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DEBATES ON EUROPE:
WHAT ARE THE PROSPECTS OF RUSSIA’S AND
TURKEY’S EUROPEAN BID?

Igor Torbakov'

Abstract

The study discusses Turkey's and Russia’s European bid within a broader
historical context of the debates on Europe. The prospect of the EU
enlargement’s stopping indefinitely sometime around 2007 inevitably entails
two major consequences. Firstly, a new dividing line will be drawn across
Europe between the nations that will be integrated within the Enlarged
[/nion and those that will not. Secondly, the countries that are left out but
still regard themselves European - and this seems to be the case of Turkey
and Russia -- will have to face a tough dilemma. These nations will have to
either revisit the thorny issue of their own cultural identity or push for
reinventing the concept of Europe. Given the fact that the idea of Europe
can be defined in a variety of ways, the second option is more likely. Thus,
even if the enlargement process grinds fo a halt at some point in the coming
decade, the debates on Europe will continue,

As the NATO and EU enlargement summits closed late last year, the
commentators started arguing — and apparently not without reason — that
“we are entering the endgame of the EU and NATO enlargement process.”
If the analysts” assumptions are correct, then the ncw round of debates on
what European community really is are all but inevitable. Indeed, if the
process of building the “United Europe” is completed with the accession of
10 more Central and East European nations, and Brussels, after embracing
the newcomers, shuts down the gates for good, the lofty task of the romantic
earky 1990s — that of fashioning “whole and free Europe” — will be only
partially fulfilled. To be sure, all the EU member-statcs, including the new
entrants, are free nations, no question about that. But will the EU after its
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wonnng (and el eildgeinei consliaae Gie Twhole Burope”? This {8 by
no means an idie question, In fact. i brings us 1o an even more flundemempl
quertes. such azr Which countries und on what grounds can be regarded
European! Where are Europa’s barders? Aad fnally, what is Europe? For if
the “Enlarged Uslon™ of the 23 iy the “true™ Barope, i it fully embodies the
“Rurepean dea,” then any nation that thinks iU belengs, geographically
and/ur historically, to Earope but iy currently net an BU nmember or g
candidare state, has 1o face o hord quastion of how #f relufes 10 Europe.

In this paper | will try to addross these tingled tssuas while discussing the
“Huropean prospocts” of two tnditonadly problominis counivies situn aed o
Burape's periphery — Turkey and Rossise True, Turhey's and Russin's
formal statis vis-Iovis the BU ditfer, Since December 1999 Turkey s an
officially recognized candidote stie, whevens Russia has pover seriously
rasedd the guastion of I8 Formwd accession o Pw BUL However, Torkey's
and Russia’s “Furasion nature”™ due e both countries” geographic lovation,
their long, painfial {and sl incompiee ! record of Evrapewization. and the
histenical perception of Turks and Russiuns as Ewrope’s wost signilicant
Otfrers basically pt these two nations on the same page. It s not o mere
coipgidence, 1 believe, that the FU conlurgement process — as 1t has hegn
planned up 1o 2007 -~ will huve stopped right at the bardors of fowope’s two
fwrmer most formidande adversaries. | woild suzeest that there 18 a4 new
dividing Hne being drsws acrosy Durope — s call i lhe "Golden Curtan™
~ separating those countries that are being ineorporaied within the LU from
those that are nof, What is oven more signiBicant, some cosmentnions argue,
ts that “this new line across 2:9:';3;)&, is pet just svonomic and strategic but
aleo cultursl, ft‘%;gz{;m‘ _wocw.ng;wa. Cand pivilizational” “Many BEuropeans,”
points out the American poliveal scientist Howard 1. Wiarda,
would prefer i dczzy that such “civibizanonal’, even et
and racial, criterio are being used to decide who gels in and
who siays out of the Buropsan club, but the evidence that
hey are i% incoutrovartible; mowover the culre) coritecs
often meatly  correspond wo the  miow: Cobjoctive’
acknowledged political and coonsmic criteria,”

Y

The Brussels Furocrats’ official approach s that euch prospeciive B
member-siate showld be commitled to the “Eurepean den” defined
prvitively - Le, throngh cortain &6 oly Buropoan™t values, principles

gistingd
and ipsttutions. oo were wosum op the Thoropeas sdea Sgest
Martin Kromer, o counseior for im EUareluted affuirs ar polivy plansing,

~one wonld probubly have to ¢ phtlosephy of froedom pounled with
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practical solidarity”, organizing society and ipternationat relations along
democratic lnes, on the basis of the rule of law.” In operational terms,

- continues the official, the Copentiagen criteria can provide the best basis to

wansiate such a contemporary view of Europe imo prastice” There is,
however, ¢ much older and more wadiional way of defining Furope
negatively — 1.2, in relation to opposites. In an article on national identity and
the idea of Buropean uaity, Anthony D, Smith argued that
fdentities are forged out of shared experiences, memories
and myths, in relation to those of other colleclive identities.
They are in fact often forged through opposition fo the
wentities of significant others, as the history of paired
conflict so often demongtrates. Who or what, then, are
Europe’s significant others?

It is this negative definition of Buropean identity that vltimately shapes a

political decision on who gets in and who does wot. Quite symptomatically.

the same Martin Kremer has to acknowledge that
Present [EU] attitudes towards Turkey, for instance, are
clearly golared by the fact that, well inte the nineteenth
century, the Ottoman Empire was reparded as Ewrope’s
archenemy. Perceptions of Russia ~ and 10 a fesser exient of
Ukraine - arg obviously influenced by the fact that {in thel
last ceptury they used to be scen as only superfcially
European.

Within this context, it would be worthwhile 10 brieflv explore the history of
intellectual struggle for the “European uaity”™ - in other words, a record of
atternpts by the some brightest minds to extend the notion of “European
civilization” o the eastern pann of the Old Confinent. The pasticular
significance of the EU eastward enlargemens, in my opinion, ey in the fact
that, institutionally, it will have cowned this intelleciunl process of
enfarging Europe's mental map. By wekoming the Easiern Europeans in,
the EU undesrscores their “kindred spirit.” their “civilizational belonging” 1o
the “real” Eurape. As one observer succinefly put it, in Central and Eastern
Europe, joining the Buropean Union “is not just about agricultural quotss:
rather, it is & civifizational issue.” By the same token, a rather lukewarm
attitude of the EU 1oward potential Turkish — and, theoretically, Russian -~
membership should be explained, © a large extent, by <nhwral and
civilizational considerations. Turkey and Russia have probably ogased to be
viewed by Europe a5 geopalitical adversaries but are still being perceived as
cultural alfens, others. Thus, in the madivm- and probably even long-term
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perspective, an answer ro the thomy question of where Europe now ends
appears to be more of less clear. Burope ends along the castern horder of the
“Enlarged Union™ of the 23, Turkey and Russia are most Tikely to find
themselves on the other side of the Golden Curtain,

Furope: elusive definition
“Furope,” tells us the contemporary historian of the Old Continent, "is a

relatively modern idea.” However, adds he, one has 10 Keep in mind that its

content s quite controversial: “the geographical, cultursl, and political
parsmasters of the Buropean »0[111116?31{) have always remained vpen to
debae.”’ “The word “Farope.”™ ihe distinguished British historian Hugh
Seton-Watson once neied. “has been used and misused, interpretod and
misinterpreted in so many differebt meaniogs as !ITW"' any ward in any
lomzuage. There have been and are many Burepes...™ The writer and eritiz
Fritz J. Raddatz has coined a maxim that probably best relieons o what
extent the concent of Burope remains mdistinet and the meaning vague: “A
specier is b ﬁnzz“g Furope, s name iz Europe, L 1s on everyone's lips. yat
no one defipes iL"

Oy task is unbkely 10 become any casier if we iy 1o deal with the variom
pararziers of “Burope” one by one. For instance, what about Burepe’s
geographical  Bmis? Geographers comventionally  describe Hurope as
nottong but a pemiasaia of Asia. This definition, the enuncnt Polish schofar
Oscar Halecki pointed put, “creates the impression that Evrope’s Himitg are
easy o define, But even from the merely geographical point of view such an
impression is misleading.™ For cxample, the notion of the Urals as the
boundary between Euiope and Asia 8 o quite recent idea dating back Trom
Poter the Great's time. Moreover, it wag a classical case of “ideological
constructm of geographical space.” s Mare Bassin persvasively showed us
tn biv seminal article.” The frontier on the Urals has been criticized by a
miher of analytical gengraphers, The vahdity of the Urals boundary was
alse questioned by such influential thinkers as Amold Toynbee and Hatlord

Muackinder. A number of geographival conferences arganizad by the Council
ai Europe i the 196is to se::k a generally accepted definition came to the
conclasion that Euwrepe could be considered o separate continent only
human d(.i“zifv i ternws of seftferncat patterns, history, econoric, caltural,
andg political Bife were aken into sccount. To make matters more complex,
ang {xford f"["(‘ lar pace wrofe about o “udal Burepe” whose frontiers ebb
and itow”
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The attempts to defline “Huropean history” appear to be no less futile than
the exercises in drawing its geographical borders. In the mid-1980s the
jowmal Histery Today organized an enquiry: a number of distinguished
scholars were o answer a question “What is Evropean history?” Most
respondents failed o give a clear answer, Yet the reply of one coniribwtor,
ALP. Taylor, was particularly revealing:
European history is whatever the histortan wants it to be It
is a summary of the cvents and ideas, political, religious,
mititary, pacific, serious, romantic, near at hand, far away,
tragic, conle, significant, meaaingless, anything else you
would like it to be, There i¢ only one Hmiling factor. It must
take place in, or detive from, the sren we call Burope. Buf as
I am not sure what exactly that area is meant to be, I am
pretty well in a haze about the rest”

This brief discussion is desighed 10 demonstrate one kpy point, namely the
tremendous ambiguity of the very coancept of Furope Two important
conclusions flow out of this thesis, Firstly, is each particular historical
pericd the question of “who gets in and who stays out” was primarily 2
poiitical question resolved by 2 relatively small group of the continent’s
core nations with the “impeccables Europesn credentials,” Secondly, the
notion of Europe has not been static but has been re-made, revised and
reinvented through the course of history. There has indeed been not one but
rather, in the words of Seton-Waison, many Europes.

Since the time when the concept of “Europe” seplaced the earlier concept of
“Christendom” (sometime between the fourteenth and eighteenth centuries)
and oatil the pust-World War I era Ewrope was essentially associated with
the Western Evrope or simply the “West” The “chosen fragments of the
Penmsula,” as one renowned student of the issoe has aptly pur i,
approprisied the exclusive right to be designated as Burope, Among the
sculptares surrounding the Albert Meroorial (1876} in Londen is 2 group of
figares symbolizing “Europe.” Tt consists of only four figutes —~ Britain,
France, Germany, and Haly. The historical scholarship neatly reflects this
“exclusivist” sttitude. The French historian and statesman Francois Guizot
in his The History of Civilizntion in Europe {1828-1830) explained the
superiority of European civilization basing his argument first of all on the
history of Eagland and France. The cufstanding Gerraan historian Leopold
van Ranke in his History of the Romance and Germanic Peoples (1824)
added Germans and Ialtans to the Earopean peoples par excelience. In the
preface 1o his study he declared his conviction
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that the compiex of Christian peoples of burope 5 o be
considersd as 2 whole, 4s one state, otherwise one could not
propetly andersiand the enormous difference that exisig
betwaen the Qeadernal and the Oriental world, und the
prear simfinriry that exists hetween e Romance and the
CGermranic Peoples.

“Ranke." comments the Danish scholar Peter Bugee! “hore reduced the
carviers of European progress, civilization and culture (o the Romanee and
the Germanic peepies, and so he excluded the Sty of the Eastern Europe
friun any share i Borope's development smd openied up for @ ricial
inferprelution of what separates Bwope from nen-Burepe,™'” Tn the
discourses on the history of Furope written between the end of the
ninetectth and the middie of the twentieth century one is unlikely o find
Portugal, Spain, or Scandinavia, just as thers will be no Polund, no
Rohemia, ne Hungary, no Balksns, ao Hgitie nations. Russin sometimes
may be included and sometimes may be exchwded. There is dofinitely no
Turkey. The authors of those history books appear 1o fiave sceeptad the idea
of the fundamentz! dupgium in Europs and considered only s western part
really Hurepeas, The grear Swiss historian Gonrzazue de Revnold
speetficaily made » basic distingtion between two Buaropes of which only the
western one is, in Bis view, ['Europe enrepeense.”’ This Furopean dualism
wherehy wne of Burope’'s halves 13 perceived as being somchow non-
Eurapean has, i fact, an ilustrives inrelieconl pedigrze. As Larry Wolff
has demopsiraied in hus erudite book, ¢ “semi-crentalized” Eastern Europe
was “invented” ay one of the “true” Burope’s nthers by the philosophers of
the Enlightenment. This “non-Buropean” part of Eurone gradually gave way
w the reul “Orient” beginning somewhers in Russia and the Oitoran
Empire and stretching almost infinitely to the Basi,” When the nobis
Frenchman Louis-Philippe de Segur was traveling across East Buropean
plains on the eve of tie Prench Revolution, be was absolutely sure he had
it the Eurepean civilization behind, "One believes oneself o be feaving
Furope completely,” he wrote aftel entering Poland. “Everything mighi give
ihe impression of retzeating ton conturies intime”™ In the baginning of the
mingleenth cenury a political dimengion was addod to the civilization
discowrse in the discussion of the diftercnces helwean Furape™s "West” and
“Bast” In [RZ20 2 French commentator. Abbe do Prudi, explained the
continent’s sphit as & rosult of “the diviston of Furape inio two zoucs of
soviabilily, which fight euch other and which muke oy common lanpuage
hetween By Iwo parts impossible.” De Prads drew ¢his dividing line from
Sieckhobn o Cadiz and cafbad it o “degrading fine of hherty s you move



closer to Asia,”* The perception of the “underdeveloped” and “uncivilized”

Easiern Burope persisted well into the nineteenth and wentieth centuries,
Western Furope’s condescending aditnde toward the East can easily be
discerned, for example, In that line from My Fair Lady when Professor
Higgins proclaims thet “she was bom Hungarian,” which always brings
down the house with desisive laughter.

Debate on Eastern Eurupe _
Arguably, it ook almost fwo centuries for the clites of the continent’s
leading powers to bave overcome “the parochial view of 4 Egrope based
exclusively on the prosperous West,”™ In the twentieth century, there were
three prominent European thinkers wha, 1 believe, bad made a pariicularly
important intellectual contribution 1o the bridging of the grand divide
between Europe’s “West” and “East” They are Oscar Halecki, Hugh Seton-
Watson and Norman Davies. Halecki, a Palish scholar who later emigrated
to the Umted States, was instrumental in shaping, in the inter-war period,
the idea of “Fast-Contral Europe” — a conoept that would become so popular
among the Hast Buropean dissidents in the 1970s and 1980s.'¢ In the
aftermath of the First World War, this newly invented notien of “Fask
Central Burope” was designed to describe the “successor states™ - from
Finland and Poland in the north to Yugoslavia in the south - that emerged
from under the rubble of three imperial powers — Russian, Ausiro-
Hungarian and Ottoman. The concept's primary political task was o
underscore the fundamental Buropean-ness of the region. Tt appears that
some countries which are simated in the eastern, or at least the east-central,
part of Europe have particularly close tes, cultural and even political, with
the Latin West of the continent,” contended Halecki." The lifespan of the
domain that the idca of “East-Central Eurape” intended 1o describe,
nowever, was quite short. “A pro-Western buffer zone between Soviet
Russa and Germany, it was the product of exceptional circumstances: the
power vacuum cremted by the simullanecus World War 1 collapse of
Germany and Russia. And it lasted omly as long as these exceptional
circumstances did.”" ARer the Sccond World War, in 1950, just g year
before & momentous siep was faken to sef up Buropean Coal and Stesl
Community, Halecki published his important study titied The Limits and
Divisions of Eurapear Hisiory. In this magisterial work Halecki has
formulated bis major thesis in the most straightforward way. He forcefully
argued thal, despite all the vagaries of #1s unforfunate history, Eastern
Europe was no fess Eoropean than Western Europe — that both alike were
wmtegral part of one great community of peoples, sharing the same spiritual
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deals, poiitical values #nd coliural taditions, The terin Western

etvitization,” asserted Haleckd,
entails the pracrical fimiration of BEwopean histoty
Western Burope aad ity lcading powers. Even 1t is true
that in some periods these Westetn powers plaved a
particuiarly important role. their wdeatification with Europe
at large is almost as misieadiag as the identification of
Buropean histary with world bistoz'y,w

There s Izde doubt that Halecki’s mdeas have. w a significany extant,
influenced the "Central Burope™ debate of the 1980s launched by he Ciech
author Mlan Kandera and carried forward by & ramber of outstanding East
European imicliectuals,™ In the words of one knowledgeable observer
Timathy Garten Ash, historieally, this debate was looking baek wward an
wWealized harmony of the multinational Auvstnia-Hupgary and forward
“hevond Yalta.” Politicaily, it was looking avay from Soviet Russia, toward
an ideatistically defined “West.” The reinvented concept of Central Europe,
winte i 1980 }&\,queq th;smk a Seninr Fellow ot Fondation Nationale des
Sviesces Politiques in Poss,
represents, on e one hand, an assertion of a historical aad
cultural identity distinet from that imposed for forty five
years i the nations of the other half of Europe by the
Soviet empire. On the other hand, it is also part of the
continung political search for an alternative 1o the partition
of Europe.”!

On the opposite side of the fron Curtain, 3 fundamgenial idez of BEuropean
unity was being enargeticaily asserted by Hugh Sefon-Watson, Professor of
Rusmian History at the London School of Slavonic and East Europeen
Sradies. In Apri 1985, he delivered a lecture at the Royal Institute of
interaational Alfairs that was rightly calied hiy estament on the concept of
Furepe. Two main theoretival poinis he made in this Tecture desarve otr
atiention here — the complementary role of the East and West European
sabons, and the pluralism of Burope’s cultural tradition. Following inro
Halecki’s tootsieps, Seton-Watson argued  against excluding Bastern
Evropesns in r*‘f: nome of Western eiviization:

Fhe Puoropcan eultural comnunity includes the peoples
hiving beyond Germany and lialy. . something 0 no way
annulied by the faot that they cannot today belong to an all-
Huropegan sconomic or poliical commenity. Nowhere in
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the world is there so wide-spread a belief in the reality, and
the importance of & Buropean cultural comsmumty, as m the
countries lying between the EEC and the Soviet Union.™

Fupthermore, Seton-Watson stated that Buropean culture was by no means a
" monelithic one:

The interweaving of the notions of Europe and of
Christendom is a fact of History which even the mose
britliant sophistry cannot undo... But it is no less frue-that
there are strands in European culture that are not Christian:
the Roman, the Hellenic, avguably the Persian, and (in
muodern centaries) the Jewish >

It is poteworthy, though, that he was far more cautious, if not skeptical,
shout {slamic herzmgﬁ “Whether there 15 also a Muslim strand is more
difficult w say,”

Norman Davies, who proudiy calls himself Hugh Seton-Watson's
intellectua) disciple whose legacy he follows “most closely,” wrote his
auwthoritative Ewrope: A History after the communism’s collapse m Easwm
Europe and the Soviet Lindon’s unraveling, By the time his book came out,
the discussion on the EU castward eplargement was well under way. Being
ong of the Great Britain's most eminent scholars, Davies appears to have
significantly influenced the Europe debate in ifs critical phase. To be sure,
his book dida’t contain policy recommendations, but it still carried quite a
lot of intellectoal welght. As the London Review of Bocks put it, “after
Davies, it will never be possible to write a history of Europe in the old way
again.” Faithful o the intellectual fradition laid down by Halecki and Seton-
Watson, Davies cafls for a thorough revision of what he labels “the
established ganon of Euwropean Culture” His argument stresses two
fundamental points: East Europeans’ kinship with the “West,” and Burope's
cultural diversity. “The title of “Europe,”” contends Davies,

: like the earlier label of *Christendowy’... can hardly bhe
arrogated by one of its several regions. Eastern Europe it no
less Buropean for being poor, o underdeveloped, or ruled
hy tyramis.., Nor can the Hastern Eerope be rejected

- because it is ‘different’. All Buropean countries are
different. Al Wesr Buropean countrics are different. And
there are important similarities which span the divide...
Their fundamental umiges are no less chvicus than their
manifest diversity,”
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The dramativ socig-economic and political transformations in East-Centray
Europe over the fust decade coupled with the strategic interests of Earope’s
“Wesi™ appear o bave lent tremendous autherity o the idea of the
fundamental anity of Barope. What we qre witnessing right now 18, iy fact,
e trivmph of the schoe! of thought thar & decades has staunchly defended
ihe East Buropeans’ “unahenable right™ o the “rue” Europegn-ness, The
incorparation of Buwrope's “Easdd™ mio the EU has sealed the controversial
wsstue of the “eastemers”” historkeal and cuwlteral belonging. The decision on
their formal socession is at the samte tine an sot of thelr offivied recognition
as Ureal” Eoropeans,

Russia ang Torkey: Europe’s periphery or putsiders?

Russian and Turkish efifes woert thar their salons are European too. In
Russia's ease. the elite’s identification with Burepe dates back to the
eightesnth contury. Peter the Great bad “eul out a window on Europe,” as
Pushkin fumously pheosed i In 1787, the Empress Catherine the Great
unequivocally siated, in un imponant legisladve document, thet “Rassiais s
BEuropesn Power” Twkistl cizis to Ewropean identily are much mote
recent and tnged with a certain sense of ambiguity, Turkey's former
minister of foreign affaies lsmail Cem has argued that his couniry possesses
a really umgue -~ one would say, & centaur-fike - identily, “We consider
owrselves both Beropean. . and Asian,” Com osted s 2 programmutic
atticle.” And yel, despite the Turks' and the Russians definition of
themselves as Ruropsans and  thelr aztzempiﬂ at adopting  Eurapear
wstitunons and culture, the guestion persisis — Are 'h@ Eurepenns? There
can be various views on this issue. of course, but “ihe fuot remains,”
Penelope D. Safioleas correctly peints o, “ibat wniil Europegns see them
4% such, they will not be admitted into the group identity, and sccession into
the European Union will cousisiently be postponed and possibly eventually
denied outright.”

Now, it would e only mroper (o have a brief look at hew Russia and Torkey
fared in the debaie on Europe. To be sure, addressing this1ssae in full would
demant a sepwrate big study: here [ will comciously it myscH o the
analysis of the visws of the rhrec outstanding European inteliectuals ve
referred to above. However, we will protmbly get even a more revealing
piolure sinee v e twonlicth comury those seholars have heen the rnost
ardent chanipions of the ides of BEuropean unity and stouschest advocates of
the a4 Buropean peoples.

B —



‘hat is traly remarksble is how very similar are the views of Halecky,

Seton-Watson and Davies on the issue of Russia’s snd Turkey’s relation to

E;m}pe The thing that immeziiateiy catches an observer’s eye is that

Russia’s and Turkey's socto-culiural peculiarities seemed to be too difficult

to stomach even for the most broad-minded proponents of the European

cuhtural diversity,

Oscar Halecki's views on Turkey are very traditiosal, stermaming from the
European historiographical - and, breader - cultural canon of the nineteenth
century. For him, the Ouoman Empire (he never discussed the Republic’s
history) was a “typically Aslatic stwe.” He dismissed 1ts half 2 millennium-
long engagerent with Europe as @ mde and niirous latrusion. “From the
Ewropean poing” argues Halecki, “it must be observed that the Oitoman
Empire, completely alien o its Europsan subjects in origin, tradition, and
religion, far from integrating them in 2 wew type of calure, brought them
nothing but a degrading foreign dominstion which intermupted for
approximately four hundred years their participation in Ewopean history. 3
In his view, the physical presence of aon-European - and even anti-
Eurdpean - Empire of the Turks in Southern Europe had only led to one
safortunaie development — namely, & profracted exclusion of the Balkan
peoples from the community of European nations and from the body of
European history, "During these centuries fof occupation],” asserted the
Polish scholar, “the Eoropean frontier of the Outoman Empire... was the
south-gastera fimit of the Furopean community and of its history. ™" Hugh
Seton-Watson's approach seems o be a little biv subtler then that of
Halecky’s, He, as we remember, was even musig on the probable presence
of a “Muslim strand” im the Enropean cultural beritage, He has shrunk,
however, from giving a definitive answer o this controversial question. The
most revealing, though, is Norman Davies’ stance om the issue, The author
who has beew so iconoclastic and innovative in dealing with East European
history has proved as traditionsl as anv of his many predecessors in
interpreting Turkey’s relations with Europe. In Davies’ picture of Earope,
Turkey and its history {both Oftoman and post-impenal} are absolutely
marginal. He never even poses a conceptual question of how Turkey relates
to BEurppe. There is ac douby that for the Brirish author who has offered the
newest interpretation of the continent’s history Turkey i a ckear putsider,
Suffice it to mention that in the Index to the 14400-page volume that is being
touted as the “latest word of the European historiography”™ there is just one

() entry on the Republic of Turkey. In Davies® eves, Turkey is definitely

non-European. “The border of the shrinking enclave of what came o be
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cabied  "Turhey-ine- Fauv‘g«: lormed oize ol Europe's st deep-seated

colnerad fault-dines,”™

Ai firsd blush, Russia’s cage scems 0 somewhat differ from har of
Tuskey's, if only becayse the issue of Ruassia’s relaiion to Burepe has beey
debated for much longer time: "For more than five hundred years the
cardinal problem o dz:tmma BEurops has cenered on the mchision or
exciusion of Rmm > Halecki and Seton-Watson were brooding o this
thorny question in the shadow of the Tron Cuitain, amd the Sovier Unlon's
Communist dictatorship apocared to have eolored their vision of Russia-
Lurope relationship, Boimﬁwu wined his bavk 1o Burepe,” Seton-Watson
stated Sluntly, However, he was acutely aware of much elder op%ﬁiom
ideolorical constructs, und sterpotypes that were shaping the perception of a
“civilizatonal divide” in the post WWI Europe, “Artitudes 10 the concept
of Europe teday have striking stmiarities 10 those of distant past.” noted the
British scholar, “In particsiar, the two dichotomdes of lands of givilization
and Barbarispy, and lands of the e believers and infidels reuppear vader
new names on both sides of the Lubeck—Trieste ling.™"

Struggling 10 resolve “the maior problem of the relationship between Fussia
and Eurepe,” Halecks suggested one had o look at the issue through the
prism of the idea of freedom. The latter, he arguad, was always of the corg
of Europeun politcal culbiwe and civilization, in his own words, “the ulea of
freedom is closely associated with the earliest foundations of Europe.” Thus,
Halesk: continued,
Whenever in any regron of geographical Europe an spparent
sodution of the basic political #ssues has beon reached by
simnply suppressing freedom, that regica has been ploced, at
lesst temporarily, qutside historical Europe.

Basing his argument on the criterion of freedom, # was oot difficul for

rialecki to define the nature of Seviet Ruwsin, This “Red Teardumn” wrote
be, “was and remamed nop-furegean wd aati-Ewropean”” So, ot least for
the period atrer 1917, the issue of Earope’s eastern burders seemed to be
clear: Burope ends where Communist Russin hegins:, “the  westetn
boundaries of the Undon of Soviet Republics {constitute], ‘miimut aqry doubt,
the eastern hmit of Ewrope.” However. Halecki abio geestioned the
sezimmgely Buropenn character of the pre-revolutionery Russia. Agdin, being
guided by the polionu of freedom, he expressed hig surprise af the fact that “a
Christisn state of Eurepean origin deveioped a conception of freedom 5¢
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different from ike European as to be practically its negation, with despotism
and nihilistic anarchy as alternatives,™"

Simmfarly, for Seton-Watson, the most peculiar feature of Russia throughout
its historical existence is a lack of political pluralism. One single factor that
domanates the course of Russian history, argues the scholar, i the principle
of autocracy. “In this respect Russian history differs from that of all western
European counfries, except perhaps Spain. The Western nations were
formed in a long struggle between the monarchical pewer and the social
elite,.. Whatever one may feel of the merits of the confending partiss, one
cannot deny the existence of the struggle. . In Russia... it hardly existed.”
Here is an irony {or tragedy?) of Russian history. Bvery important social
change - including several major fits of Buropeanization ~ “was due o
monarchical power.” However, the progressive Europeanizing reforms had
to be carrded ont within a clearly non-European socio-political context.
“There was never any suggestion that government by sutoerat should give
place 0 govemnment in which power would be divided between classes and
ipstitutions.”™ Thus the full transformation could never be achieved, and
Russia would siways find wtself in the vicious ¢vcle of bungled veforms
styled on the Buropean model,

In Davies’ narrative, Russia Higures much more prominently than Turkey. In
a theoretical introduction 1o bis book the author does ponder the question of
the relations between Russia and Europe. And yet, in ity treatment of
Russia-Europe interplay this otherwise piongering study sticks to the
raditional approach fumly established in the European {and, broader,
Western) scholarship - almost like it does with regard fo Turkey! Which is,
of course, both symptomatic and revealing: @ leading Buropean scholar
arguing ai the very end of the twentieth century thal Russia -- whether
Tsarist, Soviet, or post-Comemunist -- has been a “bad fit” for Europe,
Davies appears not to be mfluenced by the newest revisionist spproach of
Martin Malia who aimed to demonsrrate that Russia was a “normal”
European country set on a path of political and economic convergence with
ity more advanced Western peighbors.® “Throughout modern history”,
confends Davies, “an Orthodox, autocratic, economicaily backward but
expanding Russia” could hardly qualify as a “true” European state. Even
after the collapse of the Communist regime, “skepticism about Russia’s
European gualifications continued to circulate both inside and outside
Russia.” There are at least three major “drawbucks” that, in Davieg” opinion,
keep the present-day Russian Federation outside Europe. It is “not a
cohesive nation-stafe, ripe for demacracy:” it i “still & wmultnational
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complex spanning Furasa” and U stil awndosts “hapeiial relloxes ™ The
latiey charsctersstic. the Britdsh Gisworiun believes, is particutarly permcious:
if it peesists, it will be one of the autin stombling Plocks on Russia’s path to
Baropean integration. “Unless [Russia] could find ways of shedding the
imperialist legacy, ke ail other ox-umperial states in Curope, ¥ could not
expect 1o be considerad a sultable candidate for any Bvrapean community,”
staies Davies.”

A bref discassion of the vigws of the diree Jeading European schelars who

have concepmalized - basically, through the course of the entire twentieth

century -- the controversial issue of what Farope s and where s 1S arg,

sheds some light on the deep-seated historical-culwral perceptions that

appear to undetlie the EU decisions on eastern enlargement tuken af the tum

of the mitlenmom, Howard Wisrda persuasively argues in ins research thas
in the provess of detarmining whe belongs on which side of
the Golden Curtain, all the oid cuioral geographic,
religious. hissorical, and ethnie reckonings, sentimients,
blasaes, and dividing lnes of the pust are agoin coming inte
play.”

But cultural bieses ond storeotvpms are ooy eiomally fixed; they are uid and
susceptible to change. Thus, Eastern Enrope - a region that &t soms point in
the past was percatved as {Western) Europe’s ather — has eventunily shed jis
alien fmage and been admitted info the group identty. Not all the culiural-
historical perceptions and images. however, wither away easily, Some
deeply ingramed deas abput Turkey and Russia being fundamentaily
different from the “real” Borope are bkely 1o contpue defining the
configuration of the EU eastern frontier.

Can the Eorspeanization profect sueceed?

To paraphrase org famous witticism, all (Buropesan} countries are diffevent
hat there are countries that are more different 2han others, In the eyes of the
Buropean observers, Russia and Twrkey ondoubtedly 3 ino this hattey
category.  What, then, underlie the strong perception of these two nations’
fundamental othomesy? | wonld sugged that it is priparily the ditferent
civilizativnal basts on which all thelr history. culture, myths, menialiny,
values, symbols, poitics, Wiimately. all their entive way of life have been
built. “"For nearly a thausand years past,” pointed aut Acnold Tovnbes. the
Russians have, .. been members. not of our Wostern civilization, bus of the
Byzantine — a sister zociety, of the same Gracco-Roman parentage as owrs,
but a distincr and differens civilizasion from our own. rievertheless. ™ The
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Turks, being Muslims, have saturally been regarded in Europe for ceaturies
4s an even more distinct, distant, and alica civilization. The osotstanding
Belgian historian Henri Pirenne, while describing in his acclaimed A History
of Burope the first military comacts between the Europeans and the
advancing Turks in the Balkans, made 2 characteristic remark: "There was
only one possible means of stopping the Turks, and that was to absorb them
into Western civilizatien; but since they professed Islam, this was simply
unthinkable ™ Historically. Turkey and Russia were not bera Eurcpean,
the argument goes; rather, at one point they decided to Become European,
thus furning themselves inte the Furopganizing states. However, for the
couniries with a tong historical tradition, o reinvent themselves is not an
easy task. Any Europeanization project inevitably causes deep splits and
ruptures i the nation’s social fabric. Ultimately, a Buropeanizing country
ends up becoming what some polifical scientists term a “torn state”” It is
these considerations that likely make pnost Enropeans somewhat skeptical
about Russia’s and Turkey's “European bid.” A key question the Eoropeans
appear 1o ask themselves is whether a “torn country” can ever suceeed in
remaking itself, shaping a new identity, and eventually atiaining a new
“wholeness.”

“A torn country,” says Samuc! Hunfingion, “has a single predopinant
culture which places it in ope civilization but ifs leaders want To shift it ©
gnother civilization. They say, in effect, “We are one people and belong in
ok place but we want to change that place.”™ In other words, “the people of
torn countrigs agroe on who they arc but disagree on which civilization iy
properly their civilization™® Significantly, in Hontington's view, Russia
and Turkey are the classical torn countries, for the leadership of both states
at one point decided their societies should Europeanize - tha is, reject their
non-Eoropeas culture and institations and “join Europe”. Russia has become
3 torm couniry at lemst since Peter the Great, divided over the issve of
whether it is 2 part of European civilization or is the core of a distinct
Hurasian Orthedox civilization. Turkey, after experimenting with the timid
Europeanizing reforms in the nineteenth century, has become a torn country
par excellence since Mustafa Kemal Atrturk whoe, starting in the 1920s, “led
Westernization o its most radical forms.””

Huntingion's theory I8 also a handy intellectual tool for comparing the
Furopeapizing efforts of Russia and Turkey. In the political scientist’s
opipion, “for a torm country successfully to redefine its civilizational
identity, at least three requirements must be met. First, the political and
gconomic clite of the country has to be generally sapportive of and
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enthusiasiic about this move, Sevomd, e pubiic Bas fo be at kast willing to
apguiesee in the redefininon of idemity, Thivd, the dominant elgmegnis in the
host civilization, In most Cages the West, have to be willing 10 embrace the
convert,™" | we look at the two souniries through this concepiual prism, we
wifl see that for many vears Turkey has more or [oss mot swo of the three
minimuim requitemends, namcly the fist and the second support of the
efites and scquicscence of the publicy This explaims 1y quite inprossive
progress over the st fifty vears, However, the elites of the Europeap
civilization were not receptive. This is an underlying cnuse of the difficulsies
Turkey his been experiencing in jiz painiful pegotiatioms with the BLL At the
same tme, this demonstragive and binitiaing neglect on the part of Bwrope
gives addiional boost fo the sesurzence of Isigm within Turkey, uctivades
anti-Western senirments smong public and B fraught with potentinl risk of
undermining the secularist, pro-Western orientation of Turkish elites.™ In
Russia’s pase, in conmast to the Torkizh one, the inability o fully meer the
firgt pwo reqoirements due o the deep division of political eliic and the
general public over the 1ssue of Russian Ideatity hus always becp the gravest
probicm. Thus, the fithal path of Russia’s Euwropeanization can be explained
by this faeful Wesiemizing- Sidx{zmv!a d“’ Hty, constituiing “an inglicnable
et of the [Ruossiant natfonal characte

In geversl, Hunoagion is rathor skeptical aboul the pyospects of the torn
coustries  fike Rassin and Tuskey to eventuslly ann ints Furopean
civiization's member countries, Thetr historica! expericnce. writes he,
Udemonsirates . the strength, rosihience. and viscosity of indigenous cultures
and their abiliy to renew themselves and w0 resist, contain, ami adapt
Western imporls.” “Political leaders imbued with the hubris o rhink that
they ¢an fundumentally reshape the calture of their sovieties are destinad
fail” continues Huntington,
While they can introduce elemunts of Westorn culrure, they
are updbie permuanerncly 1o suppress or (o gliminge the core
glemants of thelr indigenous culre. Conversely, the
Western virus, once s lodesd in anoiher soeiety, s
difficult 10 expunge. The vieus persistx bl is not faral the
paniont survives but s mever whale, Polinics? Teaders can
make stofy but cannot estape ey, They ]’Ji‘{};iu{:i‘ furn
conntrizs: they do nof create Westorn socicties, Thay infect
'-*cif' "‘Du*l{;y with g colinr!? \chzmwhma;;. which fku)i}“*‘%
5 continuing and defining characteristic.”
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The decision-makers  in Brussels and othey EU centers appear to have no
tess amount of skepticism zbout the European vocation of the “om”™ - or, to
asc the other expression, “hermaphrodite” — countries. A ¢lear civilizational
hias, some analysts say, can be perceived in how the “new Europe” is being
defined. This is how one commeniator has recenity described - specifically
¢hallenging conventions of political correctness — the emerging contouss of
the Enfarged Union; “Christian Evroge is part of the new Europe; Orthodox
Furape is marginal; Muslim Europe is out.™

(Conclusion

The latest enlargement decisions have dramatically changed the traditional
politico-geographic “image” of Europe. As one Russian scholar perceptively
notes, the EU push to the East is “drastically changing the mental map of
Europe, leading to the ‘shrinking’ - in faci, disappearance — of the tmage of
Eastern Europe.” Basically, the notion of Eastern Europe, says the analyst,
is mow associated almost exclusively with Russia, As for the tmage of
Central Ezzropg it 18 being viewed now as a “halfway house” - a kind 01
“purgatory” or “customs oflice” — on the way to the “real” Europe.™
Undonbstedly, the notion of Central Burope will soon lose whatever
Historical or political meaning it ssed to have and dissolve in the idea of
Greater or United Europe.

As this diseussion intended to demonstrate, so far “Evurope™ has becn
defined in a traditicnal way, Le. negatively — in contrast to what i
congidered pon-Buropean. However, so long as there are countries that
regard themselves Earopean but are rejected by the members of the EU ¢lub
on cultural or civilizational grounds, the negative definition of Buropean
identity will be constanily challenged. The “oulsiders” will conlinue pushing
for the posifive construction of “Eurepe”™ that is geared to a set of valoes,
principies, and instittions, The debates on BEurope are far from overn they
will go on,
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