into the Spanish. Hardly would he ever have reached the
British or American shores. He was not an intellectual, but a proletarian, who
instinctively, with the same sound instincts as the Austrian peasants, knew, what kind of
adventure he should never try. The decision to stay was the more courageous, the more
he could run the risk by his physiognomy to be either being one indeed somehow
regarded as a Jew by the Nazis, either being one indeed somehow by some grandparents
without knowing it exactly, or else one of these Austrian types which sometimes look
like Jewish. Whatever he was, he was an Austrian proletarian, conscious of his function
to a high degree, who wanted to fight and fighting went down.

There was lots of this kind. Under the Social Democrats, to whom they belonged
as a matter of course, not to the Communists, they took the liberty to criticize the
"bonzes", who had elevated themselves in the party machine at the cost of the
proletarians. Under the authoritarian regime, in the frame of which they were ready to




work for liberty without any prejudice, they rather boldly uttered their grievances
instead of going underground. When disappointed by the results of their readiness to
cooperate, they did not hesitate even to try what legitimism could do for the right of
labor. Strangely enough for many observers, who did not understand the pride of these
people to be the backbone of an independent labor movement, they were never
Communists. Under the Nazis they refused any compromise at all. Of those elite, I shall
always think as of the politically most highly educated rank and file any European labor
movement could boast.

Not only Austrians at home, however, have been paying the price. Nobody does
endure any exile with so little ability of accommodation than the Austrian, who is the
master of accommodation at home .When I had been in exile in Switzerland for a few
months and was just to start for Paris I contemplated a letter I would write to Otto Bauer
(d. July 4, 1938), to meet him there again after the most fateful four years in our lives.
We had been in close contact before the events of 1934, after which he against the
authoritarian regime had left the country to continue the war against the authoritarian
regime in exile, while I took the chance to contribute my share to the building up of the
Austrian front against Nazism at home. In spite of these basically different mutual
decisions, there was still a tie of strong sympathy which connected us. We had even
exchanged our views via common friends at some risk respectively, when he was at
Briinn writing the underground paper of the Revolutionary Socialists, while I held an
office of the authoritarian regime. I never concealed even in this function and after his
failure that I regarded Bauer the most constructive brain which the democratic republic
possessed. At Ziirich I met another Otto Bauer, the leader of the Religious Socialists in
Austria for whose delicate position nobody else had any deeper understanding than his
namesake .When I opened the door to the house of a common Swiss friend, where I was
to greet Bauer and his family in exile, he told me that just the news had come from Paris
that Otto Bauer had died. At no time in my life I was struck so deeply that [ would never
on this earth listen to the wisdom of a man, in whom vision and experience had so
perfectly blended. The extinction of this light was to me, as if the best hope Austria
would ever have in exile had passed.

Many exiles have died since. Among the outstanding figures of the authoritarian
regime who left Austria was Guido Zernatto, the only minister of Schuschnigg's cabinet
to prefer exile to the old-age pension, for which all the others had longed, which they all
had to consume for a while in the concentration camps, but eventually received
promptly in liberty again, except only those regarded as Jews by the Nazis and therefore
killed. Zernatto was the responsible organizer of the Patriotic Front. Son of that
Austrian country, Carinthia, where people with Italian or Furlan names have Slovene
blood and a German ideology, he was an Austrian poet, before he became minister, with
instincts of blood and soil far away from any political theories. Schuschnigg promptly
placed him on the most political post which existed in the authoritarian regime, because
he thought him an un-political mind. Ideologically, Zernatto could have easily preceded
the way the other ministers of Schuschnigg did eventually, yet character logically he




was of another mettle. Although Schuschnigg did not make him his successor in exile,
as he could have done, the very fact that Zernatto left Austria shows that not everything
in the authoritarian regime was bound historically to culminate in the Anschluss. After a
short exile, in which unfortunately he did not live up politically to the expectations set
in his uniqueness as the only representative of the last Austrian regime abroad, the
premature death of Zernatto at New York cut this last offshoot of the experiment
Dollfuss-Schuschnigg abroad.

In comparing Bauer and Zernatto politically, there is not much alternative left to
the Austrians, from whom they ought to learn in the future. Bauer will live in the
Austrian memory as one of the great constructive spirits in the "generation between the
two wars", whose intellectual accomplishments are still not exhausted. Bauer, however,
with all his sentimentality he cultivated not only for the workers, but also, if not more,
for the peasants, his secret love, was not so much an Austrian, but rather a
cosmopolitan. This was his greatness and his limit.

This was the main reason, why men like Zernatto and all the Austrian "Semi-
Fascists” who in fact were no Fascists, but un-political Austrian patriots, suddenly felt
forced to jump into the breach and overnight aspired to the monopoly of political
leadership. Ambiguous, unclear, illogical, irrational, super-astute in their self-esteem,
but underprivileged in reality at least for politics, they left the folds of their former
occupations, where politics very often meant but business readiness and mingled into
real politics, of which they did not have any idea at all. They did not know either the
ideas or the rules of the game or anything else required to save or even to-handle
properly the state. Yet they well knew the unum necessarium which the Socialists, on
the other hand, did never know: that a state is determined] by its idea, that to fight even
with blinded eyes for the very name of Austria would be a merit before history and that
if the enthusiasts of Austria might perish because of their lack of technical knowledge,
the experts of democracy and socialism in their blindness for metaphysical values,
would have contributed their heavy share to this sad end. In all their tragic errors from
Dollfuss to Schuschnigg there is something of the genuine idealism of Don Quixote,
transfiguring their deeds, alive in the heroism, with which the men of the authoritarian
regime have fought five years alone In the world for Austria - against the overwhelming
onslaught of the giant neighbor, against the apathy of the world around and against the
1deological shortcomings of their constructive would-be partners within the country,
who did not want to know that in war a country can be defended only with patriotism
and nationalism, not with the most perfect party solidarity discipline and program.

Many of the Austrians, who have sacrificed their lives for Europe and
civilization, seemed to me once indispensable for any reconstruction of my country
when | am at a loss, revolving in my intellect the difficult problems of moral
reconstruction, I cannot say any longer, as [ was used to say to myself: Zessner will
know the right way. When [ think, from whom I might learn, most politically, I cannot
be joyful any longer to know that Otto Bauer too is in exile, and that, how much we
would disagree in essential matters, I would never learn more from anybody else .For a
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long time, after I settled in this country, when I needed support in all those economic
and political questions, in which two congenial souls always see clearer than one alone,
I was grateful to have the best adviser in Hans Simon (d. October 9, 1943) whom I
considered one of the few outstanding brains left under the ruins of Austria. Expert in
the field of modern finance, he never denied the very fact that his mother's sister had
been the third wife of Johann Strauss, Jr., whose Viennese charm found great
congeniality in my friend's family. Many vital discussions which we once have begun
on the banks of the Grundl See in Styria we have continued on the shores of Cape Cod,
Mass. He was the man nearest to my heart among all who went with me into exile from
Austria to America. He too will never advise me on earth.

Nevertheless, I feel him and all the others present .These are the souls and the
spirits, Catholics and Jews, intellectuals and proletarians, Romantic souls and political
spirits who are near to my mind, when I speak and think of Austria. They are my
“underground” and an efficient one at that. I rest upon them in confidence that they may
even advise me still more accurate now than they ever could before. They are a cross-
section of the sacrifices which Austria has contributed to the cause of Europe and
civilization during the last decade. There will be no reconstruction without them. Their
parties will certainly try again to drag asunder. But perhaps it will suffice, if there are a
few independent minds in which the Austrian deeds will remain a great spiritual unit.

Lucky the men, who fall for their convictions, if compared with the
meaninglessness of the hecatombs sacrificed on all fronts, where the German army has
dragged the Austrian soldiers into fire .We cannot even guess, to what the number of
these men amounts. I think of the sons of my late friend, whom the Nazis killed, the
sons of my collaborators among labor, and in particular of a young friend, who had
studied theology, before he was called to the colors, and who commented on the
situation at home for the sake of his "uncle" in America literally to the last mail. The
individual examples, however, frightening as they may be, are absorbed into a common
destiny, equalizing former Nazis and anti-Nazis alike, a destiny as cruel and bitter as
anything else happening today in Europe. The former Nazis among the Austrian soldiers
may have deserved their fate, but even they, mostly of age classes not responsible for
anything themselves, are over-punished, wherever they have rediscovered their Austrian
substance under their shirts in disappointment and disgust, yet are treated as Germans
by Germans and anti-Germans alike.

There 1s no venture in saying that the former Nazi minority in Austria has long
returned to the convictions of the Austrian majority which has been anti-Nazi, before
there were anti-Nazis anywhere else. Yet both majority and minority are not sure, how
the world has gone, since there is no Austria any longer. They are boys without fathers
to teach them politically. These fathers, in many cases literally killed by the Nazis and
in others morally deeply wounded, at any rate politically unable to express themselves,
have left to their sons a kind of legacy. Generally speaking, they have left, as it is very
natural for a basically still healthy people, the worldly courage in the average case to
perform loyally and unflinchingly their duty, There is nothing which could be more
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desirable for the Austrian people as a whole and their future that this is the tenor of their
youth. In some outstanding examples the Austrian fathers have also left the spiritual
courage to their sons to offer themselves as martyrs for their perennial convictions.
There were such among the Austrian boys, who have refused to serve the beast and have
been shot therefore. We may later learn of these cases more specifically after the mist of
the battled has cleared. The overwhelming majority of the young Austrians have,
however, not chosen this path of martyrdom. I dare say that this is only sane for a
people which will not commit national suicide. Nobody has the right to throw a stone
upon them therefore. To regard them as Nazis, because they did not obliterate
themselves, would be Phariseeism, indeed. They are the youth surrendered to Hitler by
Europe which refused to accept the sacrifices the Austrians had already made for
civilization. Thus, Hitler Germany became their legal authority to which all those who
did not want to embrace martyrdom voluntarily, had to stay in moral loyalty. This they
have done in peace and war

The Austrian soldiers in the German army have fought everywhere in this war as
faithfully and courageously as their fathers did under the imperial flag. Nobody can
accuse them for that. On hundred occasions, of which many observers have reported,
they have proved their humanity in dealing with civil populations and prisoners and
have distinguished themselves thereby from the rest of the German army. This was not
merit, but nature. Already in the last war I have seen during united offensives of
Austrian and German troops our Bosniaks behave as gentlemen, human and civilized, in
comparison with the Boches, who reveled in monstrosities. The Austrians in this war
have fought bravely, but have never shown the fanaticism necessary for holding the last
ditch, because they lacked both the national conviction to fight for a good cause and the
iron discipline to fight well for a bad one. Without seeking surrender some have
surrendered. Others have not been convinced as yet that their great dilemma would
really be solved by surrender. They may hate the Nazis, but they do not fully trust the
anti-Nazis, against whom they are trained to fight. We would surely hear more of them,
no doubt, if the name of Austria would really amount to a consistent program in the
mouth of the United Nations, of which the Austrian boys in the allied prison camps and
their politically adequate and treatment would be the symbols. This is not the case, and
every month being not the case may seriously damage the political task in the years
ahead.

This indispensable task, which should and could start already now, would very
well have to provide for the fighting generation of the Austrians, who have shared the
fate of the German army, a meaning of their sacrifices and sufferings superior to any
prevailing interpretation by the idea of solidarity and comradeship with the German
army. If this better interpretation cannot be achieved in the long run in a new Austria
there will be a third time the chance that Alpine elite troops participate in an enterprise
destructive for civilization. Like their fathers, who have been buried in Poland, in
Russia, in Serbia, in Rumania, and in Italy, seldom, however, side by side with their
German comrades, the sons have died all over Europe but now always together with the
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Germans. Can the dead of the same war ever be separated in the memory of the
survivors? The bulk of the Austrian soldiers in World War I has overcome this memory
and would still have been more thoroughly separated from the German spell, both
psychologically and politically, if the respective policy of the victors would have been
positive enough. Why not think the same possible again under better presuppositions?

The fate of both fathers and sons seems largely identical. Both have fought on
the wrong side. Both have figured in the plans and armies of the barbarians instead of
civilization although their common ancestors have never faltered in knowing well their
place in history. There is a great difference, however between the two generations. The
fathers still knew that they fought for an empire which, as much as it had been in
Germany's towing-rope for the last thirty years, if prevailing still might preserve some
auxiliary power to curb again the tide of Germanism. Although they knew to be forces
in the hands of the German power game they nevertheless were still able to stand on
their own account at least on the periphery of the game. Their deeds in defending Lwow
and Czernowitz in the East against the armies of the Czar, or even Trieste and Trent in
the South in the name of a millennium of supra-national symbiosis against the mere
greed of sacro egoismo were not meaningless for the future and can perhaps be better
understood thirty years afterwards. The Austrian armies in World War I have not only
fought that German power might be preserved, but also that afterwards, if no peace
without victors and vanquished would be possible, at least the Succession States would
be possible in an interlude of history in the midst of three imperialisms, the German, the
Italian and the Russian

The sons have nothing like this hope before their eyes. Hence, they ought to have
placed before them what peace and reconstruction would bring to them. They are told
today by their German superiors that they fight for European civilization. They don't
believe that stuff. But they don't believe the opposite theory either. They are bewildered
not knowing, where to turn. Only on account of the future reconstruction of the
European continent in peaceful and civilized cooperation among the United Nations,
extinguishing the glimmering flares of barbarism and the resort to more power politics,
everywhere, will they understand in looking back that their sufferings and sacrifices
have really contributed to this effect, even if they once fulfilled their duty on the wrong
side. For this is the secrecy of ethical behavior that in the long run it does not serve
primarily the authority misusing loyalty to whom it is addressed, but only those
themselves, who are doing their duty. May history never disappoint them. May the
liberated Europe after this war be spared to reach a stage, in which any single nation, as
small as it may be, retrospectively will be seduced to think that after all the Huns stood
for civilization. May the future generation of the Austrian people be able to engrave on
the tombs and the monuments of their Thirty Years' War martyrs the sentence:

MORITURI PRO AUSTRIA MORIUNT PRO HUMANITATE.
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The dead have to he buried, but the people have to go on living. There is only
one eternal force of civilized society, by the efforts of which the catastrophes of history
may he overcome again, and thereby alone the sacrifices of the martyrs may get their
fullest meaning in history. This force is neither church nor state, which in this respect
are only auxiliary institutions, but the family, the large family, not the dwarf family to
be destined to die out, the growing family in a growing people. The family 1s a cosmos
of its own, religious and social, spiritual and temporal, by which the deepest wounds of
the national body can be healed. Family means the most individualized individual and
the most collectivized collectivity, means the human person under authority and in
charge of authority, one being at the service of the other, both at the service of God and
the country. To look at national problems from the angle of the family, really means the
long-range view as compared with the merely political aspect. Nothing is more
important in exile, where one set of the ideas concerning the new Austria is prepared, as
well as at home again, when new life out of the old resources alone will be up to the
gigantic task ahead, than really to get the view of the family in national affairs: to see
the national life as the cooperation between man and woman, both primarily in their
natural spheres, to understand fully, how every single item of national activities is either
to the advantage or to the disadvantage of the family and thus of the national future, and
to act consistently in every detail so that the values of the family flourish in the national
community and everything else be subordinated to this goal identical with national
being or non-being.

The political exile has any meaning at all historically where national ideas are
preserved and contributed for the future which the people at home under foreign yoke
cannot be equally sure of keeping alive and unpolluted. If an exile is short, it may not
even be necessary at all. If an exile is long, it will not be endured by men with their
names written in the running rivers of the time, but only by people with deep roots in
their national soil, as once the Polish aristocrats and intellectuals surely possessed. .

This book is written by an individual author, but conceived out of the substance
of both his family which means those around him in this time and those before him
during many times. This society of the spirits throughout the ages alone is worth-while
to be called one's fatherland. This alone was the basis that we could emigrate from
Austria when she became a part of Greater Germany, and this alone still is the basis that
and this alone still is the basis that I can contemplate to return again to Austria, after she
1s liberated, whether it will last a few additional months, or 123 years, as in the case of
Poland.

Out of the substance of the family, whose battle-cry is Austria, whose principle
primum philosophari deinde vivere and whose coat of arms the lilies of the field, the
national reconstruction will be alone possible after these gigantic moral and material
destructions. On a spiritual, rather than economic basis simply evident to everybody, the
Austrian children of the coming generation will have to be begotten in and educated to
liberty and a deadly serious life which, as they will surely discover, in fact is the only
joyful life at all worth-while to be lived. This may be a different Austrian gospel as the
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world has-been accustomed to hear from the Austrians, but it will doubtlessly be the
only one to guarantee survival for an Austria to exist during the second half of the iron
century. Only lives to be sure of asceticism, sacrifices and first-class achievements will
be countable in the future as Austrian lives not to be merely a liability to the national
community. As I myself have fared extremely well throughout my life with exactly this
recipe in spite of all the cynicism which I have encountered on my path, I trust that there
will be missions enough ahead in my family to be counted as Austrian.

This book i1s as good the product of an Austrian family in exile, as it is the
product of the author’s intellect and pen. When I say in exile, being on the native soil of
good old Tenafly, looking out from my window at the Palisades, as I once looked at the
Vienna Forest, I am nearly ashamed to say in exile, where I am at home. Wherever we
shall once be together again, on the outskirts of Vienna, in the Lower Austrian
mountains around Maria Zell, in the Upper Austrian plains and hills, in the Tyrol, north
or south of the Brenner, in Salzburg, in Styria, in Carinthia,- we shall never forget to
have been at home at Tenafly one hour and a half from the Empire State Building of
New York.

There would be much which would speak of staying at Tenafly for the rest of our
lives, - if Austria would not call us to work. Speaking as the father who transfers the
torch of life to his offspring in the full consciousness that they will continue the road
where I leave it, there is something in myself which I feel will never enable me to give
the fullest life, I am still capable of, to any other country than Austria, for which I have
worked with my entire soul, as long as I can remember, which is nearly half a century,
and the fathers and mothers in my soul have worked half a millennium and more than
we can remember .We shall do it again. Some splinter will grow again in the old mold.
No chance on earth can substitute this prospect.

To our best common ability we worked for our country in this book. We did it in
making possible and in carrying out together chapter for chapter. They had not only to
be conceived and written, which is my foremost job, not only indefatigably corrected
and supervised linguistically, to which my eldest boy and my eldest girl contributed
their shares, but to which simultaneously the economic basis available had to be adapted
by the exact cooperation of all involved, in which everybody held a function. Without
my family I would never have written this book. Both spiritually and technically it is a
family affair, to which all ten of us have contributed .To the other nine the author
wishes to express his fatherly thanks for all they have offered him.

August 1, 1944, Tenafly, New Jersey Ernst Karl Winter
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The Shadow of Yesterday

Nothing is easier than to see the history of a people only under the aspect of
economic forces which determine the national fate, and particularly the history of a small
people only under the aspect of international conditions which turn into an object what
longs to be a subject of politics. Nothing easier than to write Austrian history also under
these two aspects! Modern political journalism is sometimes nothing else than analysis of
these outside factors. Yet nobody, who recognizes the existence of national
individualities in history, will deny that there are inside factors as well. Aside from the
economic forces and the international conditions, to which even the most powerful
nations are subjected, there is the factor of national metaphysics, of which even the last
powerful nation on earth is its own forger. To be capable of knowing its own road
through history, past and future, is the indelible privilege of every nation, independently
from outside factors. In the new age which will require national self-analysis, it is
indispensable that nations learn to look into the mirror of their history as if neither
economic nor international determinism, but only their own free decision had shaped its
course. Only where the character of a nation is really clarified, can the influence of the
environment upon the character be defined at all. Thus it is not meaningless to
concentrate, without completely neglecting the outside factors, primarily on the inside
factors of national history, and to analyze its process in the light which the logical
primacy of ideas over economics permits. This will be our course, indeed. There are still
many people, commoners and statesmen alike, who think of nations as merely linguistic
units. This, in fact, more than any other, is the social disease which has destroyed the
basic structure of the European family of nations. Both Fascism and National Socialism
are but the last consequences of the "principle of nationality", linguistically interpreted as
it has been for a century. "From humanity through nationality to bestiality", Grillparzer,
the Austrian poet, once said both epigrammatically and prophetically. A nation is not a
linguistic unit, but is man, nature and history in a unique amalgamation. There is no other
European nation which, to be thoroughly understood in its national character, will need,
as much as Austria, the final emancipation of mankind from the fetters of linguistic
nationalism which is but the caricature of the historic national consciousness.

The Austrian is a type of man, who indeed speaks German, and while he is
convinced to speak it much better, more humanly and less disfigured than the Germans
themselves, is yet no German. He is just as little a German, as the American is an
Englishman in spite of the common language sometimes uniting, sometimes separating
them. The Austrians are not merely a German tribe once separated from the motherly
womb of Germany by some mistake of history and who in our time slipped back into the
shell again to which they always have belonged. They are a nation of their own. Their
national consciousness has been shaped differently from and antagonistically to that of
Germany. Thus, the Austrian nation is an undisputable reality of history. The Austrians
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are politically non-Germans in spite of the fact that they seem to be, at least to superficial
observers, quasi-Germans linguistically.

They are, however, not necessarily anti-German. Their national ideal might be
circumscribed best as the political use of the German language outside of Germany for
the sake of a European symbiosis between Germans and non-Germans. Only where
Germany herself, in too noisy and rattling a pronunciation of her interests, feels wrongly
endangered and irrationally enraged by the mere existence of another German speaking
political community, this Austrian ideal, pro-German in its very nature, turns out to be an
anti-German factor. Austria basically represents a cosmopolitan and civilized use of the
German language and a similar interpretation of German ideas to the non-German
peoples of the world, as well as an assimilation of non-German ideas into the linguistic
frame of German thought. Germany may make use of this Austrian opportunity or not. If
not, Austria, consciously bearing in her veins the blood stream of many races, with her
world always open to those of other nations, will continue her own life. Nothing is less
true than the belief that Austria is merely a German province - spiritually or
economically. In the course of centuries, the Austrians have built an edifice carefully
fitted into the landscape around, which they believe to be their contribution to European
civilization, gladly inviting the peoples of the world to gaze and marvel at it. In clinging
to their native soil, they are capable of living their fullest lives within their own
boundaries in self-sufficiency, at least without the breasts of Germany spending but
witch-milk. There is no other kind of salvation possible for Austria than within her own
sacred precincts, the soul of the people and the earth of the country, where delights of the
eyes tell of millennia of meditation and cultivation. In their innermost soul, the Austrians
are neither pro-German nor anti- German, but simply non-German, indifferent to the fact
that there are Germans on earth at all, at least other Germans than Austrians.

The uniqueness of the Austrian national individuality embraces in fact a twofold
Austrian mission, wherever the Austrians leave their precincts and mingle with other
nations. In speaking many German dialects, Bavarian, Alemannic, Frankish, Saxon, aside
from the classical German which is Austrian, the Austrians are able to speak more
intimately and more accurately than anybody else on earth with the Germans. They are
able to understand them in all their rational and irrational impulses and utterances,
whether the German language is revealing or covering them, to translate their words most
adequately into the languages of the world as well as to communicate to their minds
straightforwardly the views of the other nations. Austria is the only real bridge which
connects the curving comet of the German destiny with the planetary system of the
world. By fitting into a territory, however, which is an essential part of a geographical
system outside of the German orbit, Austria always transcended her own linguistic
barriers belonging intrinsically to a family of non-German peoples, who, even if they also
were never necessarily anti-German, under the impact of Germanism repeatedly had to
become the very core of anti-German sentiments and actions. The Austrian people has
been by nature the German speaking partner of a non-German community of nations
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which, although frequently allied with Germany in history, nevertheless was always her
only effective ruler and tamer. This is the twofold destiny of Austria which, whenever not
completely grasped either by the Austrians themselves or their two kinds of neighbors, 1s
bound to turn into tragedy for them all.

The twofold Austrian mission in history has sometimes resulted in ambiguities
about the Austrian name which are not always flattering to the Austrian character. Not
only the world looking upon Austria was at times puzzled, but also the Austrians
themselves frequently did not know what they really were. In speaking of Austria today
we have to think of the Eastern Alpine countries which existed down to 1938 as an
independent state in form of a federation consisting of nine federal lands: Vienna, Lower
Austria, Upper Austria, Salzburg, Tyrol, Vorarlberg, Carinthia, Styria and Burgenland.
Austria in these dimensions equals either Maine or the other five New England states
together. Roughly speaking, Lower Austria is nearly like Massachusetts, Upper Austria
nearly like Connecticut, Styria about two thirds of New Hampshire, Salzburg not quite
one third of New Hampshire, the Tyrol like half of Vermont, Vorarlberg like less than
one eighth of Vermont (or less than Rhode Island), Carinthia nearly like the other three
eighths of Vermont, the Burgenland somewhat larger than Rhode Island, while the capital
of Vienna (in its smaller size before the Anschluss) equals one and a half District of
Columbia. In terms of population figures, Austria's 6.7 million inhabitants (1933) were
then either nearly equal to New York's five boroughs, or to New England minus
Connecticut.

Yet if this doubtlessly has been Austria during a period of twenty years between
the two wars, it seems to have been much more problematic who in fact was an Austrian
at that time. There were always many more Austrians outside of Austria than simply
those holding within the Greater Austrian orbit within the greater Austrian orbit than
simply those holding Austrian papers of citizenship. There were single people
considering themselves Austrians and there were Austrian minorities abroad which, even
where they were forced to forget about, could not be forced to unmake their history. To
acknowledge these facts has nothing to do with any imitation of the pan-German
tendency which keeps the German speaking offspring of German immigrants everywhere
in the world under German political influence. The Austrians abroad are a much more
complex phenomenon and their existence not so simply deducible from any scheme of
imperialism. There have been always several categories of Austrians abroad. Down to
1918 Austria was an empire including a dozen of nations. These nations, some of them
connected with Austria only since the 18™ century, but more of them forming the
Austrian empire for four hundred years, and a nucleus of them shaping the Austrian
people even for a longer time, were the following the German speaking Austrians proper
(subdivided into the Alpine, Sudeten and Carpathian branches), the Eastern Jews, the
Czechs, the Slovaks, the Poles, the Ruthenians (or Western Ukrainians), the Slovenes, the
Croats, the Serbs, the Magyars, the Rumanians, the Italians, the Furlans and the Ladins
(the two last ones being descendants of the pre-Italian Romansh of the Eastern Alps).
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Among all these nations there are still people who feel as Austrians and still many more
who behave as such. I have known persons among everyone of these nations, who have
continued to regard themselves as Austrians even after the end of Old Austria. According
to temperament, interest and conviction a few of these Old Austrians were always in
strict opposition to their respective states. Yet most of them did not even think of
wavering in their respective loyalties. For the most time, this Austrian consciousness,
extant among the non-German nations of Old Austria was less a matter of politics, than
the consequence of a psychological habit and an atmosphere of life. There are more
Austrians of this latter category than generally understood, if we only think in terms of
Austrian civilization, and quite a few representative figures, statesmen, artists and
scholars even of the emancipated non-Austrian nations of the postwar era belonged to it. I
do not hesitate to number the two Masaryk, father and son, among them, who have stood
politically for de-Austrianization of the Czechoslovak people, but culturally are living
symbols themselves of what once has been called the Austrian-Slavonic school of
thought.

If all this is true of many non-Germans, it is still truer of the German speaking
Austrians abroad who are living dispersed among the non-German nations of the
European Southeast. The entire stock of non- German pseudo-Austrians, as many might
be induced to call them, may face extinction in a very near future (although I am not even
sure of that). Yet the German speaking minorities among the non-German nations of Old
Austria, as long as they survive obliteration by artificial means, will always have merely
the alternative of being either Austrians or Germans. Under the impact of the principle of
nationality, materialized by their non-German neighbors, they were de-Austrianized and
thereby in fact Germanized, until their Germanism became a menace to their host
peoples. If they ought not to regard themselves as Germans and thus remain a menace to
the non-Germans around them, they ought to be recognized as the Austrians they are, not
so much politically but culturally, which means recognized as a telling token of an age, in
which they were a highly civilized bond of unity among the fragments of an artistic
mosaic. Hence the Czechoslovaks, who were foremost in de-Austrianizing themselves as
well as their minorities, might well be forced in the future either to try the complete
uprooting and transplanting of the so-called Sudeten Germans, or, if this will be too
double-edged a solution, to aid in their re-Austrianization. There i1s no escape from this
alternative. If the most compact group among these German speaking minorities is often
erroneously referred to as Sudeten Germans, now their non-German host people must be
mainly interested that they are recognized as Sudeten Austrians, and that they are dealt
with as linguistic and cultural minorities of the Austrian, not the German, political nation.

Down to 1918 Austria was geographically the "empire on the Danube" that
combined the Eastern Alpine countries of Austria proper, the Sudeten countries of
Bohemia, Moravia and Silesia, the Carpathian countries of Hungary, including Slovakia,
Carpatho-Ruthenia and Transylvania, the sub-Carpathian countries of Galicia-Lodomeria
and Bukovina, and the Karst countries between the Adriatic Litoral and the Balkan
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Peninsula, including Carniola, Gorizia-Gradiska, Trieste, [stria, Croatia-Slavonia-
Dalmatia, Bosnia-Herzegovina, - integrating them all into a great European power with
more than 50 million inhabitants. Austria down to 1938, however, was the Eastern Alpine
country roughly between the Inn and the Leitha rivers, tributaries of the Danube, a
country stretching from the Bodensee on the Swiss frontier to the Neusiedlersee on the
Hungarian frontier, and flowed through and drained south of the main ridge of the Alps
by the Drau and Mur Rivers.

The Austria of 1918/38 was somehow identical with the nucleus of Austria before
the union with Bohemia and Hungary in 1526. Yet postwar Austria was cut off from
various territories which once belonged historically to the same organism for many
centuries. Some of these territories were ripped off from Austria, because the non-
German inhabitants who were the majority desired to join their national states. This was
their plain right under the rules in power, yet was not always even wise from their own
national point of view., Among these voluntarily seceding territories were Carniola,
Gorizia-Gradiska, Trieste and Istria which left Austria on their own account, just as some
of them, for instance Trieste, had once joined Austria spontaneously as a free community
more than five hundred years earlier. Other territories were not consulted about their
wishes, but were separated from Austria because of the national interests of her victorious
neighbors. While a plebiscite in favor of Austria saved the larger part of South Carinthia,
other parts were transferred to both Italy and Yugoslavia without any plebiscite. Perhaps
a plebiscite would also have modified the state's frontier in the case of South Styria also
annexed by Yugoslavia. An injustice, unheard of in history, occurred In the case of South
Tyrol, where a quarter of a million German speaking Tyroleans, together with the Ladin
enclaves gravitating more to the north than to the south, were ruthlessly sacrificed to the
Interests of a petty imperialism in the very age of national self-determination.

Yet the greatest tragedy not only for Austria, but for the things to come was the
separation of more than three million Sudeten Austrians in Bohemia, Moravia and Silesia
from their Austrian core. They were the symbol for the German speaking Austrian
minorities at large everywhere in Czechoslovakia, Rumania, Hungary and Yugoslavia
which all simply had to submit to the new conditions. As they were imposed upon several
million German speaking Austrians spread throughout the Southeastern European range
without presenting to both the Austrian mother country and the Austrian minorities any
compensation within a new frame of unity, the net result could not be doubtful. In the
first place the minorities became susceptible to the influence of German irredentism and
the very bridge of the German expansion into South Eastern Europe. In spite of this
perspicuous role which may have disturbed many minds among them, they always
represented in fact the most hopeless outpost of German imperialism, under the merely
military aspect of which they were ruthlessly expended. Once Old Austria had provided
for them a home in the midst of the other nations, to whose intellectual growth they have
greatly contributed. Now the new Germany has made a military camp out of it which
eventually will question all their colonizing achievements. Yet if they are lost forever,
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Austria and not Germany will be the true mourner. Without these Austrians abroad from
the Sudeten to the Carpathian Mountains, Austria herself will be only half of herself, and
her ability to speak the language of cosmopolitan Germanism may vanish even to the
degree of being silenced forever. Although Austria, her soul and her earth, would not die
with this mission she would exist for too many only to be the unfortunate heir of ever
burning problems helpless to intercede directly unable to convince her co-victims by the
preaching of realism, and by her very existence a sting in the memory of all that once life
was different and thus it must become different again. This simply would repeat on the
largest possible scale the frustrations of yesterday.

koK
&

The identity of Austria in the experience of the living generation was confused by
the very fact that three forms of government existed already before the Anschluss in the
memory of one generation, who had lived in the constitutional monarchy (down to 1918),
in the democratic republic (down to 1933) and under the so-called authoritarian regime
(down to 1938). In the opinion of many Austrians, still differing in the historic evaluation
of these three periods of their national existence, all three forms of government held
advantages and disadvantages. There was no common opinion among the Austrians, and
there is certainly none today, which would overwhelmingly agree that two of these forms
of government were blunt errors, while only one was the really adequate solution of the
Austrian problem. Historically, they all three have carried the stones to the pedestal of
Nazism, and as Nazism falls, some thing completely different from anything auxiliary to
Nazism should be gladly established by the surviving followers of all "three Austrias" of
the past.

Through centuries Austria was an empire, even a world empire, under the aegide
of the Habsburg dynasty, and the symbol of the past, the double eagle on the standard
black and yellow, still has a sentimental value among the Austrians. This empire,
however, was strangely enough never an Austrian empire proper, but was continuous
only as a Habsburg Empire, in which the Austrians had their stakes, but with which they
were never completely identical. First, there was the millennium of the Holy Roman
Empire, of which the Habsburgs, with interludes, were the elected emperors during five
centuries, and of which Austria and Bohemia, but not the other Habsburg dominions,
Hungary, Croatia-Slovenia-Dalmatia, Galicia-Lodomeria and Lombardy-Venetia were
members. The world empire of the Habsburgs in the 16" century with Burgundy and
Spain already transcended by far the boundaries of the Holy Roman Empire, and with its
Spanish and Austrian branch, covering both Europe from the Danube to the Tajo, and the
New World including Peru and Mexico, was in fact the empire in which the sun never
set. The symbolism of the double-eagle, originating in the Roman Empire, found here its
widest scope .When the Danubian half of this empire crystallized to be the Habsburg
monarchy in its final shape (1526), it was basically the coexistence of three political
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systems converging on the Danube: Austria proper, Bohemia and Hungary, With this
nucleus three other political systems gradually agglomerated Croatia-Slavonia-Dalmatia,
Galicia-Lodomeria and Lombardy-Venetia. This Habsburg empire "the Monarchy of the
House of Austria", eventually abandoning the form of the Holy Roman Empire(1806),
after having taken over its symbols into the own dynastical Imperial dignity (1804)
became formally, when forced to yield its position in both Germany and Italy and to
modify its structure, the Austrian-Hungarian Monarchy (1867). This was the form of the
empire and the monarchy, called Austrian and being Habsburg's, down to its end. Only in
the first half of the 19™ century it came near to some kind of Austrian empire, although
even then it continued simply to be "the Monarchy of the House of Austria", while in the
second half it ceased to be even this dynastical unity in favor of a very complex
parallelogram of forces. It is nevertheless quite natural that the Austrians think of their
imperial tradition in terms of a contribution made to world civilization, even if this
tradition, primarily Habsburg’s and only secondarily Austria's, has now gone for good.
Those few among them, who commence their political thinking with the year when the
empire collapsed, will never, except in times of catastrophes, have really any ascendancy
over the soul of the Austrian people. This attitude has nothing to do with any scheming
for restoration, dynastical or imperial, or even with any attempt of white-washing the sins
of the past, but simply manifests the conservatism of a people which either will stick to
the task of integrating the transcendental values of its traditions into a modern patriotism
and nationalism, or will be swept away by the whirlwinds of history.

It was doubtlessly a profound shock, when the Austrians, who regarded
themselves as the builders of the empire, suddenly discovered that they were the citizens
of the smallest, poorest and weakest among the six succession states of the Balkanized
Old Austrian territory. The Austrian Republic, born in this hour of shame and self-
reproach, did not enjoy a lucky star. For easily understandable pathological reasons, the
Greater Austrian ideology of a happier past having now arrived at the end of its historic
road, switched into the Greater German ideology which in the Austrian psychopathy of
these years of turmoil seemed to have the miraculous power of bringing back the
Austrian people to an imaginary golden age .This was said to be the age when Austria
was already a part of Germany, and there existed no Austrian Monarchy obliged to care
constitutionally for equal non-German nations. Of course, this interpretation of the past
was rather fictitious. Such a Germany which would have embraced Austria never existed,
while both the Holy Roman Empire and the German Federation were under exactly the
same Austrian leadership which now was deserted. It was a feverish dream, from which
the healthier majority of the Austrian people soon awoke again, but not without certain
vestiges of having dreamt so heavily. For two decades postwar Austria was both the heir
of the name, the guilt and the responsibility of the Austrian-Hungarian Monarchy and
simultancously that succession state most terribly hit by the monarchy's dissolution. The
gigantic problems of adaptation which this tinier form of Austria had to accomplish made
her amiable to those who have stood through all these difficulties with her during the best
years of their lives. There 1s no need to be ashamed of the results of this historic test. The
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Austrians, known as a grudging people, did not lack the mettle to master the destiny with
which they had been burdened. In their most realistic social strata they gradually
discovered that, as great as the empire of their dynasty had been in its best times, their
own truer historic function was now not within any empire, either Greater Austrian or
Greater German, but within their own Eastern Alpine state, native and local. Thus the
Austrians, a very old people, but still not fully awakened as long as ruled by their
dynasty, had to begin as if they were the youngest member of the European family of
nations. 01d as they are they did so by going back to their very origins. In symbols of
standards, the Austrians did not continue to stick to black and yellow, the imperial flag,
nor did they ever really accept black and red and yellow, the flag of the Greater Germans
in Austria and the Weimar Republic in Germany, but they chose red and white and red,
the ancient flag of Austria before she entered the imperial union with Bohemia and
Hungary. This symbolism again embraces both tasks and chances: to be a bridge of
Europe into Germany and to be a partner in a federation outside Germany. Thus Austria
really got the chance to start all over again, after the deeds of her first millennia had been
unmade by history.

Yet while the Austrian people grew more and more into the new task, the Austrian
political life, determined by Greater Austrian reminiscences, Greater German dreams,
Marxism, Scholasticism and what else, did not. The postwar factions in Austria, more
than anywhere else, differed in the very interpretation of the state itself which they had
shaped together and should have continuously reshaped so. Some times, there were
nearly two peoples within the one state, and they spoke very different languages.
Paradoxically, those who adhered most passionately to the democratic republic did not
especially appreciate the existence of an independent Austria, nor her roots in history. On
the other hand, those who stood for Austrian independence and recognized the values of
her tradition did not so highly appreciate the democratic republic. The final outcome of
this paradox in the geographical position of the country stretching between the two
internationally recognized realms of Mussolini and Hitler was the political experiment
staged by Dollfuss and continued by Schuschnigg, the so-called authoritarian regime,
which, however great its historic guilt may have been, cannot be deprived of a great
historic merit, a merit unknown to the former democratic republic: the merit of having
rediscovered the forgotten name of Austria in interior politics, of having courageously
reformulated the idea of Austrian independence in foreign politics, and last but not least,
of having even risked and waged war against overwhelming odds to keep the standards of
the country flying in their ancient glory. No Austrian will forget that his country in
1933/38 war the first to feel the brunt of German aggression and, as the lost avant-garde
of Europe to fight a war which all the other future United Nations still hoped to avoid.
Tragically enough, the authoritarian regime which revitalized the symbolism of Austria
served her with means which eventually and inevitably obliterated her just rediscovered
name, while its Socialist adversaries, who never cared very much for the glory which was
Austria's, and never were greatly in love with Austria's independence, really sacrificed
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their own lives for the constitutional identity of the Austrian state, without which there
could never be in fact any lasting idea of Austria at all.

This is the background of the Austrian problem, sketched out schematically, to
make its political characteristics clear enough. There are many people who have never
thought of Austria otherwise than perhaps in terms of music, medical science or skiing. In
fact, these three items are so good a propaganda for Austria that the Austrians, inclined to
be a silent people, "who think their part and let the others talk" (Grillparzer), could well
remain silent and let this propaganda work for them. It is not only for the sake of the
Austrians, however, that the outstanding experimental field in politics which modern
Austria had been deserves to be presented to the outside world. As Austria herself once
had the privilege to start all over again, so had those Austrians who preferred to leave
their country after it was surrendered to the enemy. Many among them have been puzzled
since how things are bound to happen again in the world at large, which long ago have
happened in the small world which was Austria's. Too many people in many other
countries have made the same experiments, as if they were never tried in vain before in
Austria. Nobody can tell, whether the sequence of these experiments is really over. But
even if the authoritarian varieties of totalitarianism should really he everywhere
liquidated together with their very root, there still remains, perhaps as the main problem
of the postwar era, the indispensable synthesis between the Right and the Left,
conservatism and liberalism, capitalism and socialism, peasantry and labor, or whatever
special aspect this fundamental problem will have. To be sure, this problem was not
solved in the Austrian Republic. On the contrary, its failure to solve it has made possible
the authoritarian regime. Yet the Austrian situation between the two wars has contributed
more elementary material for its solution as any other state was able to produce. Exactly
the same can be said of the age-old symbiosis of Austria with her non-German neighbors.
This problem too has not been solved by man in history. The historic form of Austria
collapsed and produced that type of leftist failure which bore the rightist degeneration in
its womb, because the problem of interracial symbiosis has not been solved then, as it
could have been solved. Yet the Austrian-Bohemian-Hungarian symbiosis, effective for
four centuries, has so far been the only model of a lasting international organization, in
which the principle of imperialism at least was counterbalanced by the principle of
federalism. From the experiences of this exemplary experiment, unique in history, the
indispensable task of creating a new family of nations may well profit. Thus, the three-
fold historic experience which is Austria's ought to be accepted by the homo politicus all
over the world, party leaders and statesmen alike. How many people, who listen to
Austrian music, are aware that the Austrians of their own age have had to face
extraordinarily grave political problems, over which any other people would probably
also have stumbled?

These are the "three Austrias" which still cast their shadows into the future and
which any "Fourth Austria” will have to take fully into account. Whatever one or the
other Austrian faction itself may tell the world, - these are the three kinds of Austria to he
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assimilated into one interpretation of national history, if at last there ought to be an
Austrian nation, proud of liberty and independence, and not two races on Austrian soil
waging a war of extermination against each other to the tenth generation. This "Fourth
Austria", I am sure, will have to emphasize the virtues of all the three other experiments
of history without flinching from the consequences, quite independently from the
decision, to whatever type she herself will it feel to be closest related. Equally
courageous, however, must the "Fourth Austria" be in effacing, and if need be even
atoning, the guilt of all three predecessors, including that one of which she might feel to
be the genuine successor. There can never be a mere return to the past of anyone of the
three manifestations of the Austrian state, as much as the "Legitimists" in both camps,
monarchists and republicans, may clamor for it. There will a new creation be necessary to
suit the entire Austrian people consistently and continuously, and to provide the
legitimate authority which will survive all doubt and criticism. Basically, this creation
must be the proud continuation of the idea of Austria as alive in all three metamorphoses,
and consequently the radical suppression of their common errors, which lay primarily in
Greater Austrian and Greater German irrationalism and day dreaming, until at the end the
caricature of both, the Nazi imperialism engulfing all the Old Austrian nations, emerged
from the waters of history like the eternal beast.

Only within this fundamental attitude of historic neutrality, by which alone both
the causality and the continuity of history is objectively presented, will it be possible to
take fully into account the value of constitutional legality as well. For as much as all
three kinds of Austria may have had their historic causes, equally entitled to boast of their
historic merits, and condemned to atone their historic errors, constitutionally there is a
decisive difference among them. Taking into account the main trends and abstracting
from all details, the constitutional monarchy has ended and the democratic republic has
been born and built legally, thanks a good deal to the yielding monarchy itself. On the
other hand, the democratic republic was overthrown and the authoritarian regime
introduced illegally. In this factor lies the moral difference between the two kinds of
"Legitimism", monarchical and republican. The monarchy has not been able to preserve
and the republic not been able to create that kind of legitimacy which is undisputed by the
overwhelming majority of the people in times of crises. Both monarchy and republic did
not collapse by the sheer weight of might thrown against them, but by a change of loyalty
in basic stratifications of the populace. Nevertheless while the monarchy at least
formally, paved the way for the republic, minor illegalities unaccounted for, the republic
could be eliminated only by a combination of trickery, violence, shamelessness and
perverse conscience which not only can never be forgotten by those who were the
victims, but also historically sealed the fate of Austria. Her corpse for a while continued
to fill its place. Some of her statesmen, even those guilty in their perversity, continued to
speak gloriously of her name, but her very soul which is the constitution of a people had
disappeared and could not be called back by artificial respirations. While the historic
continuity of Austria as a member in the society of nations certainly ended on March 11,
1938, the day Schuschnigg capitulated before Hitler, her legal continuity as a people of
her own right was interrupted already on March 15, 1933, when the democratic republic
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was overthrown by the first decisive act - the government preventing the parliament to
convene by the force of police - by which Dollfuss established the authoritarian regime.

These are the shadows of yesterday, the inevitable consequences of a history full
of problems, chances, failures and achievements. They can never be simply shaken off,
nor ought they to be effaced from memory. There exists no body politic on earth without
earthly shadows, nor will there ever be one. The task is not to annul the shadows, or to
make them disappear by juggleries, or to force them into ideal patterns, but to see them
through as shadows. They ought never to interfere with life. Paradoxically enough for
many, this will only be done by those who feel the omnipresence of the fathers, and
indeed not as a shadowy memory behind, but as living substance in blood and brain and
mettle. Although we never can emancipate from the fathers in ourselves, we ought to be
skeptical enough, where ghostly apparitions are crossing our path, not to take the history
behind too tragic, but to take the substance of history in the very existence of the living
generation serious enough, could be an Austrian recipe for the work ahead. Either the
fathers are dead, or they are living in us. To understand the fathers better than they
understood themselves is but another formula of an identic wisdom, once coined for an
analogous situation in the history of philosophy. For sons are born to surpass their
fathers. Yet they will do so only in awe of their fathers' deeds deeply engraved in their
very souls.
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Chapter One
The Monarchy

Bella gerant alii, tu, felix Austria, nube. "May others wage wars, thou happy
Austria, marry". This is the famous distich which symbolizes the final stage in the unique
genesis of the Austrian empire, whose full historic evaluation, the evaluation of both its
existence and its non-existence for Europe at large, still remains a task of political
analysis to be accomplished. An empire, not conquered by wars, invasions and
adventures, but "married together", agglutinated bit by bit during Europe's "dark ages" by
the work of peace, was it not something miraculous? The instincts of prosperous peasants
in aggrandizing their estates translated into world politics, were they not an extraordinary
instrument of breaking down national isolation and cementing organically divergent
interests into identic sovereignty? No more ingenious method has in fact been developed
as yet which would mould with equal success national discrepancies into a lasting supra-
national co-existence. This "matrimonial policy" was the glory applied for centuries to
the agglomeration of countries and peoples called the Monarchy of the House of Austria,
as it has likewise been the stigma stained on them during the modern decades. There
obviously was some immanent urgency in such an organic growth which filled nearly a
millennium of European history. Hence, the idea, once uttered by Voltaire that God
would have to be invented, if he should not exist, was frequently adapted to so strange
and strong a mosaic alike which, out-withering history, by necessity ought to be created if
it did not exist. Gladstone and Bismarck are sometimes quoted as having said so. In
reality, it was the Czech historian, FrantiSek Palacky, who once coined this phrase, when
in a symbolic letter he refused the invitation of the German national parliament in 1848 to
take his seat among the representatives of Germany at Frankfurt-on-Main. There have
been but a few Austrians of the German tongue throughout history, who understood the
Austrian idea as perfectly as this Austrian-Czech Palacky did. Incredible, as it may sound
to modern ears, the marriages of the dynasties in the past were in fact not always without
a deeper historical meaning. They often must be considered the very symbols of popular
ethnic relations, representing an obvious assimilation of the dynasties by the peoples and
their national interests rather than the contrary. Within the millennial movements of
Northern conquerors and adventurers from the dawn of history southwards the road to the
cradles of civilization and to the empires of their dreams, marriages held a tremendous
function. By marrying eventually the daughters of the South, the sons of the North
learned to change their most innate habits curbing the stimulus of their very souls, which
had forced them into the path of adventure and conquest. These marriages became the
first organic ties between the barbarian world from which the invaders had emanated, and
the civilization which they had invaded, bearing perspicuous evidence to the fact that the
barbarians’ destructive rage had failed. Against these marriages, the die-hards of racial
purity among the conquerors preached their sermons of racialism, until in the course of
history even they had to capitulate. In every grand civilization it was the same way. The
Greeks, the Romans, the Teutons, sketching out the foundations of European civilization,
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only repeated the story, until Christianity intervened and made a sacramental union what
had been before only the work of Eros.

When the race of European dynasties established the feudal order of the Middle
Ages and eventually became the Christian symbol of racial amalgamation with the
peoples they ruled, the most significant abandonment of their former ways of life, their
definite resignation from war and conquest with which their ancestors had been imbued,
was perspicuously symbolized by their turn to the most consistent deed of peace, to the
planning of marriages. In combining this trend, to which they converted, with their still
prevailing pagan ideology of racial superiority, they arrived at a scheme, in which
"matrimonial policy" took the place of war and conquest. In so doing the dynasties
basically adapted themselves to the ways of life to which their people had adhered since
times immemorial and through the benefits of which they had survived many a
conqueror. The Christian dynasties of the Middle Ages, although still clinging to the
fringes of racialism by idolizing the doctrine of "equal birth", nevertheless accepted
largely the technique of their subjects. The peoples not the dynasties were the real
inventors of the idea of "matrimonial policy". The people had survived on their own
civilized soil, on which their rulers for quite some time were but the guests, by marrying
and begetting children according to the innate urging and planning of civilization through
infinite generations. The dynasties learned to imitate them, but, mixing into the ancient
technique the ingredient of racialism, never reached an equal level of perseverance.
Dynastical matrimonial scheming covers centuries in the best case) its popular model,
however, the patient work of matrimony which carves out the face of civilization covers
millennia. “The foreign invaders are coming and going. We obey, but we are growing”
(Schiller’s Bride of Messina).

When the Habsburgs relied on this technique of both popular and dynastical
survival in a more systematic way than many other dynasties, and thereby their deeds
became proverbial, it was the paradoxical expression of the fact that their countries and
peoples had been Hellenized, Romanized, Christianized, Europeanized and civilized to
the highest degree centuries before their own arrival. In many European countries other
dynasties, lacking in the same cultural background and substratum, exhibited more
shamelessly their titles of conquest and trusted more boastfully in their Nordic
genealogies. The Habsburgs knew of their Nordic descent too, as an utterance by Charles
V proves, but, like many Mediterranean aristocratic families, had been "de-Nordicized"
in racial structure and ideology, even before they came to Austria. In this perspective
must the racial theory be seen, which says that all the dynasties of the Middle Ages were
proud to descend from the Goths, the Vandals, the Franks and other tribes of the
Migration of Nations. Even where this pride reflects more than just a genealogical
mythology, in the course of the Christian centuries the dynasties everywhere have largely
amalgamated with the race of their environment. The Habsburgs have done so earlier
than many other dynasties. This was their advantage in shaping an empire. In accepting
the ways and means of their peoples in "marrying together" this empire, they did not
force upon their subjects any dynastical law foreign to them, the law of war and conquest,
but acted as their peoples' tribunes in carrying out what nature and history alike asked
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them to accomplish. In evaluating the history of the Austrian empire positively, we
recognize the popular trends in the feudal disguises, and we do not want to uproot the
wheat which will feed us tomorrow together with the weed which will wither away in its

natural course.
skk

&

The history of Austria is much older than most contemporaries outside of Austria
imagine. There is something quite unique in it from the very start. Yet if we want to
understand its development, its immanent law and logic, we must silence to the uttermost
degree the echo of our own age in our ears and try to understand a piece of embroidery
woven by history out of its own contexture. As inevitable as the prism, through which we
look at history is one of our century, and as impossible as it is therefore for human beings
to see any century of the past really in the celestial light of the star, where just now its
messages arrive, as indispensable a task is it nevertheless to reconstruct as much as we
can the autochthonism of history.

Already the name of Ostarrichi, mentioned first nearly a millennium ago (996),
shows, how the marca orientalis or Ostmark, founded by Charlemagne (791) and
restored by Otto II (976) was not content with its merely subsidiary role on the Eastern
frontier of the Western empire, but wanted to be the nucleus of an empire herself. The
name, referring to the Easter empire, not the Eastern empire, obviously reflects some
early Romanticism, in which perhaps the Christian idea of Easter resurrection coincided
with the name of the pagan deity Ostara, two mystic references still made possible
linguistically by the very existence of the Eastern mark. To be more than merely an
Eastern mark, more even than an Eastern empire, but to be an empire of her own in the
midst of West and East, in whose very being there is some core of mysticism, this has
been the destiny of Austria through her millennial history determined by her very name.

Historically, the nucleus of Austria to come, the country on the Danube from the
Enns river eastwards down to Vienna, was held by the dynasty of Babenberg (called after
the castle which 1s now the city Bamberg in Franconia) as a fee of the Holy Roman
Empire. The exceptional situation of the country on the middle of the Danube already
bore its fruit during those early centuries. The center of Austria, her naval, as the ancients
would have called it, lay, and still lies, exactly on that point of the entire Danube system,
where the chains of the Alps coming to its final end in the Vienna Forest descends to the
Danube river in two final summits, the Kahlenberg and the Leopoldsberg (as they are
called now). From the loftiness of these summits a similar descending of the Carpathian
Mountains to the Danube, the Thebener Kogel near Bratislava in Slovakia, can be seen
clearly even on average days, and, if the air is bright, one can also get a glimpse of the
last spurs of the Sudeten Mountains, the Pollauer Berge near Nikolsburg in Moravia. The
Viennese, whether they have come from those neighborly regions or from the Alpine
countries, are accustomed to look out to the East and the North to see the blue silhouettes
of these lands fading away in the twilight and approaching again at dawn as the
immovable side scenes of the Austrian stage, perennial like the finger of God. "When you
have seen the land from the Kahlenberg, you will understand what I am." (Grillparzer).
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Thus, the most characteristic ruler of the dynasty of Babenberg, St. Leopold (d.
1136), whom the grateful Austrians still worship as their patron saint, and who lived in
the castle on the height of the Leopoldsberg of today (then called the Kahlenberg),
already conceived the most essential items of a constructive policy in this land of the
middle which were to remain a basic heritage to his successors. Margrave Leopold was a
prince of the Christian Occident standing above the deadly struggle between the emperor
and the pope, the two great powers of his age, among whom he was to become the
arbiter. This may have been due to his extraordinary personality, but was certainly also
the consequence of the fact that Austria, although belonging to the Holy Roman Empire,
was closely connected with the world beyond, and although a part of the Occident, was a
kind of bridge into the Orient as well. Leopold might correctly be called the inventor of
tu, felix Austria, nube. He was the first Austrian ruler to have the keen vision of a
marriage policy which would combine in the first place the three dynasties of Austria,
Bohemia and Hungary, whose lands he daily held before his eyes: Babenberg, Pfemysl
and Arpad. One of his daughters even went to Poland, thereby including the dynasty of
Piast into the same combination. Although these marriages with non-German dynasties
did not really forsake the idea of racial exclusion, as all these dynasties were basically of
the same racial stock, they definitely represented a new feature, indicating the exceptional
position of the Austrian mark.

This position of Austria under Babenberg resulted in the imperial grant of the so-
called privilegium minus (1156), by which emperor Frederick I Barbarossa recognized
that the destiny of the country was not an average partly within the empire, but, at least
partly, lay outside its boundaries. While this privilege was the fundamental law of
dynasty and country, there were soon also promulgated - in strictest historic parallelism
to the English Magna Carta - the first constitutional laws in favor of the feudal
aristocracy. The Austrian Magna Carta, called Osterreichisches Landrecht (1237), was
formulated on occasion of the stay of Emperor Frederick II at Vienna, after the last
Babenberger, another Frederick II, had been killed in the war against Hungary. The
contents of this Landrecht, of course, were the practice of the last century. Shortly before
Andreas II granted the Golden Bull to the Hungarian aristocracy (1222). The oldest
document of this kind, however, preceding the English Magna Carta, is the so-called
Georgenberger Handfeste (1186), which Ottakar of Styria, the last of his family, granted
to his ministerials, in order to clarify their legal position in case of the expected union
between Austria and Styria. Similar constitutional laws for both Carinthia and the Tyrol,
although written down only in the 14™ century, go at least back to the reign of Meinhard
IT (d. 1295), both containing the first clear references to the popular rights of the peasant
peoples as well. All these medieval constitutional laws of the various Austrian lands may
boast of their continuity with modern constitutionalism like the English Magna Carta.
Out of them later developed the Estates, in several countries including the representation
of the cities and in the Tyrol, Vorarlberg and Hither Austria even the representation of the
peasants since times immemorial with the ideas of modernizing the Estates eventually the
most positive and autochthonous component of Austrian constitutionalism at large
emerged in the modern centuries.
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When after the simultaneous extinction of both Babenberger and Hohenstaufen,
and the so-called Interregnum in both Austria and Germany, Rudolph of Habsburg (d.
1291) was elected emperor of the Holy Roman Empire. He acquired Austria for his sons
(1278) but first, he defeated Premysl Ottakar II of Bohemia in the battle on the
Marchfeld, the plains between the Vienna Forest and the Carpathian mountains, and thus
frustrated the scheme of a Bohemian empire across the continent from the Baltic Sea to
the Adriatic Sea. Yet he returned at once to the means of peacefully engulfing the rival
and consciously continued the marriage policy of St. Leopold. His own scheme grew ripe
in his great grandchildren, when after the two generations of his son, Albert I (d. 1308),
and his grandson, Albert II (d. 1358), three of his great grandsons on the thrones of
Austria, Bohemia and Hungary concluded hereditary agreements among each other,
through which eventually one of the three dynastic stems was to become the common
heir of all.

These were the splendid reigns of Rudolph IV (d. 1365) in Austria, and his two
cousins, Charles IV in Bohemia and Louis I in Hungary. At the beginning of the 141
century, the dynasty of Luxembourg had acquired the Bohemian crown (called the crown
of St. Wenceslaus) and the dynasty of Anjou the Hungarian crown (called the crown of
St. Stephen), after the former dynasties of Premysl and Arpad had died out in the two
countries at about the same time, Charles I, Bohemian king and Holy Roman emperor,
was the son of the last female member of the dynasty of PSemysl, and his own name
originally also Wenceslaus, as later that of his son and successor in both dignities .The
Luxembourg dynasty brought French influence to Bohemia, the Anjou dynasty Italian
influence to Hungary, two permanent features of cultural background and relationship in
those two countries down to our time. The crossing point of both tendencies was Austria
in their very midst. Rudolph IV, who himself had a French mother, was the first
Habsburg to indulge in a constructive Italian policy.

In this age an atmosphere developed, of which we might speak as of the first
historic phase of an autochthonous Austrian civilization, characteristically Austrian in its
specific traits. We may most correctly label it the Gothic age of Austrian civilization
according to its foremost architectural symbolism. Gothic architecture and Scholastic
philosophy found their specific expressions in Austria, Bohemia, Hungary and Poland
(the latter connected dynastically with Hungary) in a manner different from other parts of
Europe, and they both penetrated into those transalpine countries earlier than into any
other outside of Italy and France. Many additional elements of the four realms indicate
the same affinity and perspicuously foreshadow modern ideas. The technique of
territorial sovereignty as an instrument to check the anarchy of feudalism in particular
was born at that time. Politically, the ideas of both Austrian independence from the Holy
Roman Empire and the Austrian-Bohemian-Hungarian union destined to substitute it
were emphasized now in their first clear articulation. They were so interwoven that it is
difficult to say which held the priority. In both directions the Habsburgs considered
themselves the champions. They could easily do so, since the dignity of the Holy Roman
Empire had passed to the Luxembourgs. Yet they did so in fact without really resigning
their own claims to this dignity in the long run.
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Passionately devoted to the mystical splendor of his house, Rudolph I'V, hardly
twenty years of age, identified himself with the so-called Privilegium maius, in which
Caesar and Nero are invoked to be King's witnesses for Habsburg's interests, submitting
it to Charles IV for imperial confirmation. The strange document, partly in
Machiavellizing forgery, partly in poetical fancy, wanted to guarantee special privileges
to the Austrian duke, for whom the title Archduke was invented. Aside from these
dynastical postulates, it stressed Austrian independence from Germany nearly to the point
of sovereignty. Petrarca, whom the emperor asked for advice, knew too well, however,
that the Roman Caesars could not have bestowed anything upon the dukes of Austria.
Thus, the bold stroke of a pre-Machiavellian genius, either unscrupulous in person or the
mirror of an unscrupulous age, failed, at least for the time being, until the idea at stake,
worthy in itself, was to find the proper means for its ends.

At the time of its issue, the pretensions of the Priviegium maius were directed
against Charles IV, who happened to be not only the author of the Golden Bull granted in
favor of the German Electors yet detrimental to the interests of the Habsburgs, but also
the then still childless father-in-law of Rudolph I'V. The rivalry between Habsburg and
Luxembourg was not one between Austria and Bohemia, however, but concerned the
imperial dignity. In the long run, the idea of Austrian independence, fought out with the
weapons of the Privilegium maius, on the background of the complementary idea of the
Austrian-Bohemian-Hungarian union written into hereditary contracts and alliances,
meant nothing else but the gradual amalgamation among the three partners of another
empire to come. Political jealousy might exist between the Austrian archduke and the
Luxembourg emperor for some intermezzo of history, but could not last to disrupt the
identity of interests among the three rulers of Austria, Bohemia and Hungary. Although
the Habsburgs were soon to become again quasi-hereditary emperors of the Holy Roman
Empire, whose symbolism remained rooted in the Rhineland, where they were elected
and crowned down to the end of the empire, the three countries, Austria, Bohemia and
Hungary, in their growing interdependence gradually emancipated from all the
implications of this foremost German tradition. Austria proper certainly belonged more
strongly to the set-up of the Holy Roman Empire than Bohemia, where there existed only
a feudal tie between the Bohemian duke or king and the emperor, or Hungary, where
even such a loose tie never persisted. But also in Austria proper the historic trend was in
favor of gradual emancipation from the German substance of the Holy Roman Empire
which had been a German empire during the Middle Ages and eventually tended to
become it again. The union of Austria, Bohemia and Hungary greatly stressed their
parallel interests of emancipation. And although the symbolism of the Holy Roman
Empire for centuries was the noblest ornament of their common sovereign, its reality,
consisting of the German princes and territories, was always something to which they felt
equally coordinated, but never subordinated.

The system of feudalism, administered by the Nordic aristocracy, was the main
bulwark of German interests during the middle Ages in the Eastern Alpine countries as
well. Yet feudalism did not really mean a system of coordinated power, but a field of real
anarchy. It was a bundle of dissident and divergent energies, whose common interest was
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incarnated in their identical instinct of domination over the non-German natives.
Opposing this anarchy of feudalism, by which the Eastern Alpine countries were
originally subdivided into some dozens of feudal dominions, the idea of territorial
sovereignty emerged. The political expression of this idea was the tendency on the part of
the dynasty residing on the Danube, Babenberg or Habsburg, to integrate the Eastern
Alpine countries into one territorial unit. In fact, after rounding off Lower and Upper
Austria (east and west of the Enns river), they gradually acquired Styria (1192), Carinthia
and Carniola (1336), the Tyrol (1363), the core or Vorarlberg (1375), Trieste (1382) and
finally Gorizia-Gradiska (1500). Aside from these Alpine Austrian countries, the
Habsburgs held their pre-Austrian dominions in Switzerland (Aargau and Thurgau) and
Alsatia (Sundgau), later called Hither Austria, which were their feudal property, before
they acquired Austria and to which they then added Burgau (1301) and Freiburg im
Breisgau (1368). As the Habsburgs were able to take hold of Austria, because they were
already a kind of territorial rulers in Swabia, they were likewise able to shape the Eastern
Alpine unit only, because their ties with Bohemia and Hungary were tightening as well.
The geographically excentric territory on the Danube around Vienna could become the
center of gravity for the Eastern Alpine countries only because it was already the field of
threefold influences and latently already the center of gravity for a higher unit. This is
like a historic law in all the phases of Austrian crystallization that the reality of the
smaller unit always became possible by the vision of and the preparation for a larger one.

When the process of Eastern Alpine integration arrived at its conclusion during the
end of the Middle Ages, it was of greatest importance that the pre-Renaissance state had
now for the first time fully established the 1dea of territorial sovereignty, and that the
sovereign state was created above and against feudalism, even above and against the
feudalizing interests and tendencies within the Roman church. In the case of Austria, this
new idea of sovereignty was coupled politically with the other idea of territorial
independence of and interdependence among three parallel organisms, and it was
anchored socially in the increasing might of the cities which thereby became the
organized islands of liberty, opposed to feudalism and favorable to all social
stratifications subject to feudalism. This was the process of de-feudalization, through
which the foundations of modern urban and rural liberty were laid. It was the high mark
of dynastical interests turning against their own maternal roots in feudalism.

For only a short interlude, Albert V (d. 1439) (as Roman emperor called The
Second) united Austria, Bohemia and Hungary for the first time. This achievement was
lost again by his son, Ladislaus Posthumus, in favor of an entirely different combination,
when Poland, Bohemia and Hungary, under the Polish-Lithuanian dynasty of Jagiello,
seemed to amalgamate into a still larger scheme, but with the exclusion of Austria. The
predominance of the dynasty of Jagiello, if similarly integrated into a "house" like the
Habsburgs and not only just being a "family" of various branches might have radically
changed the course of European history.

The Habsburgs themselves first turned westwards, in order to expand eastwards
later. Under Frederick V (d. 1493) as Roman emperor called The Third, the Janus-face of
an apathetic dreamer and an ecstatic seer, the Austrian idea, holding only a fringe of its
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former grandeur, seemed approaching the brink of disaster. This was reason enough,
however, that the mystical formula AEIOU, interpreted either Austria Est Imperare Orbi
Universe, or later less imperialistically as Austria Erit In Orbe Ultima, was coined by
this most mysterious of the Habsburgs (1437), whose own life was a series of failures,
but who nevertheless held the key to a world empire. Frederick V was the son of a Polish
princess, related with all the Eastern European dynastic families, and he was the grandson
of an Italian princess (Visconti) of whom the same can be said concerning the Italian
dynasties. He himself married a Portuguese princess, who was foremost of English blood.
Although all these aristocratic women originally were of the same racial stock, they still
represent very typically the conflux of all the pulsating saps of Europe, East and West,
into Habsburg's growing tree.

The marriage policy of the House of Austria culminated, when the son of this
Portuguese princess, Maximilian [ (d. 1519), perhaps the most splendid of all the
Habsburgs, married the heiress of Burgundy, their son, Philip, married the heiress of
Aragon and Castile, and their son, Charles V (d. 1556), emerged as the ruler of a
universal monarchy in two hemispheres, in which the sun never set. It was Charles'
brother and sister, who married at St. Stephen's cathedral in Vienna under their
grandfather's auspices the heiress and the heir of that branch of the dynasty of Jageiello
which ruled the Bohemian-Hungarian empire, and it was this marriage for which the
distic, Tu,felix Austria,nube, was once written (1515). The Austrian Czech painter Vaclav
Brozik, in the technique of the colorful historical painting in the second half of the 19th
century, has best illustrated with his brush, of what his fellow-countryman, Palacky, has
written with his epigrammatic pen.

It is one of the most astonishing phenomena of world history in those centuries of
the past, in which the Nordic dynasties played so large a role, that a family, for
generations founded only on a few eyes, not merely gambled for or stumbled into world
power, but acquired it by the most legitimate means which could then be found for such a
purpose, more legitimate in fact than those found successful since. No doubt, the few
Habsburgs who achieved this goal in the steep ascent to so unique a peak within three
generations overestimated greatly both their biological and their metaphysical strength.
They aimed at a universal monarchy for which neither the age was ripe nor were the
means really appropriate. The legitimacy of a dynasty was not a sufficiently spiritualized
means for achieving a world organization in parallelism to Christendom even at a time,
when theoretically the Holy Roman Empire still represented an ecumenical dignity. Like
ecstatics, the Habsburgs followed the course of their marriage policy without calculating
soberly the rational chances which this new skipping from weddings to adventures and
this most sublime atavism of the most extravagant schemes of world conquest might
really have. The historic result of this ecstasy was the life and death struggle between the
two leading Catholic dynasties of Austria and France, of which the latter, embraced
deadly from three sides, fighting as it was for its very existence, was to introduce the
alliance with Protestantism and Islam, the Swedes and the Turks, into the means of
Machiavellism, draped by the purple of Catholic Cardinals. How might the world have
developed if Habsburg had really concentrated upon Austria, Bohemia and Hungary
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instead of diffusing into Burgundy, Spain, Peru and Mexico? Yet this is the paradoxical
face of Habsburg's history on this turning point again: by hatching world-wide plans
which brought them into Burgundy and Spain, and necessarily stimulated France to a
resistance at all costs, the Habsburgs really cemented the Austrian-Bohemian-Hungarian
union according to the same law which had once created Austria proper. They would
probably not have been able to integrate the empire on the Danube without aiming at a
universal empire. Yet at the same time, in becoming entangled in and dazzled by world-
wide enterprises, they necessarily lost their equilibrium and became incapable of
corresponding fully to the problems of either orbit of destiny, Western or Eastern Europe.
This might well be styled the implacable irony or tragedy of history, if it would
not be more just to call it simply the inescapable consequence of history made by rulers
or castes instead of organic peoples, and thus of a history always aiming at large-scale
empires instead of being intrinsically associated with the local states. Every empire of
history has contributed to civilization, but obviously has still more hindered it, as
everyone has logically ended in disaster. The Austrian empire, as much as it has
contributed to European civilization, is no exception from this rule. Not the intellectual
scheming by individuals or groups, but the devotion to the consistent work of peace
which lies in marrying and begetting children and all the efforts around, this is the only
power which creates states destined to stay. All scheming is ephemeral, all large-scale
agglomerations which are not grown out from local conditions will always again
collapse, and even those based upon local substance not be as crisis-proof as smaller
entities. This is the skeleton of the theory which Montesquieu once formulated not quite
consistently with his philosophy of history, and later Karl Ludwig Haller took over in
accordance with his Swiss tradition and environment. While the universal monarchy of
Charles V. was dead before even born, the empire on the Danube, with sufficient local

substance behind lived for four hundred years.
koK

*

The triune empire of Austria-Bohemia-Hungary was finally materialized in 1526,
when, after the Hungarian defeat at Mohacs by the Turks and the death of Louis II, both
Bohemia and Hungary recognized Ferdinand I (d.1564), the brother of Charles V, as their
hereditary king. This was the result prepared by an organic development of centuries,
although doubtlessly accelerated by Habsburg's growth into a world empire. It was not a
meteor, not an artificial creation by merely dynastical interests, but the organic product of
at least half a millennium, representing the interests of nature, for which the previous
cight dynasties that were employed for this result, two from each country, Austria,
Bohemia, Hungary and Poland, acted only as the obedient agencies. The House of
Austria eventually accomplished the aim of history because of its Western European
speculations and achievements, but basically as the champion of Eastern European
popular forces. In fact, the Habsburgs, in pressing the idea were truly invested with a
tribune of their peoples whom they handled constructively against the forces of feudalism
and separatism. As long as they obeyed the innate law of this tribune they could be sure
of their peoples' obedience as well.



The Austrian empire of three crowns was a strange organism in the light of the
modern theories of state. It was more than a mere personal union represented by the
common ruler, yet it was neither a real union nor even anything else to be found in the
books, confederacy or federation. It simply was “the Monarchy of the House of Austria”.
That this loose stage of agglomeration could never be completely surpassed was due to so
many energies wasted in world-wide adventures. There were basically three realms and
crowns; the royal crown of St. Stephen which the pope had once sent to the ruler of
Hungary (1001), bestowing upon him the title of Apostolic King, then the royal crown of
St. Wenceslaus which was originally granted by some German emperor to some
Bohemian duke, until Charles IV invested it with a similar political mysticism, as existed
already around the Hungarian diadem and finally a third crown symbolizing primarily the
third realm which was Austria proper. Of what kind this third crown really was could
never be established in both theory and practice with equal certainty. Originally, it was
the imperial crown of the Holy Roman Empire, to which the chief of the House of
Austria had a quasi-hereditary claim, rooted most adequately in his "hereditary lands"
which were those of Austria proper. But as the imperial dignity, never formally
hereditary, faded away and was gradually substituted by an Austrian-Bohemian-
Hungarian empire, the idea emerged, in parallelism to the royal crowns of both Hungary
and Bohemia, to accept the archducal diadem of St. L.eopold canonized in the meantime,
as the symbol of the imperial dignity of the House of Austria in its "hereditary lands".
These were the three branches of the one tree, considered as coordinated realms, which in
those centuries of political mysticism were symbolized most accurately by equal
diadems.

Above these three branches, however, there was the higher level of an empire, “the
Monarchy of the House of Austria”. Its symbol was the imperial crown, connected
essentially with the Holy Roman Empire, yet soon to be represented by a dynastical
diadem which was made for Rudolph II (1602). To complicate matters, the hereditary
head of the House of Austria, symbolized by this dynastical imperial crown, continued to
be the quasi hereditary emperor of the Holy Roman Empire still symbolized by the
imperial crown of Charlemagne, from the German rump of which, still more complex, the
Austrian empire struggled to extricate itself. It was no doubt easily conceivable to a
faithful mind that something mystical dominated this imperial structure, and no wonder
that the theologians and artists of the Barocco compared it with the Holy Trinity. This
parallelism is actually carried out in the Viennese trinity column (1682). On the one hand,
the historic tendency of the Holy Roman Empire in its traditional shape was inevitably to
disintegrate, except for its symbolism preserved by Habsburg. On the other hand,
Habsburg’s new empire, still headed by the Holy Roman emperor of old, developed
common interests and agencies to be a more real background of the ancient symbols. This
shift from one empire to another, organically accomplished during the course of
centuries, has its historic model in what the Middle Ages called the shift of the empire
from the Romans to the Germans. Only now the shift from the Germans to the Austrians
was carried out through another medium, not that of the pope crowning the emperor, but
that of the coincidence between dynastical and popular forces. While the dynastical
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forces threw out the net of the marriage policy, the popular forces aimed at the
agglomeration of the smaller peoples around the Danube, whose interest in an empire of
their own, able to be an anti-empire if need be, was, and still is, tantamount to their
chance for survival. While the dynastical forces have had their time, the popular forces
have not even begun to display all their possibilities.

There always existed a great chance for the Austrian- Bohemian- Hungarian
empire to be either connected organically with various adjoining systems or even to be
enlarged into them, and thereby to be one of the main powers cementing the peace of
Europe. It was the main deficiency of the empire on the Danube throughout the centuries
not to have corresponded fully with all these chances. The imperialism of Habsburg was
concentrated upon Western European schemes or was fixed by the stakes in both
Germany and Italy, instead of being totally devoted to the very empire which was the
basis of the dynasty's grandeur. In all the manifold schemes of Habsburg the Austrian-
Bohemian-Hungarian Empire was the nucleus of stability and success.

Alpine Austria was connected for centuries with Switzerland and Alsatia, where
the Habsburgs had come from, and she greatly influenced the whole of Southwestern
Germany, where the dynasty still held a bridge into the West, even after its ambitions as
the territorial ruler there had been frustrated. Carniola, Carinthia, Styria, the countries of
the Alpine Slovenes, always connected Austria with the Yugoslav Southeast, particularly
with Croatia, whose people have been the main substance of the Greater Austrian
position through centuries. Trieste which once joined Austria voluntarily, Istria, Gorizia-
Gradiska, together with the Trentino (the Italian part of South Tyrol), formed the bridge
into Northern Italy, which since primordial times has been Austria's most natural cultural
basis and where at the height of Austrian reciprocal political influence upon the Apennine
peninsula the kingdom of Lombardy-Venetia represented the European mandate to which
Austrian imperialism had aspired. Austria, amalgamated into one empire with her
Northern and Eastern partners, Bohemia and Hungary, for many centuries showed the
most intimate territorial connections with Southwestern Germany, the Balkan Peninsula
and Northern Italy, which all were of an essential function for Central European stability.
While some of these connections were based primarily upon dynastical, not Austrian
interests, and while their Central European function certainly can be substituted by
somebody else (although obviously not with so simple a substitute as once imagined),
some of the Western, Southern and Southeastern connections have been throughout
history, and will be again, essential to the very existence of Austria. Her historic
definition as a symbiosis of Germanic, Romanic and Slavonic speakers in the Eastern
Alpine countries with an exit to the Adriatic Sea may be upset under the rule of the
"principle of nationality", yet either this principle will have to be suspended here and
there, or some substitute devised, wherever it really rules.

The most elaborated system, rooted in political mysticism, had been developed by
Hungary during the Middle Ages. To the imperial nucleus of the St .Stephen's crown
belonged for times longer or shorter the triune kingdom of Croatia-Slavonia-Dalmatia,
Bosnia, Serbia, Walachia, Moldavia, Galicia-Lodomeria as so-called partes adnexae, a
political philosophy which curiously enough influenced the fate of the Austrian empire
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literally to its last hours. Whatever part of a neighboring country had once been
incorporated into the body politic of the holy crown, had been hallowed thereby, so that
theoretically no separation was possible any longer. The political ideas of a Tataric
nobility, alive in the amalgam of the westward-bound Magyar adventurers and
mercenaries, coincided here with the religious ideas of the Christian orbit symbolized by
the papal crown, and this coincidence has been the primary cause for the strange survival
of the Magyar tongue on the Hungarian plains. As long as the religious ideology of St.
Stephen himself, who thought an empire with only one language weak in mind and body,
still existed, the federative idea of the holy crown was not without a constructive element
which the European Southeast very much required, while later, when merely the
permittivity of Magyar hegemony was left, the same ideology became the very dynamite
which in its last consequences Balkanized even Central Europe.

Hungary was to a large extent the political model for Bohemia which formed a
triune nucleus under the St. Wenceslaus crown together with Moravia and Silesia. This
latter country in its historic totality, before its larger part had been annexed by Prussia,
was the bridge from Bohemia to Poland which functioned well for many centuries,
belonging partly to the one, partly to the other Northern Slavonic empire, infiltrated by
both and uniting both. Bohemia in her most expansive age even united to her empire the
Wends (or Sorbs) of the two Lusatia stretching into the heart of Brandenburg. Two times
in the history of the Bohemian crown, under Pfemysl Ottakar II and under Charles IV, the
idea of an empire "from the sea to the sea", attempting to combine the Adriatic and the
Baltic coasts, vaguely appeared on the horizon of Bohemian politics. As the political
mysticism of the Bohemian crown was modeled by Charles IV after the tradition of the
Hungarian crown, so this imperial conception originated in the Polish history. In contrast
to this idea of a Bohemian imperialism the most essential problem of Bohemian history
since ever St. Wenceslaus established a Christian dukedom always was the symbiosis
between Germanism and Slavonism as political conceptions, and between Germanic and
Slavonic speakers within the empire, the nucleus of which, Bohemia, was always a
fortification, yet a bilingual one.

Of all the political combinations transcending the core of the Austrian-Bohemian-
Hungarian coexistence, the Hungarian-Croatian union was the most lasting one. The
older Croatian kings, who ruled their country in the early Middle Ages still in close
contact with the Byzantine Empire, were later succeeded by the Hungarian kings, who for
eight hundred years were simultancously the kings of the triune kingdom Croatia-
Slavonia-Dalmatia. The first Hungarian ruler to accomplish this union was St. Ladislas
(1091). The aristocracies which dominated both countries during the Middle Ages were
jointly interested in Western protection. When the Austrian-Bohemian-Hungarian union
materialized, Croatia always aspired for a connection closer to Austria than to Hungary
for similar reasons. The natural tendency certainly was that Croatia- Slavonia-Dalmatia
as the Western core of the Yugoslav idea would develop into an independent fourth
partner of the triune empire, an idea which in its last phase in the 19th century was
erroneously called Trialism the true third partner Bohemia was then absorbed by Austria.
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While the Hungarian-Croatian union was always a backbone of the imperial
structure, the historically complementary Bohemian-Polish union, often attempted, was
never accomplished. The marriage policy of Habsburg, despite many attempts in this
direction, of which all Polish dynasties, Piast, Jagiello, Wasa, were partners, never
succeeded in bringing Poland into the common frame. One might be seduced to consider
this the most vital defect of the entire Danubian agglomeration. Thus the empire on the
Danube was lacking the full protection of its Northeastern flank. There were more
Austrian princesses who married into Poland than into any other country throughout
many centuries. But Poland was a country which could not be assimilated by the means
of marriage policy because of her thoroughly feudalized structure. The Polish dynasties
never undisputedly held the right of bequeathing the Polish crown to anybody else
without interference by the Polish Res Publica consisting of the Polish nobility. The
liberty of this nobility -to dispose of its own subjects and to resist the state was the most
perspicuous factor of the republican set-up which made the Polish empire, similar to the
Hungarian empire, capable of federating with partners to be absorbed into it, but quite
contrary to the best times of its model, incapable of federating with equal partners.

Not that the leading aristocratic families of Poland were completely without
interest in and understanding for the postulate of Polish-Austrian cooperation. When
Vienna was besieged by the Turks, king Jan Sobieski, one of those Polish noblemen
elected king by the diet, headed the army of liberation (1683). But there were basic
divergences between the interior structure of the two empires, the Austrian-Bohemian-
Hungarian whose head was not only the Holy Roman emperor, but also the chief of the
best organized dynastical house in the whole of Europe, and the Polish-Lithuanian-
Ruthenian empire, "from the sea to the sea", the Baltic Sea to the Black Sea, whose king
always had to reckon with the republican tendencies of his nobility and whose dynasty
too easily split into branches of divergent interests. Although the historic growth of the
Polish-Lithuanian-Ruthenian symbiosis, brought about by the Jagiellonian dynasty before
its own extinction in the Union of Lublin (1569)), is closely related to the Austrian-
Bohemian-Hungarian union, the structures of both empires were very different. These
divergences were too great to make the application of the method which created the one
empire suitable to the other as well. While on the Eastern Alpine soil there was an old
civilization to teach the Habsburgs, on Polish soil there prevailed the same feudalism as
in Northern Germany, only in Polish language. Moreover, the Polish nobility successfully
distracted the dynasty from its primary task, to establish the rocher de bronzes of
sovereignty, in which respect the Hohenzollern in Prussia were luckier. A great deal of
political energy would have been necessary to organize the Polish plains politically, in
order to change these conditions. The Polish dynasty would have needed the support of a
spiritual hinterland which the Prussian dynasty possessed in the Holy Roman Empire.
While the Prussian state was able to force feudalism to the recognition of territorial
sovereignty, the Polish state was not

Here lie the reasons for the end of Poland, as far as her own contributions to this
effect are concerned, so classically elaborated by the Cracow school of Polish history.
Perhaps this was the point, where the Western enterprises of Habsburg necessarily
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resulted in Eastern deficiencies. If the Holy Roman emperors, both Luxembourg)” and
Habsburgs, instead of fostering the growth of Brandenburg-Prussia, would really have
cooperated with Poland, and in particular the Austrian-Polish cooperation on the basis of
an identical spiritual substance have prevailed, the history of Europe might have
developed quite differently.

*%
*

For an interval of history the problems of the Reformation seemed to disturb the
organic evolution of the Habsburg Empire. Yet on the other hand, Providence seemed to
have completed the Austrian-Bohemian-Hungarian union under Habsburg, in order to
have the bulwark against the Reformation. The historic coincidence between the deeds of
Luther and the growth of the Catholic power on the Danube was certainly too striking not
to convince the faithful that the Habsburg empire would have a grand function in
extirpating the heresy.

First, the emperors Maximilian II (d.1576), Rudolph II (d.1612) and Matthias
(d.1619), seemingly lost their equilibrium in front of Protestantism, politically embodied
in the renascence of feudalism, a fact which would have changed the face of Austria
completely, if it would not have counterbalanced soon by the emergence of that
secundogeniture of the dynasty which ruled over Inner Austria (Styria, Carinthia,
Carniola). A terziogeniture of the Habsburgs ruled the Tyrol in an equal manner (down to
1665) when the main branch of the dynasty in Vienna, Bohemia and Hungary (as far as
the latter was free from the Turks) died out, Ferdinand II (d. 1637), the champion of the e
Counter-Reformation, better called the Catholic Restoration, took over the entire empire,
which in fact was again reorganized and regenerated from its Alpine nucleus.

On the double basis of the Austrian-Bohemian-Hungarian union and a new Holy
Roman Empire with a quasi—hereditary head, the second, most autochthonous phase of
Austrian civilization developed with its specific architecture and music as the main
means of expression; the Austrian Barocco . If there is critical talk about Ferdinand II.
and the so-called Counter-Reformation, carried out with indispensable energy and
superfluous ruthlessness alike, and if his successors Ferdinand I1I (d.1657), Leopold I
(d.1703), and Joseph I (d,1711), are criticized as the "Spaniards" among the Habsburgs,
whose political and economic system, absolutism and mercantilism, is accused of having
extirpated any individualism the values of the Barocco as the last great harmonious
civilization on European soil ought not to be forgotten by the critics. The civilization of
the Barocco, the last in Europe happy enough to delight in architecture of its own and the
first to exult joyfully in music of its own, was possible only on the basis of such spiritual
unity as the Counter Reformation could exact. The analogy in our days might be a world
victorious over hell and plague which would stamp out with youthful indifference for
personal destinies all the vestiges of the defeated spirit, while any better world would
only be found in the super-human effort and achievement of converting the enemy into a
future collaborator, instead of destroying him. There were, however, quite a few genuine
conversions in the age of the Barocco as well. The political agency of its grandiose unity
was an imperial authority in which, very far from mere arbitrariness on the part of the
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ruling individual, nothing but the idea of the supreme power in the hierarchy of delegated
powers was symbolized, which is in fact the very basis of government by law. The
material background of this regime, on the other hand, was an economy organized by the
state, by which both feudalism and capitalism were closely tied to the interest of the
empire.

In spite of many medieval residua and shortcomings which, however, existed
everywhere in Europe among both Catholics and Protestants alike this was the heroic age
of Austria, in which she met, defeated and checked both Swedes and Turks, the
champions of Protestantism and Islam. Both Gustavus Adolphus and Kara Mustafa, the
Swedish king and the Turkish Vizier, the two symbolic representatives of barbarian
invasions from the North and from the East, were crushed by the Austria which had just
regenerated herself by the Catholic Restoration. In the Thirty Years1 War Austria checked
the North, and in nearly a Two Hundred Years' War she checked the East, represented by
the Turkish power. In both instances, Austria was the shield of Europe. Her enemies, one
in the name of Mohammed, the other, if not in the name, then at least in the spirit of
Wotan, in their struggles against Catholicism and Christianity really aimed at the marrow
of European civilization. There was no other power to check them, as France, the second
continental power, rather was allied with them against Austria. The Austrian-Bohemian-
Hungarian union under the Holy Roman emperor was the power, political and military,
which preserved the continuity of European civilization against both Swedes and Turks,
and thereby really saved the Labarum, the sacred monogram, whose kingdom on earth
the emperors, the statesmen, the artists, the peoples of the Barocco, conscious of their
transcendent roles down to the last fiber, wanted to guarantee to the world.

Lots of great leaders were produced by the Austrian Barocco, out of the traditional
aristocracy, the ecclesiastical estate and the bulk of the native common people as well
who contributed great administrators and great artists to the universal pool .The Barocco
was by no means only an aristocratic culture. Its range was also not only restricted to
Austria proper. The whole world was ready to send to Austria its foremost intellects and
this infiltration again stimulated the development of genius at home. Both the particular
Austrian contact with Burgundy, Spain and Italy, as well as the Austrian-Bohemian-
Hungarian union itself contributed its full share to this Austrian awakening, Some of the
most characteristic Austrians of the Barocco are in fact Bohemians and Hungarians,
Spaniards and Italians.

Among the aristocrats in imperial service the greatest, at least under the modern
aspect of an intellectualized profile was Albert Wallenstein (d.1634), who in spite of his
German name was of the oldest aristocratic stock among the Czechs. Leading first the
fight against the Swedes, but then with all his subtlety succumbing to their spell,
Wallenstein, aiming at the highest stakes, was killed at the emperorls order. It was the
idea of absolutism, Catholic and Protestant, not merely of Ferdinand II, that the sovereign
may condemn the traitor to death in his private council and then let the sentence be
carried out by some executioner who outwardly might have the resemblance of murderer.
As great as Wallenstein's genius was, as unquestionable was his guilt in terms of the
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imperial interest, to which he took his oath. In a system of constitutionalism he might
have been tried and executed more legally.

Yet the emperor’s rather vocational guilt in confusing cabinet’s justice with state’s
reason is overshadowed by his deeply rooted personal error of judgment, when,
suppressing imperial grace, wherever he had to deal with the religious revolution he
wanted to annihilate its followers. The tragedy commenced when, after the victory on the
White Mountain near Prague (1620) over the Protestant rebels of Bohemia, Czechs and
Germans together, executions and expulsions paved the way for the new Bohemian
statute (1627) by which not only the feudal power was broken, but also the autonomy of
the Bohemian kingdom was curtailed, Although it is later legend that Wallenstein was the
champion of Czech nationalism, he certainly is the symbol of Bohemian feudalism, and
his destiny symbolic for the political changes in Bohemia by which the foundations of the
old kingdom were shaken. The overthrow of national feudalism was indispensable, if an
imperial authority ought to be established. Yet an overthrow which made national
martyrs was, in the long run, the least realistic approach of the problem. It is quite true
that in spite of the battle on the White Mountain and the end of Wallenstein the
Bohemian Barocco. with its continuity of more national autonomy as generally believed,
1s an organic part of the Austrian civilization which developed in consequence of the
Catholic Restoration, and that the baroque phase of Bohemian history cannot be
eradicated from the Bohemian character, Czech and German, Later research of Czech
historians themselves has ascertained the fact that only under Maria Theresia the
Bohemian autonomy was really destroyed. Yet the Bohemian martyrs made by Ferdinand
IT even if they slept for three hundred years, have clearly been among the mystical forces
which even the most rational political conception needs for the justification of its actions,
and which have separated Austria and Bohemia politically, although the civilization of
the Barocco unites them culturally.

Although Austria, Bohemia and Hungary were legally equal partners of the empire
on the Danube, and although particularly the two royal diadems of St. Wenceslaus and St.
Stephen have always held equal ranks in the imperial set-up, the actual position of the
two kingdoms was always different enough. The Bohemian king was among the German
Electors, the Hungarian king stood outside of the Holy Roman Empire. Bohemia was
conquered during the Thirty Years’ War by the Catholic Restoration; Hungary continued
to be under Turkish rule except her Western parts for some additional generations. The
Bohemian aristocracy was decapitated, the Hungarian aristocracy escaped decapitation
because of the Turkish power, with which parts of the Magyars always cooperated. Under
Leopold I a conspiracy of some magnates resulted in their execution (1671), a blunder
similar to that of Ferdinand II, yet without a similar advantage of coordinating Hungarian
politics. In spite of these much greater difficulties in Hungary, the consequence of her
incorporation into the empire on the Danube was also here the Hungarian Barocco which
1s not the slightest degree less Austrian and Catholic than the Bohemian Barocco

Its most representative figure is Pal Esterhazy (d. 1713), Palatine of the Hungarian
empire, upon whom the dignity of hereditary prince was bestowed by Leopold I for his
services in persuading the Hungarian diet to recognize the (1687) hereditary rights of the
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Habsburg dynasty. Yet Esterhazy was one of the greatest Hungarians who ever lived not
only with respect to this sphere of imperial policy, by which the interest of the nation was
served through the interest of the empire, but also as the grand Maecenas of both
architecture and music who has left his marks upon numerous features of the Austrian
Barocco and within quite some characteristic trends of Austrian civilization at large.
Perhaps there was no Austrian as classically representative of the Austrian Barocco than
this Hungarian nobleman. Many Austrian sanctuaries still bear his monogram and the
most intimate connections which still exist between Austria and Hungary in the religious
sphere can be traced back to his initiatives. The former center of the Esterhazy duchy,
Eisenstadt (Kismarton), now the capital of the Austrian Burgenland, is the most classical
symbol of these Austrian-Hungarian cultural connections.

When the Turks were defeated on the slopes of the Kahlenberg and under the
walls of Vienna (1683), a battle historically in close a parallelism to the other on the
White Mountain,(a young cavalier was among the imperial troops, whose destiny was to
carry the imperial standards through Hungary far into the Balkan Peninsula: Eugene of
Savoy (d.1736), the greatest general and statesman of the Austrian Barocco who once
again indicates the lines which this civilization followed, offspring of the House of
Savoy, Italian by race, French by education, he, the servant of three emperors, was to
complete the structure of the Austrian empire, by which its European function was
established. Grand Maecenas of arts and sciences as well, Eugene of Savoy is intimately
connected with the glories of the Austrian Barocco. Yet he was an Austrian only in the
sense of Habsburg imperialism, not of any Austrian nationalism, still unknown then. If it
would not have quite different, un-political motives, it might be understandable to locate
here the very cause, why this creator of the Greater Austrian Habsburg imperialism is the
only Austrian hero who survived the Anschluss and found entrance into the Nazi German
Walhalla. (A German cruiser and a German Balkan division bore his name). Yet not only
the gossip and the bachelorhood, because of which the Nazis estimate Eugene of Savoy,
make him a predecessor of Frederick II of Prussia, but also certain political theories
concerning the war. It is interesting to find in those days the first traces of a
characteristically Austrian mood of thought, uttered by an Austrian general, who resisted
these ideas. Of Guido Starhemberg (d. 1737),who fought the French in Northern Italy we
are told by Montesquieu that he answered to the proposal made by the Vienna military
authorities to destroy the French army by destroying the dikes of the Po river: "God
forbid that I destroy an entire people to serve the madness of our gentlemen (at Vienna)".

It was under Eugene of Savoy that the Monarchy of the House of Austria arrived
at its greatest expansion. Out of the Spanish heritage (1714) Belgium, Naples, Milan,
Tuscany and Sardinia (exchanged in 1720 for Sicily) became Austrian possessions. The
peace of Passarowitz (1718) with the Turks confirmed the recent conquest of Belgrad
with Northern Serbia, the Banat and Walachia. The peace of The Hague (1720) brought
the climax. From Silesia and Lusatia in the Northeast over Belgium in the Northwest, the
Italian states from Milan to Naples in the Southwest and Serbia and Rumania in the
Southeast, the Austrian empire described a tremendous circle, nearly identical with the
very body of the European continent, a gigantic organism, into the extremities of which
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the civilization of the Barocco from its Viennese center radiated optimism and vitality.
This is the proof that the Austrian empire of this tremendous expansion was by no means
an artificial creation. Aside from the identical civilization which connected Austria,
Bohemia and Hungary, and made Vienna, Prague, Pressburg-Pozsony-Bratislava baroque
cities in the heart of the empire, there were genuine extensions of the Barocco outside of
this focus as well. Even in the 20th century there are still traces enough that, for instance
Milan or Brussels, have been Austrian cities for periods large enough to have definitely
formed their souls. This Austrian imperialism of the 18th century in its fundamental
European function was of a much more organic order than once the Spanish-Austrian
monarchy. Also the set-backs in the peace of Belgrade (1736) and the latter exchange of
Naples and Sicily for Parma and Piacenza (1738) did not basically alter Austria's imperial
position in Europe. Never in the age of the culminating Barocco, even with its struggles
between Austria and France, was it ever a question of being or non-being for one of them,
as it was formerly in the wars against Swedes and Turks, and later again against
Frederick IT and Napoleon.

&k
*

The equipment which Austria received for the modern centuries likewise has its
roots in the Barocco. Concerning the historic identity of the Austrian empire, the so-
called Pragmatic Sanction (1713) was the constitutional attempt, made by Charles VI
(d.1740), the last Habsburg, to provide the legal frame for the chaotic agglomeration of
kingdoms and of countries, with all their aristocratic diets which the Monarchy of the
House of Austria consisted. This constitutional law which wanted to emphasize the unity
of all the territories under the imperial eagle of the dynasty was by no means the
invention of the last Habsburg and his more rational century. Already under Maximilian |
the idea of a general diet of all Austrian countries had emerged (1518), and was later
repeated under Ferdinand 1(1541) and Matthias (1614). On the latter occasion the general
diet at Linz saw representatives not only from Austria proper, but from Bohemia,
Moravia, Silesia, Lusatia, Hungary and Croatia.

Although these general diets later declined again, every one of the countries
concerned kept its own diet even under the impact of absolutism. In submitting to all of
them the new constitutional law for solemn confirmation, Charles VI first advanced the
1dea of a real union among the countries of the House of Austria. Although the parallel
1dea of a general diet at Vienna (1714) failed and still more the scheme of the so-called
Parerga Schierendorffiana (1719) to create a universal representation of the estate
"common man", the fourth estate, these reformatory plans are the proof that the medieval
constitutional traditions in Austria were able to aim at great things earlier than anywhere
else in continental Europe. Only in the Tyrol, Vorarlberg and Hither Austria cities and
peasants were represented on the diets, while in Austria and Styria the cities were
represented by special procurators. The new proposal was to organize the lower classes
generally into "estates", and have these represented on all the various diets by
procurators, while through the general convocation of representatives from all diets the
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countries of the House of Austria would become one body, as the three kingdoms of
England, Scotland and Ireland had just become Great Britain.

The dynastic promulgation of the Pragmatic Sanction, accepted by both the
Austrian diets and the European powers, constituted the legal basis for the empire after
the extinction of the dynasty in its male succession. On this legal platform the daughter of
the last Habsburg Maria Theresia (d.1780), a young woman in whom the genius of
Austria was embodied, with a polyglot army under but average generals faced by a
military demon, Frederick II, could fight off successfully the first Prussian aggression in
modern history (1740).The Austrians have never doubted that the Seven Years War
against Prussia (and Great Britain) was nothing else in their history than the continuation
of the Thirty Years War against Sweden (and German Protestantism). Although Maria
Theresia in this struggle fatefully lost Silesia, the jewel of her crown, as she well knew,
she saved the empire. For the time being at least, Prussian aggression was checked. Yet
Prussia had become the second Central European great power, supported by both Great
Britain and Russia in their own imperialistic interests against Austria. These two
eccentric powers on the European fringes with primarily extra-European interests did not
anticipate at that time that by hatching the Prussia of Frederick II they artificially
promoted the nucleus of the most aggressive continental imperialism, with which
compared even the most extravagant phases of Austrian imperialism were child's play.

The growth of Prussia which was in progress to shape a Northern German empire
on the racial basis of a Wendish-Cassubian-Masurian-Lithuanian symbiosis ruled by
Teutonic overlords was wholly incompatible and incommensurable with the interest of
the Austrian empire. In the long run there was no equilibrium possible between the
Austrian empire Catholic even under the rules of Enlightenment and the Prussian empire,
for which Catholicism or Protestantism were but functions of its own interest and power.
The Austrian state was conservative even in its progressive enterprises, the Prussian state,
however, soon the very model always of the most unscrupulous power politics always
performed with the most up-to-date means. Austria was an organism even in its chaotic
conditions, Prussia a cancer even in aiming at the organic goal of organizing Northern
Germany between Rhine and Vistula. There were hardly ever in history two political
organizations within the range of the same continental territory which were equally
antithetic, but nevertheless, existed side by side for nearly two centuries. It shows
classically the utter confusion of the modern world in everything concerning political
metaphysics, the same thing in politics what has been called "the discerning of the spirit",
that two centuries were needed to see through the disguises of "the spirit who denies",
and that even then nothing is more appalling than the lack of an antidote.

When Silesia, the Bohemian-Polish bridge, was left to Prussia in consequence of
the Seven Years War (1763) it was but symbolic for the fact that now the Bohemian-
Polish union was definitely spoiled and thereby the dead-wound inflicted upon the
Austrian empire. Although Maria Theresia by female instinct knew about this causality,
neither her son and heir, Joseph II, nor the minister of both, Wenzel Anton Kaunitz (d.
1794) had any glimpse of it. Kaunitz, the offspring of old Czech aristocratic stock, who
for forty years was state's chancellor, was the man who cemented the Austrian-French
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alliance against Prussia and Great Britain, after the latter power for the sake of its
colonial empire found it imperative to switch from the age-old alliance with Austria to
the adventure of a British-Prussian alliance against Austria and France. For Kaunitz
certainly this new combination was very far from being the struggle of the two Catholic
powers, Austria and France, on the continent and in the world, against the two Protestant
powers, Prussia and Great Britain. Yet in fact it was the last bid for Catholic supremacy
in continental and in world affairs, and one might well imagine, how the modern world
would look like, if France and Austria, not Great Britain and Prussia would have been
victorious after seven years of war.

The first logical consequence of the defeat of World Catholicism was the partition
of Poland (1772), by which, through the complicity of both Austria and Russia with the
Prussian scheme, the Eastern European balance of powers was destroyed. Joseph II and
Kaunitz against Maria Theresia insisted in being partners of this crime, by which, even if
God's mills grind very slowly, the three powers of partition have clearly sinned against
themselves eating more in lust and gluttony than they could seriously assimilate. The fact
that Austria preserved well her share of the Polish heritage, Galicia-Lodomeria, certainly
was the luckiest aspect in this tragedy and a pledge for the final resurrection of the
Polishes state. The apologists of Austrian politics may well argue that, if only Prussia and
Russia would have been permitted to take the whole of Poland, Austria would not have
served the Poles but gravely damaged herself. Yet there are situations, in which the code
of ethics is the only realistic yardstick of foreign policy. There is no doubt that also
Austria, in morally backing Prussia and Russia, has made herself monstrously guilty and
even sinned more grotesquely against her innate law than the two other partners of the
partition, whose identical anti-Polish tradition only culminated in its last performance.
Maria Theresia, the last Austrian ruler with deep roots in the Austrian soil and completely
repugnant to the 18th century custom of both exchanging and dividing sovereignties and
peoples, was the only one to know well in the very depth of her heroic soul that the stain
of having consented to and participated in the partition of Poland, even if the guilt of the
aristocratic Polish republic was tremendous, even if the loss of Silesia, forced upon
Austria by the British-Prussian alliance, was the very cause of all further complications
even if the Polish heritage was to be honestly preserved by Austria that in spite of all
these implications, this stain would never be effaced from the shield of honor which once
was Austria's.

Prussia, Bohemia-Moravia-Silesia and Poland are the three problems which
characterize Austria's entrance into the world of modern politics which opened two
hundred years ago. Prussia was the aggressor, Bohemia-Moravia-Silesia the Achilles heel
and Poland the lure, by which Austria made herself guilty. It was the baroque substance
of the empire which let it survive for an aftermath in spite of this vulnerability, and even

issue in its very death-struggle the most characteristic images of its genius.
ok

*

Modern Austria was the creation of the new dynasty, Lorrain, which arrived at
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Vienna from France in the person of Maria Theresia's husband, Francis I Stephen (d. 1765
to introduce there an entirely new method of government. The dynasty of Lorrain still
represented legally the House of Austria, but, although they were called Habsburgs by
courtesy, they ware in fact Lorrains who brought into an alien country their own virtues
and vices, as the Habsburgs themselves did five hundred years earlier.

The sons of the couple, Joseph IT (d.1790) and Leopold II (d.1792) were the two
rulers of Enlightenment, who made the empire of the Pragmatic Sanction, which had
survived Prussian aggression, the first modern state in Europe. Reorganizing the imperial
administration, establishing a modern, unitary state above the Estates, emancipating
economy, peasantry and Jewry, exorcizing the church, reforming everything, although
sometimes with harsher means than useful and necessary, the two brothers, each with his
different temperament, destroyed a lot which was healthy, but also saved a lot which was
still healthier and would have been destroyed otherwise by a tempest. Josephinism, in
fact, with the corrections made by the wiser younger brother, who had collected his main
experiences during a quarter of a century in the highly sophisticated school of Tuscan
government, was the iron cure which would have saved Prance from the French
Revolution, if applied there in due time, and which really saved Austria from Napoleon,
when the consequences of the revolution surged into the heart of Europe. While Joseph
was an enlightened despot who, in complete contrast to the autochthonous absolutism of
the Barocco, would never believe that anything else but .his own arbitrary will and plan
could suit his people, Leopold under the influence of the Tuscan intellectual elite, shows
the first interest in modem constitutionalism and the first disposition to transform the
feudal Estates, without breaking them up, into modern representations.

Joseph's idea was that of one empire under the name of the Austrian Monarchy
which ought to have three residences, Vienna, Prague and Buda (where under him the
Hungarian authorities had moved from Pressburg). Thus, even the emperor who wanted
to make the Austrian empire a centralized modern state with German as official language
recognized the triune structure of the monarchy he ruled. Deliberately he shunned the
traditional coronations in Bohemia and Hungary, to which both his mother before and his
brother after him submitted. In Hungary and Galicia the emperor introduced the German
language. In the Hungarian diet and districts' assemblies Latin was thereby substituted.
The fundamental idea was not so much that of "Germanization", an ideology thoroughly
foreign to the age, but to secure imperial effectiveness. This was a Roman empire which
ought to have an imperial language.

The traditional constitutions of the Estates were not directly abolished, but
decisively weakened by Joseph. The symbols of the political individualities, of which the
Austrian empire consisted, like the Hungarian crown, or even the Austrian and Styrian
ducal diadems, were carried to Vienna to be kept in the imperial treasury, where the
Bohemian crown was already brought under Maria Theresia. They were now exhibits of a
museum, and not any political instruments or agencies any longer. From Belgium and
Lombardy to Hungary and Bohemia this revolutionary policy met resistance and Joseph
himself in his literally last decrees had to retract most of his reforms concerning the
traditional structure of his kingdoms and countries. The very day, when the emperor died
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in his castle at Vienna, the crown of St. Stephen was brought back to Hungary,
enthusiastically greeted by the people.

His successor Leopold did the rest. He never agreed with the radicalism of the
brother. Everywhere the Estates were restored to their former splendor, yet not without
characteristic reforms. The financial matters were definitely reserved to the central
government and thereby the various countries deprived of the last vestiges of feudal
sovereignty. In some instances the central government used its power to force the Estates
to grant the cities a broader representation, as they had before. In its entire trend, the short
administration of Leopold was in favor of a modern constitutionalism. Such was already
his guiding idea in reforming Tuscany .The idea to use the Estates as the basis for the
constitutional reform in the direction of modern representation was certainly not
Leopold's, yet he was its foremost champion. The Polish constitution of 1790 was the
adequate expression of these tendencies of the post-Josephinian era and it was only
logical that Leopold was considered to be one of its political advocates. Obviously, this
entire work of reform would have required a long lasting reign, undisturbed by exterior
events. Unfortunately Leopold's exceptionally short imperial administration did not allow
to wield into a really consistent scheme the fundamental idea of synthesis between the
past and the future, nor even to materialize it fully in a single instance. In spite of this
failure the idea of amalgamation between the existing feudal constitutions in the various
countries of the Austrian Monarchy and the modern trends of universal representation
was the most progressive scheme ever launched by an authority of conservativism, and a
proof, even is a failure, that there was good reason, why the French Revolution could not
invade the basic bastions of Central Europe.

Although the administration of the two Lorrains was by far the most progressive
one in pre-revolutionary Europe, capable of warding off the revolution by more than
merely military means, the legend tells that Frederick I, King of Prussia ought to be
regarded as the model ruler of Enlightenment. Such was already the fashion of his time,
molded intellectually by the Encyclopaedists, whose atheism did not hinder them to be
enthusiastic about a king. Very transparent political reasons made the Western European
pacifists, contemporaries of the Prussian aggressor, the trumpeting mouthpiece of his
glory as civilized legislator. Prussia allied first with France against Great Britain and then
with Great Britain against France, knew extremely well, how to make use of insular
psychology, decrepit pacifism and the anti-Austrian affection. Frederick's "Machiavel" is
the classical witness for this Prussian policy on the "double floor", in which the anti-
Machiavellian esotery addresses the naive Westerners, while the Machiavellian esotery is
written for the initiated.

This is the key to "Prussian liberalism". Prussia's demon throughout history was
war and conquest .For her both enlightenment and tolerance meant in the first place a
new opportunity for the creation of a military machine. Frederick emancipated his people,
as far as this machine required emancipation, while Joseph in fact was the first modern
ruler to propose the "Romantic idea" of disarmament, as the Prussians sneeringly called it
in order to have more thorough means for continuing his favorite scheme of
emancipation. This is the earliest use of the term “Romantic" reflects in politics, and it
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reflects utter contempt of the "realists" for any regard of humanity. Frederick's criticism
that Joseph was accustomed to take the second step before the first reveals the gulf
between the two characters: the politician to the degree of cynical Machiavellism and the
reformer to the degree of political self-renunciation. It is worthwhile mentioning that the
same "realism", in the name of which Frederick objected against Joseph's "radicalism" in
carrying out his plan of emancipation, is shared by Rousseau, as he exhorted the Polish
authorities to be cautious in abolishing bondage, as well as by Mirabeau, whose
encomium of Frederick praise particularly his steadfastness not to have succumbed to the
same arguments of humanity than Joseph. The Prussian king emancipated parts of
peasantry to get better recruits for his army, and where he eliminated feudalism, he did so
to introduce militarism, of which the same old aristocrats were the new representatives.
The Austrian emperor, however, was obsessed by radicalism in favor of emancipation
which accepted an absolute right of humanity to be emancipated notwithstanding any
outward factor, not even the cohesion of the feudal society. Strangely enough, the French
intellectuals seconded Frederick, not Joseph. One might suspect that they did so not quite
independently from their atheism, for which Frederick was their brother, while Joseph
still lived on another star. Yet the Austrian empire by this human radicalism of its
emperor, the immediate object of which were the peasants and the Jews of Galicia, may
have atoned before the tribunal of history for the crime it committed in consenting to the
murder of Poland.

Under Joseph II, who for a while contemplated acquiring Bavaria instead of
Silesia, the Innviertel (with Braunau, Ried and Schirding) was incorporated into Austria
in 1779) was formerly a Bavarian possession and which on this account still is different
from the rest of Upper Austria. Under Francis II, the ecclesiastical principality of
Salzburg, which had always been under Austrian influence, was secularized (1803) and
after an intermezzo also incorporated (1805 and 1810), first with and later without

Berchtesgaden which, although always a part of Salzburg, now became Bavarian.
ok

*

There was a very logical reaction afterwards against Josephinism, when Francis 11
(d.1835) son of Leopold and nephew of Joseph, the born Florentine, who was the last
Roman emperor and the first Austrian emperor bearing this title, ruled the Austrian
Monarchy. Accepting Klemens Metternich (d. 1859) as his main adviser for more than a
quarter of a century, he withstood successfully the impact of Napoleon in war and peace.
For the history of modern Austria the two antagonistic schools of Joseph and Francis are
like those of the Jeffersonians and Hamiltonians in the American political philosophy
(notwithstanding the fact that Jefferson was rather suspicious of Joseph and would have
vehemently resented to be linked with an emperor whom he considered the very
stumbling-block of peace).

Despite the antagonism between Joseph and Francis, there was much more
continuity in their regimes than is generally believed. Joseph’s basic reforms - tolerance,
emancipation of peasantry and Jewry, state's control of the church - were continued under
Francis unabatedly. Yet, while structurally Josephinism continued to a large extent,
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psychologically the reaction against it was the very atmosphere of Austria's third
civilization which now emerged. We may call it the age of Romanticism, if we clearly
distinguish the Austrian type of the Romantic philosophy of life, for which, astonishingly
enough to many minds, no ruler, statesman, scholar or artist, but a simple priest with
world-wide missionary interest St. Clement Maria Hofbauer, C. Se. R. (d. 1820) was the
very symbol, as the spiritual center for statesmen, scholars and artists. Yes, we may speak
of Romanticism, if we distinguish the Austrian type from the Prussian type, often
regarded as the most typical one, in which the irrationalism of Fichte, Schelling and
Hegel, descending from the peak of Kant's classicism, concluded in the realm of thought
what Frederick II had anticipated in the realm of politics. No wonder, that the practical
Machiavellism of the Prussian king found its sublimation in the theoretical
Machiavellism of at least two of these German philosophers, Fichte and Hegel, while the
political theory of Austrian Romanticism, by which the realities of politics were more
imbued than anywhere else in Europe, has been the climax of anti-Machiavellism. This
age of Austrian Romanticism, which started in many instances already in the midst of
Austrian Enlightenment, was also the age of Austrian music, the age of musical
classicism, through which Austria will survive down to the Day of Judgment.

To defeat and check the imperialism of both the French Revolution and Napoleon
was the fourth great historic test required by the Austrian empire after Swedes, Turks and
Prussians. Far from seeing in Napoleon only the tyrant of Europe, as the English and the
Germans did, but well aware of the great constructive the energy involved, the Austrian
policy, represented by Francis II and Metternich, had to perform a double task, to defeat
the Napoleonic tyranny and to save the European idea which had never before been
represented equally. A few years after the Code Napoléon, in which the civilizing
achievements of the Napoleonic administration are embodied, the Austrian Allgemeine
Biirgerliche Gesetzbuch (1811), edited by the jurisprudent Franz Zeiller, proved that the
Austrian empire was quick in learning from Western Europe, wherever modernization
and tradition could be easily coordinated. In Austria already Josephinism had brought
about quite organically many reforms which in France first were dipped into blood and
disfigured, and $hen had to be saved from self-destruction by military dictatorship.
Hence, the Austrian answer to the Napoleonic championship of the idea of European
civilization was simply to stand world-open for its own identity.

This answer was possible, however, only because the Austrian armies together
with those of the other European allies had smashed Napoleon with the might of arms.
Archduke Charles (d. 1847), who first defeated Napoleon at Aspern near Vienna (May 21
and 22, 1809), has always been regarded by the Austrian people to have been the man
who made the first decisive breach into the myth of invincibility which accompanied the
Napoleonic armies on their course of victories. Charles, the brother of the emperor, knew
well what was at stake. "The liberty of Europe has fled under our standards", he
addressed his army before the campaign of 1809, the year of destiny. Defeated by
superior arms, he really prepared the ground for the victories to come.

Simultaneously with the Austrian army the Tyrolean peasants under the leadership
of Andreas Hofer, the innkeeper from the Passeiertal in South Tyrol, fought the war
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against both French and Bavarians in the Tyrolean Alps. They were victorious three times
on the Berg Isel near Innsbruck in April, May and August 1809 in the name of God and
his saints, whom they invoked, as once their ancestors did in the centuries of |the
Barocco. Although they later were crushed on the same historic spot in November 1809
and their chief leader, Hofer, executed (February 20, 1810 at Mantua), they really gave
the signal for the whole of Europe to break the chains of the Napoleonic mammoth
empire. Napoleon himself knew pretty well that these peasants of the Tyrol were his main
enemies. In outlining the measures of reprisal to Marshal Lefebvre, after the Tyrol was
eventually subdued, he wrote: "My intention is that you will ask for 150 hostages, and
that you pillage and burn down at least six big villages and the houses of the ring leaders
and that you proclaim the country would be submerged in blood and iron, if not all guns
are delivered. Not a trace of the villages must remain, so that the spots are monuments for
the revenge taken against the mountaineers. You have full power in your hands. Be
terrible.”" Thus, Napoleon already knew the business of dictatorship well enough. If the
reality at last, was less frightful, it was primarily because of Hofer's sacrifice which
cooled down the emperor's rage. The innkeeper from the Pasaciertal really died for his
people, the Tyrolians, who on their part sacrificed themselves for all the other peoples of
the continent. Hofer's death was the turning point in Napoleon's fortune. The revolt of the
Tyrolians became the model for all the enslaved peoples and the stinging memory for the
European cabinets.

Although it needed four years, until the Austrian-Prussian-Russian armies under
the command of the Austrian General Karl Philipp Schwarzenberg (d.1820) decisively
defeated Napoleon at Leipzig (after the wreckage of his armies in the Russian campaign),
the Tyrolean peasants have had the glory of having given the first signal for this entire
enterprise of liberation. The Tyrol consequently was the first Austrian country, where
already in 1816 the old constitution of the four Estates, including cities and peasants, was
reconstituted. For the next century the Tyrolians certainly were the darlings of Austrian
patriotism, who for their loyalty and bravery held the first place in the esteem of the
entire empire. To serve in a Tyrolian regiment of the Austrian army (as I had the honor to
do), was a distinction, to which many Austrian boys from all corners of the empire
aspired. In defending both the empire and their country, the Tyrolians, young and old,
during World War I acquired immortal laurels, to be thanked for by the postwar world
order through the partition of the Tyrol north and south of the Brenner Pass which ended
the history of a country united for more than five hundred years and cut the very life-line
of a proud and courageous people - in favor of Fascism in the South and National
Socialism in the North.

kek
*

The three decades after the overthrow of Napoleon, the so-called Vormdrz ,which
ended with the March revolution of 1848, was politically, without doubt, not a very
pleasant era in Austria’s interior affairs. One school of thought, to which Metternich
belonged and which held the most powerful positions, thought of the revolution as the
last consequence of Josephinism which would either have to be undone or at least
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checked for good, while another school without power and everywhere in opposition
clamored for the continuation and fulfilment of Enlightenment, as introduced by Joseph
II The symbol of the latter school was the Austrian poet Franz Grillparzer (d,1872),the
third German classic very close to the two Dioscuri of Weimar, who, a black and yellow
Josephinian patriot, but dramatized grudging and misanthropic about the turn of
Josephinism not only dramatized into Austria’s heroic history the problems of his own
solitary soul, but also carved the bitterest epigrams against its epigone out of his bilious
psychology. At any rate, Grillparzer is no serious source of Austrian history, the Vormdrz
or Metternich, rather his existence in the proof midst and under the conditions of the
"Metternich system the very proof that he in his most passionate accusations was wrong.

Another poet, Heinrich Heine, also wielded his wit with epigrammatic acuteness
against the forces of reaction. Yet the latter, a Northern German of Western European
orientation and even in his sarcasm a sage of an old race, knew very well how much the
Austria of Metternich, conservative and anti-liberal, was ethically superior to the
contemporary Prussia, pseudo-liberal and reactionary. In his "Franzdsische Zustande"
(1832) he explained the reason why some radicals, despising, the "Prussian Jacobins",
held secret sympathies for Austrian conservatism. "In fact, we may war with Austria
daringly unto death", he writes, “sword in hand, but we feel in our innermost heart that
we are not justified in reviling her in abusive terms. Austria was ever an open and honest
enemy who never denied nor suspended for a moment its fight against liberalism.
Metternich never ogled with loving eyes the goddess of liberty, he never played the
demagogue with a troubled anxious heart, he never sung Arndt's songs while drinking
white beer, he never practiced national gymnastics on the Hasenheide, he never played
the pietist, nor did he ever weep with the prisoners of the fortresses while he kept then
chained. You always knew exactly what to expect of him. You knew that you had to
beware of him and you did so. He was always a sure man, who neither deceived us by
gracious looks nor irritated did us by private malice. You know that he was inspired
neither by love nor by petty hatred, but that he acted grandly in the spirit of a system to
which Austria had adhered for the last three centuries. It is the same system for which
Austria fought against the Reformation, the same for which she battled with the
Revolution. For this system not only the men were fighting, but also the daughters of the
House of Austria” This is what Heine said about the main antagonist of the idea of
revolution, yet someone who still spoke the same language. Between conservatism and
liberalism, there should and could be honest enmity, he might be interpreted as saying,
but between them both on the one hand, and the irrationalism, then called "Prussian
Jacobinism" on the other hand, we might conclude on the basis of still more
comprehensive experiences, there is the absolute gulf of two contradictory logical
systems. Although Grillparzer has contributed a lot of immortal wisdom to the fuller
knowledge of this gulf, wherever he emphasized the antagonism between Austria and
Prussia, his too close a view on Metternich and too local an intimacy with the Austrian
Vomdrz has blinded him in recognizing its secular values, of which his poetry and
Metternich’s policy in fact were twin products.
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It is true; the Vormdrz did not solve the problems of the empire. The legal shift
from the empty dignity of the Holy Roman Empire to the reality of the Austrian empire,
overdue for a long time but materialized now under the Napoleonic pressure, did not free
Austria from both the German and the Italian affairs, in order that she might concentrate
exclusively on her own problems around the Danube basin. On the contrary, the Austrian
hegemony in both Germany and Italy remained the very corner-stone of Metternich’s
foreign policy. Nor did the necessary synthesis between Joseph and Francis really
succeed in the interior reconstruction after Napoleon's downfall. This was largely due,
however to the fact that there was no Metternich in interior affairs, as there was one in
foreign affairs, the state's chancellor being rather prevented by other members of the
governing body from too intimate an interference with interior problems, at least under
the reign of Ferdinand (d. 1875) the decrepit firstborn son of Francis, who was
unfortunately an imbecile. It was the tragic mistake of Metternich that he, for the sake of
biological legitimacy, made him "successor of the entail", as he named it, and an empreur
du carton, behind whom the committee of the real rulers, the state's chancellor included,
governed for the fictitious ruler. In this period the so-called "gerontocracy" developed,
that senile system for which nobody was really responsible, but for which Metternich,
although without real power in interior affairs, was the all-hated symbol. Or in other
words, the typically Austrian neglects at home were again due to the overburdening with
responsibilities outside the empire which the Habsburgs and their servants have sought
and have found throughout their entire history. In fact, there was a Metternich in foreign
policy, who in the service of European peace necessarily absorbed the best energies
available within the country for his world-wide scheme and thus exhausted Austria’s
endurance in the gigantic task of European leadership. While the apologist will interpret
this behavior as a sacrifice for the outside world, the critic will object that no individual
state serves the family of nation without solving its own problems.

The failure of Metternich in the interior policy of Austria, in which he had to share
responsibility with many anti-Metternichs in the highest offices, has for a long time
overshadowed the full recognition of his great historic figure in the foreign policy of the
Austrian empire as well as in the fundamental reorganization of Europe after the
Napoleonic cataclysm. He was one of the basic defeaters of Napoleon, as well as one of
the great constructors of the post-Napoleonic Europe. Both are deeds which might permit
to excuse the blunders he committed elsewhere. He defeated Napoleon, because he was
not blind for the greatness and the function of the man, and he was able to reconstruct
Europe, because he reserved at once the traditional place for the defeated nation, France,
in the concert of European powers which could not be regenerated without being
complete.

In considering the difficulties which had to be surmounted, the Congress of
Vienna (1814/15) was the basis of an astonishing period of peace for a century, not
accounting for a series of minor conflicts, although they certainly were of far-reaching
consequences. None of the hasty critics of Metternich will wrest from his memory the
glory of having been the main energy in welding the European continent into an era of
peace unheard of before, and after the greatest catastrophe yet experienced. Only after
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this other catastrophe of our own experience will have been surpassed by another century
of peace may we be sure in naming his greater successors. The Congress of Vienna, the
Holy Alliance among the three conservative powers of Eastern Europe, the Quadruple
Alliance which included Great Britain and looked out for the Quintuple Alliance with
France rehabilitated, the system of European congresses from Aachen to Verona - these
were the steps which established the European Areopagus, the first modern system of
European cooperation, based primarily upon the equilibrium among the five European
great powers, the so-called Pentarchy, making Vienna the arbiter of Europe and
Metternich the charioteer of the European quadriga. The stability of this international
system was based upon a hierarchy of inter-state relations, the Austrian empire, taken for
granted, with its hegemony over both Germany and Italy as the very axis of Central
Europe, a twofold European mandate entrusted to Austria, - the cooperation of the two
central powers, Austria and Prussia, with Great Britain and, if need be quasi as two
valves, the cooperation of the four anti-revolutionary powers against France, or the three
Eastern monarchies against the two Western democracies. The latter was thought but as
an expediency in case of emergency. It was an ingenious system of political balance
according to the patterns of the ancien regime. The whole scheme overlooked many very
vital problems. Its tenor was against changes in general, even if inevitable, and thus it
forsook both the chance and the capability of regenerating Europe on a large scale. Yet it
gave proof not only of the spell which the past could still master to master the age, but
also of the skill of the traditional architects, whose structure, old-fashioned, weather-
beaten, but water-proof, could stand the pressure of modern progress for quite some time.
Fortunately enough, we are no beyond the age, when Metternich was the bugaboo, by
whom political infants were frightened. Thus we are able to distinguish coolly between
the achievements and the shortcomings of a great homo politicus, who still is close
enough to teach us something.

Metternich's formula, upon which his entire system rested, was the principle of
legitimacy. This principle was not simply identical with dynastical legitimism, as
Metternich's attitude towards Napoleon and the Bourbons well indicates. It did not mean
primarily the galvanization of any form of government, but the solidarity of all European
powers in preserving the legal order everywhere, if need be by their coordinated
interventions. Thus the accent lay on the legitimacy of the international procedure, and
not on the historic substance of legitimacy. The fact that the principle of legitimacy
contributed in most instances to the protection of the existing monarchies and ruling
dynasties was simply due to the prevalent form of government in that epoch and did not
forsake the very idea of legitimacy, as long as the European Areopagus was still able to
arrive in conformity at modifying decisions .Thus, this system intended the organic
change, but did not make changes completely impossible. The examples of Belgium and
Greece in 1830 show in fact that the Pentarchy was really able to perform what
Metternich himself called the "Christening" of the natural principle of nationality and
popular sovereignty through the supra-natural principle of legitimacy. The idea was
certainly elastic enough to survive the form of government in which it first emerged, if
only the Areopagus itself would have survived, or in other words all members of the
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European family of nations would have estimated their community of ideas and actions
higher than their predilections for this or that form of government. It was the final
abandonment of that formula, identical with the common approval of organized
international procedure, which brought about the era of war and conquest. In the principle
of legitimacy the first rudiment of an international order and cooperation in the 19th
century was ruthlessly and frivolously sacrificed again.

Although this new era was initiated in the first place by the primitivity of national
aspirations which made both Prussia and Piedmont strive for their goals of national
egotism .without any regard for the interests of the European commonwealth, it was
mainly the historic guilt of the Western mandatories of the Pentarchy that the principle of
legitimacy could eventually be substituted by the principle of nationality. To the liberals
of yesterday the criticism of the principle of nationality was a sacrilege and did not
convey any meaning at all. For the superficial observer it meant but the aggrandizement
of the liberal regimes in both Italy and Germany at the cost of the conservative power of
Austria. Yet another interpretation is gradually shaping up now and the world has learned
in agony that in the long run the principle of nationality really meant to upset the
structure of Europe. The idea of international solidarity and judicial procedure,
rudimentary but capable of further development, yielded to the anarchy of national
aspirations and the sacro egoismo, proclaimed solemnly as the only remedy of the
international evils .As true as it 1s that Prussia provided the means of arms for this new
gospel and that Piedmont supported the Prussian armies, the Western powers gladly
consented to this turn in a grotesque deception what would suit them best. It is here that
the 19th century capitalism, commercialism and colonial imperialism come into the
picture. The unchaining of the principle of nationality on the European continent was the
paravent, behind which the Western powers could acquire or strengthen their modern
colonial empires undisturbed by any outside interference. In order to divide the world
among them, they surrendered the European continent to the principle of nationality, but
thereby to both Prussia-Germany and Piedmont-Italy or what was in nuce the Triple
Alliance of our fathers' generation and the Axis of our own time. There was no choice,
either the principle of legitimacy with Austria, or the principle of nationality with Prussia
ruling Central Europe, including Piedmont and the remains of Austria. As long as the
European North and South will be determined by the principle of nationality instead of
those of legitimacy, rationality and continuity, there will always be some kind of
broadsword or dagger thrust through the heart of Europe, notwithstanding the most up-to-
date police in West and East cooperating. The antagonism between world-wide and
continental interests, between the British Empire and the Austrian Empire, means the end
of the Pentarchy and the creation of two European blocs, although the bitter
consequences of these blunders were not realized for three generations. Only the
complete reintegration of these two sets of interests, world-wide and continental, in their
actual shape into the principle of legitimacy revived will really overcome the two blocs
and reconstitute a European family of nations again.

In fact, the mere idea of the Pentarchy was lasting enough to check any major
conflagration for quite some time. It is true, minor conflicts occurred. They were the wars
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of Prussia against Denmark (1864), Austria (1866) and France (1870/71), in the first of
which Austria again made herself guilty (as in the partition of Poland), and the wars of
Italy in the tow-rope of Prussian interests waged against Austria (1859 and 1866), in the
first of which France anticipated the same mistake, rendering herself guilty to weaken her
power of moral resistance. These wars regarded in them selves were nevertheless only
minor conflicts concerning their length and the peoples involved, although they were the
very instruments indeed for the principle of nationality and its materialization, and
although they bore in their wombs the major conflagrations to come. Yet they certainly
were not world wars, as Europe knew them before and knows them since. They were
localized affairs, not the least because of the aftermath of the European system of
cooperation, on which Metternich had insisted and which still was alive in minds and
instincts.

Even Bismarck, who completed and surpassed the deeds of Napoleon III and
Cavour, and who organized deliberately the three wars by which the German empire was
created, could not deny to be Metternich’s disciple, not in waging those wars but in trying
to keep the European peace afterwards. And so deeply was Metternich's idea rooted in the
European statesmen, that they at once recognized Bismarck's leadership, formulated on
occasion of the Congress of Berlin (1878), as soon as it led back to peace and the
foundations of the European family of nations. The European statesmen, Thiers and
Disraeli among them, were not wrong to accept Bismarck into their concert and even
trust him with the function which once Metternich performed, although the consequences
of his policy of blood and iron still cried to heaven for revenge. Yet Bismarck, if he ever
sincerely believed in the policy of peace which he inaugurated after his successes in wars,
was wrong to assume that without active repentance, the German people could be trained
for Machiavellism and war, and then organically brought back to European solidarity and
the principle of legitimacy. In accepting the latter only as a means for attaining the goals
of national policy, Bismarck's ethical stature is definitely below that of Metternich, even
compared the German chancellor's decades of peace with the Austrian chancellor's
decade of wars. While Metternich may have indulged occasionally in the practices of
Machiavellian diplomacy, yet followed ideas far above any scheme of Machiavellism,
Bismarck, thoroughly imbued with Machiavellian substance, was the most classical
embodiment of both German and modern Machiavellism, even where he was sincere in
details.

So deeply was the idea of a lasting peace, with war only as an exception, rooted
already in our fathers' souls that most of their sons could not believe in 1914, or even in
1939, that the era of Metternich, or as some of them preferred to say, the era of modern
progress, had gone for good. Materialists, as most of the usufructuaries of Metternich's
peace in the 19th and 20th century have been, they did not allow themselves to ascribe
any achievements in history to the endeavors of man, but only to evolution, progress,
society or other blind forces, of which man would be only a meaningless function and its
meanest index indeed. The doctrine of historic materialism will not hesitate to lavish
upon the capitalism of the 19th century the glory which in fact is due to the organizing
qualities of the ~iomo politicus in European history after the greatest catastrophe which he
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then had experienced. Yet even conceding for the sake of argument the primacy of
economics over politics, there can be no doubt that also the automatism of capitalism
needed the political atmosphere, in which it could prosper, and that then the Congress of
Vienna at least was the creator of this atmosphere which doubtlessly has been the
political condition for the prosperous evolution of economy. Yet the catastrophes which
we have experienced did not particularly favor the idea of economic determinism,
whether it is viewed from the angle of capitalism or communism .Many people have been
shaken in their former convictions by World War I, still more by World War II. Many
have learned to understand the idea of international solidarity and the principle of
legitimacy. one of the greatest spirits which the exile from Fascism has definitely
molded. Guglielmo Farrero, dug out from the grave of wisdom what had been forgotten
once by none more than by the intellectuals of his own nation, that not only emperors and
kings must be interested in the principle of legitimacy, but republics and democracies as
well, and that there can be no democratic order anywhere without the principle of
legitimacy.

&k
*

When the European Areopagus was liquidated in the mutual interest of the principle
of nationality on the continent and of colonial imperialism in inter-continental dimensions,
the Austrian empire, a basically European affair without extra-European complement, found
itself thrown back upon its merely selfsame existence and thus suddenly face to face with
insoluble internal problems. In good and evil, this was the consequence of the European
function which Austria held during nearly a millennium. While once in the eyes of the
nations which lived in Old Austria the history of the 19" century could be simply
interpreted as the sequence of catastrophes caused by the fateful failures of Austrian policy,
the experiences of the last decades have demonstrated rather brutally to many Europeans,
how for the two last centuries it was less the incapacity of Austria, but the exuberance of
Prussia which, backed primarily by the extra-continental arbiter Great Britain, destroyed the
Central European structure and thus upset down the European balance.

The Austrian empire in its interior structure had always been the function of
European conditions which moreover were under the predominant control of Austrian
foreign policy. In its very existence the Austrian empire was essentially interwoven into the
European contexture. Two factors have established the basic European qualification of this
political coexistence in the heart of Central Europe. First, this coexistence was a European
agency, a basic element of the European system cooperation, one of the great regional sub-
divisions of the European commonwealth, if not its very pivot. Hence the Austrian empire
for half a century held a position of seniority in the European Arcopagus, after it had held
before for nearly four centuries the key position in the previous European system erected on
the basis of the balance of European powers. These four centuries, far from being in similar
need for a formula time of peace as our time, are those of the most splendid last phase of
European civilization, based upon an identical code of values and expressed in deeds of arts
and sciences which still are the maternal roots of our own technical age. Everyone of the
other European regional entities who had at one time contested for the position of European
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imperialism, and had wished to decide the European destiny in its own favor, the Imperium
Romanum, the Holy Roman Empire, Spain, France, Sweden, Turkey, Great Britain, Russia,
each of them in its own way, has in fact contributed its share to the formation of this
coexistence in Central Europe and to its specific civilization, either by attacking it first and
then recognizing its central position, or by arranging cooperation and thus fertilizing its
mould. The Prussian aspirations alone have proved to be definitely incompatible with the
existence of the Austrian system. The very reason for this fact was that Austria stretched
both geographically and historically across Prussia's natural life line and living space. While
Austria's historic idea was that of supra-national symbiosis on the basis of the principle of
legitimacy, Prussia's historic idea was the unification of all German speakers on the basis of
the principle of nationality and a European imperialism founded upon the compact
settlement of all the German speakers in the heart of Europe. After the Rhine in the West
and the Vistula in the East were reached by Prussia, the Western buffer states being reduced
to impotence and the Eastern buffer state, Poland, having disappeared, the smaller peoples
in the Austrian empire, wherever it would show rents and cracks, had to become the main
objectives of Prussia's further aggressive interests. Austria's elimination from both Germany
and Italy served this goal, as did afterwards the Austrian-Hungarian Compromise and the
Triple Alliance. With every means, positive and negative, the dike which Austria
represented against the German tide had to be undermined, until it collapsed.

For this had always been the other fundamental function of the Austrian coexistence,
to be the most lasting racial symbiosis that ever existed among a dozen and more smaller
nations, of which most would never have survived in isolation. They were in fact protected
by this common frame against aggression through centuries, as fragmentary and insufficient
as this protection might now seem to have been, evaluated abstractly by modern man not
equally in need of similar protective measures. All the historic aggressions against the heart
of Central Europe, attempted by Swedes and Turks and French, failed and only emphasized
its pivotal function. In this sequence of aggressions during the centuries of modern history,
only to mention the three big nations which are the main neighbors of the Danubian smaller
peoples,- Russia was always rather an imaginary foe, dangerous not so much in herself but
in the imaginations which her mere existence created outside of her boundaries, - Italy was a
real foe only in foreign service and not in her substance, - while Prussia was continually the
most dangerous and most effective aggressor during all phases of modern Austrian history, -
but even this only as long as Western Europe, France and Great Britain, passively or
actively, allowed her to be aggressive and seconded her thereby. Only the fate of the Old
Austrian nations, each without exception, after their protective house, the House of Austria
(in a far more universal meaning than merely the title of a dynasty) had been destroyed, has
really demonstrated what kind of protection and subsistence Old Austria was. She was it
even after and in spite of the demolitions her structure had gone through and of the
weakness which was the result. Only a world which will have succeeded at least for one
generation in solving the problems of Central Europe better than Old Austria did during the
last four hundred years, will gain the privilege of throwing the first stone upon the past. Yet
such a world might well refrain from doing so.
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According to FrantiSek Palacky (d.1876), the leading Czech spirit of his time, the
necessity of creating the Austrian Monarchy, if it did not already exist, was felt in unison at
last during the crisis of 1848 by all the peoples concerned, oven by those whose
intelligentsia participated in the turmoil of the revolution. This year of the European
revolution in France, Germany, Italy and Hungary was actually the year of the greatest
chance for conservatism in Austria. The empire could still strictly rely on its peasant
peoples, including Croats, Serbs, Slovenes, Rumanians, Ruthenians, Poles, Slovaks and
Czechs. The intellectual Czechs, like Palacky, formulating the ideas of the Austrian
Slavonic School, stood in the foreground of Austrian argumentations. Within the movement
of pan-Slavism there was an articulated Austrian Slavonic school of thought which was not
only afraid of the Russian colossus, but was also conscious of its own Western and
democratic character.

The revolution occurred primarily in the midst of the ruling peoples of the Austrian
agglomeration; among the Viennese, led by those inter-Austrian intellectuals, many Jews
among them, who were substantially the usufructuaries of the empire, - among the Milanese
and the Venetians, who, in spite of the Austrian imperialism in their countries, really held
the cultural and political supremacy in the Adriatic Litoral and in all matters of Austria's
Adriatic, Mediterranean and oversea concern, - and last but not least among the Magyars,
for whom, magnates and peasants, a strange lot of Magyarized people raised their voice.
The leadership of the Magyars had glided from the conservative authority of [stvan
Széchenyi (d. 1860),"the greatest Magyar", who after the revolution died in a lunatic asylum
by suicide, into the restless hands of the Magyarized Slovak, Lajos Kossuth (d. 1894) who
in many instances was the seducer of the people, whose nationality he confessed without
being of its race. While Szechenyi was greatly influenced by Western European ideas
(Bentham), which he grafted upon his conservative structure, Kossuth, originally
Szechenyi's follower was thrown into the opposite camp foremost by the influence of
German ideas (List). While Széchenyi was the magnate, in whom Magyar blood was truly
alive, Kossuth was the typical representative of what later was called the Magyar gentry that
minor Magyar aristocracy which recruited itself largely from the non-Magyar peoples
around. Kossuth's non-Magyar origin is symbolic for the Hungarian revolution, whose
Magyar Tyrtaeus, Sandor Petofi (d.1849), formerly Petrovics, was a Magyarized Serbo-
Croat, and of whose leading generals Arthur Gorgei was a Saxon, Josef Bern of Polish-
Czech descent, and Georg Klapka from a family of the Military Frontier, either of Rumanian
or also Serbo-Croatian, but certainly not of Magyar descent.

The Magyars, primarily in their more recently Magyarized strata, under the imperial
rule of the Austrian Vormdrz felt their predominance endangered which they traditionally
held over Croats, Serbs, Rumanians, Ruthenians, Slovaks and the German speaking islands,
Saxons and Swabians, in the Hungarian kingdom. The Magyar gentry, politically active
particularly in the districts' assemblies of the country, had followed from times immemorial
the method of pressing Vienna for concessions which they would never pass on their own
non-Magyar subjects. Since concessions to the ruling group in Hungary always happened to
be transformed very soon into additional difficulties for these subjects, who used to look to
Vienna for deliverance from their grievances, to the central government had become
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accustomed to resist concessions to the Hungarian rulers in the interest of the masses of the
Hungarian subjects, who could only be emancipated by reforms enacted by the central
authority. These were the real conditions of Hungary, when parts of the Magyars started the
revolution and the non-Magyar peasant peoples, Croats, Serbs, Rumanians, Ruthenians,
Slovaks, unanimously joined the anti-revolutionary front. This certainly was a tremendous
chance of Austrian conservatism. Without the active assistance of these Hungarian
nationalities, belonging to the Hungarian kingdom, but being no Magyars, the combined
Austrian and Russian forces would hardly have liquidated the entire adventure as quickly as
it was done. After Gorgei had capitulated to the Russians at Vilagos, the Austrian general,
Julius Haynau, illegitimate son of the Landgrave of Hesse-Cassel, already known as the
"hyena of Brescia", now hanged thirteen Honvéd generals at Arad (1849) repeating in
modern times the Bohemian error of Ferdinand II and the Hungarian error of Leopold I, and
creating out of a bunch of non-Magyar adventurers of revolution the martyrs of the next
generation of Hungarian politics.

This re-interpretation of 1848, submitted here, does not maintain that no real
grievances existed of which those ruling peoples who made the revolution had to complain.
Since only privileged groups amongst them were their representatives, it was quite obvious
that their most prosperous strata, at that time the progressive intellectuals within the urban
population, were likely to feel those grievances first. While Josephinism had unchained
various social energies, the Vormdrz had tried to curb them again. Certainly, there was a
great need for modernizing Austria in many respects. Yet the revolutionists of 1848, both
town folk and bourgeoisie, represented only one view of how to accomplish this end, and
obviously the minority view at that, while the conservatism of the peasant peoples,
representing the opposite view, aimed at quite another type of modernization. Thus different
evaluations of the most adequate means for progress stood against each other, and by no
means simply reaction against progress. From a modern point of view which has developed
during the century since we might well concede to the peasant peoples who stood for
imperial unity the more realistic evaluation of things to come, in which social reforms of a
definite character would always depend on political reintegration. The Austrian revolution
of 1848, representing a minority view, was defeated, because the majority of the peasant
peoples, although they were not less interested in modern liberties than the urban
population, loyally stood by crown and army, the symbols of imperial unity. The Austrian
general, Joseph Radetzky (d.1858), whom the Italians only a short while ago exaggeratingly
remembered as the embodiment of Northern barbarism, really symbolized these forces of
the Austrian empire, and thus it was legitimately he, to whom Johann Straus, Sr. offered in
his "Radezky March" the most popular music of the imperial counter-revolution, and Franz
Grlllparzer, awakening from criticism to constructive grandeur, addressed his most Austrian
poem confessing that only in her army, both leadership and rank and file, there still is
Austria. This was the sentiment of the Austrian peasant peoples as well. They had been
protected by the empire against local feudalism, and they expected the empire to continue
that way. It was quite logical to assume it, even if they were refuted by history. The empire,
they hoped, would, in the century to come, need the loyalty of its masses more urgently than
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the wealth of its aristocracy, old or new. If history disappointed them, they were not among
the main guilty.

The enduring problem which confronted the Austrian empire throughout the 19th
century was to find the synthesis between the historic rights, advocated in 1848 by Kossuth
at least for Hungary and in fact achieved by her in 1867, and the national rights, advocated
in 1848 by Palacky and eventually materialized by Czechoslovakia in 1918. Both men did
not stick to their original conceptions, but their nations did thoroughly enough to their own
detriment. If it was the tragedy of Austria to have failed in the synthesis between historic
and national rights, so it was the tragedy of both Magyars and Czechs the two main nations
that constituted the Greater Austrian problem in 1526, to have missed their own reciprocity
with respect to the two ideologies during the last century, each in its errors the shadow of
the other's errors. The Magyars in their prime stood primarily for their own natural right to
Magyarize the Hungarian nationalities, and this was called by them the historic rights of the
St. Stephen's crown. The Czechs, on the other hand, ambiguously combined the historic
rights of the St. Wenceslaus' crown (by including the Sudeten Germans into their state) with
the national rights of the Czechoslovak nation (by doing the same with the Slovaks and
thereby destroying the historic rights of the St. Stephen's crown),and thus shaped a hybrid
state which perhaps would have been possible within the Austrian empire and at any rate
can exist without it only if backed by some kind of Western or Eastern European power.

Kossuth, when in exile after the failure of the revolution, under Garibaldi's influence
drafted an outline for a Danubian confederation, comprising Hungary, Transylvania,
Croatia, Serbia and Rumania, and providing for a constitutional monarchy on the English
pattern, an alternative federal capital, and French as the official language (1862). He could
have arrived at a much more organic conception of the national rights already in 1848, if he
would then have amalgamated his conception of historic rights with Palacky's opposite
position, who, in the first Austrian Parliament, sponsored the idea of seven independent
national states within the framework of the Austria