
In the fifties of the last Century federalistic ideas still played a conside-
rable role in European politics. Königgrätz imposed the irrevocable decision 
that Central Europe in its new form would not follow the pattern of the 
Holy Roman Empire in a confederation of states stretching from the North 
Sea to the Balkans, but was to adopt the ,kleindeutsch' concept of national 
states. This blocked the way to a federally united Europe for more than 
fifty years. With the „Little German" Solution, that pattern of small national 
sovereign states was stabilized which was to be the origin of both World 
Wars of the 20 th Century. 

On the other hand a development in favour of the wider idea of larger 
territorial units can be observed in history. We find here the principle of 
„universal monarchy" opposed to the principle of Empire. T h e concept of 
universal monarchy is based on a cohective unit, which by reason of its su­
periority imposes its will upon others with the object of attaining unity and 
progress by centralism. T h e idea of the Empire, on the other hand, seeks to 
create larger territorial units, not by domination but on the basis of the 
principle of subsidiarity. 

In the struggle for power in our own day it is significant that the two 
world powers tend towards universal monarchy. Between these two world 
powers is Europe, a Europe in which elements of the supra-national Empire 
predominate. This leads us to hope that by creating a Paneurope, Europe 
may attain primacy in the next age of humanity. 

T H E P O L I T I C A L D E V E L O P M E N T O F E U R O P E S I N C E 1866 

Otto von Habsbürg 

T h e Battle of Königgrätz not only meant the end of the Holy Roman 
Empire, but it also destroyed the balance of power in Europe. 

T h e areas of German settlement had no natural frontiers. For this reason 
the function of a central power feil to the German nation. T h e alliance bet­
ween it and the Danube Empire was of vital importance for both. Without 
German support the Danube countries could never have withstood the va-
rious attacks from the east, whereas on the other hand the countries of the 
Danube area covered Germany's south-eastern flank. Through the alliance 
of the Austrian Empire with the German Confederation a truly Great Power 
existed in the heart of Europe before Königgrätz, at the samé time a bridge 
between East and West. Austria's expulsion from the German Confederation 
by Prussia deprived the Danube Empire of western support at the very mo­
ment when signs of a fresh attack from the east were immanent. 

For the Germans in the Danube area the Battle of Königgrätz was the 
přelude to tragédy. T h e triumph of nationalism in Germany through Prus­
sia was followed by the rise of nationalism in Bohemia and the Carpathian 
countries, so that the German speaking population soon found themselves a 
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minority with no rights. A straight line can be drawn from Königgrätz to 
Potsdam. But it was the inhabitants of Prussia who suffered most after Kö­
niggrätz, for as a result of Bismarck's ,kleindeutsch' policy many of them, 
like the Sudeten Germans, lost not only their homeland but also their liberty. 

Today we find ourselves — on a different level, of course — facing a 
Situation very similar to that before the Battle of Königgrätz. A Century 
ago there was a Western Europe and an Eastern Europe, with Central 
Europe between them, weakened by conflict between the Great Powers. 
Viewed from the world Standpoint, Europe is today the centre between the 
two world powers. T h e decisive problém is whether Europe is to survivc 
as an independent and therefore balancing central unit, which can only be 
achieved by a united Europe. 

W O O D R O W W I L S O N A N D T H E R I G H T O F 

S E L F - D E T E R M I N A T I O N 

James H. Wolfe 

At the Paris Peace Conference of 1919, the dichotomy between the diplo­
macy and propaganda of the United States was most apparent in the settle­
ment of frontier questions in Central Europe. Diplomatie historians have 
undoubtedly reflected widespread populär disenchantment with Wilsonian 
idealism in their castigation of the American President for his presumably 
unrealistic approach to the problems of Great Power diplomacy. T h e phrase 
„national self-determination" appears to have been exploited successfully as 
a weapon of psychological warfare against the Austro-Hungarian Empire, 
but neglected as the basis for a just peace. 

An analytical study presented within the scope of decision-theory places 
Wilson's effort to realize his ideal of self-determination for the peoples of 
the Danubian Monarchy in a perspective quite different from that of an 
historical narrative, which emphasizes the consequences of a decision more 
than its social and psychological origins. T h e policy-maker's perception of 
his institutional role and the information to which he is exposed are overri-
ding considerations which lead to the adoption (sometimes by default) of a 
given course of action. Wilson's conception of his office encouraged him to 
act more as a Prime Minister backed by a disciplined parliamentary majo­
rity than a President faced with an often recalcitrant Congress. T h e „In­
quiry", a group of White House advisers organized by Colonel House, do-
minated the Presidenťs sources of information to the exclusion of area spe-
cialists from the Departments of State and War. As the negotiations pro-
gressed, Wilson grew suspicious even of the loyalty of the „Inquiry" and 
dispensed with its Services. In an atmosphere of personal and political isola-
tion, he suffered a physical collapse which signaled the Coming defeat of 
national self-determination. 
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