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· After the collapse of the Soviet Union, it appeared that Europe was unified in ideology and experience  triumph of the “European idea”?
· probably not: analogy between post-Cold War Europe and interwar Europe
· embrace of liberal politics, capitalist economics; emergence of new states
· but…within a decade, liberalism succumbed to protected economies of communist countries
· competitive/hostile alliances
· growing conflicts among ethnic, class, spatial lines (esp. in East)
· extremist parties, breakdown of democracy in Eastern Europe, rise of fascist regimes  World War II
· after WWII: another “long peace”, but mostly for Western Europe
· north-south, east-west institutional split
· similarly, after conclusion of Cold War:
· division between rich and poor capitalist states, old and new democracies
· European “core” and “periphery” relationship marked by envy and inequality
· comparing the long-term historical evolution of Europe along the east-west axis
· four time frames: Roman times to WWI, interwar period, post-WWII capitalist-socialist divide, period after collapse of state socialism
· three conclusions:
· east-west divide long predates the postwar era, reflects differences in content of political, social, economic, cultural developments (as well as timing, pacing, sequencing)
· east was just as equally in development of the west as the west was in development of the east
· differences between the two regions have been very durable, still influence Europe today

CAVEATS AND DEFINITIONS
· east-west divide: arbitrary?
· nothing fixed about European divide; Russia falls outside of Europe
· we can divide Europe into three-four regions, or more: wy two?
· but, some good reasons to choose east-west divide:
· political economy of postwar period 
· but, east-west divide predates communist revolutions/Stalin
· striking contrast between geographical extremes: Britain vs. Russia
· Britain: feudalism, the state, nation, capitalism, civil society, political society, democracy
· Russia: serfdom, empire-state hybrid, authoritarianism  state socialism, “sudden” capitalism with civil/political society, democracy
· the “European idea”: innovations from theoretical debates and political-economic practice in NW quadrant of Europe from Middle Ages to end of the 19th century
· spread throughout world through diffusion of ideas, armies, capital, political authority structures
· essential components:
· nation: a sovereign political community 
· state: a durable administrative/territorial entity defining borders, setting boundaries on political behaviour and society, rule of law, separation of church and state, etc.
· five core concepts:
1. the nation state
2. individual freedom
3. societal autonomy
4. regime accountability
5. competition among interests
· these principles help us to define civil/political society, relationship to capitalism/democracy
· civil society: legally protected freedom of associational life, independent from the state
· political society: organized activity of citizens in common pursuit of selecting who rules and influencing the agenda, decisions of rulers
· civil and political society: necessary but not sufficient conditions for democracy 

GEOPOLITICAL LOCATION AND EUROPEAN EVOLUTION UP TO WORLD WAR I
· origins of the two Europes can be traced to their different geopolitical locations
West:
· Roman Empire: consolidation of authority
· stability in politics, borders; ideas: citizenship, private property, rule of law, rational bureaucracy, separate of state and society, etc.
· collapse of the Roman Empire  fragmentation of political authority, decentralization of politics and economics
· feudalism: system built from the bottom up 
· contractual basis of relationships, decentralized character of feudal structures, etc.
· beginnings of hallmarks of Western idea: freedom, popular sovereignty, limited government, political equality, pluralism, etc.
· rise of cities, market, nation
· development of the modern state: 
· need to “capture populations” by establishing a politically controlled monopoly
· state-building constrained by feudalism
East:
· more influenced by tribes, armies, ideas, belief systems of Asian culture (repeated invasions, etc.)
· far more diverse, competitive, changing ideological/political/social/cultural landscape
· difficulty of access/control  region incorporated only sporadically into Roman Empire 
· absence of a tradition of law/natural law, rational bureaucracy, private property, separation of church and state, separation of state and society
· after the collapse of Rome, things changed:
· West: sharp break with the past; East: continuity  slower and more uneven aggregation of authority
· East had much later socioeconomic development
· East: empires, not states (highly diverse population, unusually despotic)
· European idea came much later to East than to West, importance of geopolitical location
· ethnolinguistic as opposed to civic terms of national definition
· however:
· important not to reduce historical experiences of east to west, just slower (east: not a linear timeline, differences in sequencing of development)
· further contrasts:
· democratic regimes in west, authoritarian in east
· 19th century political spectrums, political cultures
· west: pluralism, competition, limited government, separation between state and society, church, economy
· east: competition is disruptive, state intervention necessary, transcendental 

THE INTERWAR PERIOD
· why East failed to catch up with West during interwar period:
· collapse of world grain market
· absence of a sharp break with Eastern Europe’s past
· largely cosmetic changes, in keeping with Eastern traditions (more of a “big bang” than an evolutionary approach
· testified to the power of the past

STATE SOCIALISM
· after WWII, Soviet model exported to rest of Europe; three competing strands:
· exaggeration of those characteristics that defined Europe’s past
· dramatic break with the past, bent on modernization
· combination of the past with new elements
· socialist identity supplants nationalist identity, but national differences encouraged
· state socialism self-destructive, but some positive consequences:
· modernized economies
· built nations and states
· empowered societies
· meant to separate blocs, but really brought them closer together

CONCLUSION: AFTER STATE SOCIALISM
· path to liberal order complicated and derailed
· emphasis on diversity of populations
· reinforced dominant messages of Eastern Europe’s past
· struggle against the regime  emphasis on consensus, not conflict; values, not interests
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