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ABSTRACT

INTERNATIONAL DIMENSION OF DEMOCRATIZATION: THE IMPACT OF

EU CREDIBILITY ON DEMOCRATIC CONSOLIDATION OF TURKE

Luleci, Riya
M.A., Department of International Relations

Supervisor: Asst. Prof. Dr. Ali Tekin

September 2008

The European Union (EU) has been a decisive agtdurkey’s long journey
of democratization, and this is due to substantighact of the EU democratic
conditionality on Turkish reform process. Howevahether this effect will be
persistent or not, is depended on the existence @kdible EU approach towards
Turkey. Slow down in Turkey’'s democratic consolidatin the post- 2004 period
due to increasingly sided and discriminatory apghea of the EU as regards to
Turkey’'s accession process is an indicator of tacd. In this respect, analyzing
three different period (pre- 1999, 1999-2004 anstp2004) of EU-Turkey relations,
the thesis investigates how the variance in thdiloiigy of the EU conditionality

affects the variance in the speed and quality ofatFatic consolidation in Turkey.

Keywords: Credibility, Turkey and the European Uniaemocratic consolidation,

conditionality.



OZET

DEMOKRATIKLESMENIN ULUSLARARASI BOYUTU: AVRUPA
BIRLIGI'NIN GUVENILIRLIGININ TURKIYE’'DE DEMOKRASININ
PEKISMESINE ETKiSI

Luleci, Ruya
Yuksek Lisans, Uluslararaiiskiler Boltimi

Tez Yoneticisi: Yrd. Dog. Dr. Ali Tekin

Eylul 2008

Avrupa Birligi (AB), Turkiye’nin uzun yillar stren demokratikime
yolculugunda belirleyici bir aktor olmyur ve bu durum AB demokratiarthliginin
Tark reform sireci tGzerindeki 6nemli etkisineghdir. Fakat bu etkinin strekli
olabilmesi Turkiye'ye kan glvenilir bir AB yaklgiminin varlgina baghdir.
Ozellikle 2004 sonrasi donemde AB’nin Turkiye'nigelik stirecine i§kin giderek
artan tarafli ve ayrimci politikalar izlemesi sooudirkiye’'deki demokratik
pekismenin yavalamasi bu durumun bir gostergesidir. Bu tezde, ABHkiye
ili skilerinin 3 farkli donemi (1999 6ncesi, 1999- 20822004 sonrasi) suresince, AB
demokratik sarthliginin guvenilirligindeki deisimin  Tirkiye'deki demokratik

pekismenin hiz ve kalitesindeki gsime nasil etki etfiini incelenmektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Guvenilirlik, Avrupa Bir§i ve Turkiye, demokratik pekmne,

sarthhk.
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

Although international dimension of democratizatiostil remains
understudied and poorly understood by the schdtekrader, 2003: 21), there is a
growing concern for international factors withiretdemocratization literature. The
new literature on democratization has underlinesl ifle played by the European
Union (EU)' democratic conditionality in facilitating demodrathange in candidate
countries. Closer examination of Turkish case ixial in that respect. Though the
Turkish democracy remained very much unconsoliddtetiveen 1946 when the
country begun multi- party politics and the 200@d)as recently taken significant
steps towards consolidation of democracy stimulbtethe EU accession process.

The thesis assumes that the EU conditionality le@s bhe main factor in the
process of democratic consolidation in Turkey, anestigates how the variance in
the credibility of the EU conditionality shapes theriance in the speed and quality
of democratic consolidation in Turkey. In other d®rthis thesis will be an attempt

to “unpack the discourse on conditionality” (Toc2Q07: 9). The central hypothesis

! In this thesis, | will use “the EU” to refer toetfoverall process of European integration since the
1950s, although the official name was European Conities (ECs) prior to Maastricht Treaty came
into effect in 1993.



is thatthe more credible the EU conditionality towards Key, the more likely
Turkey’s ability to make its democracy consoliddtedomes in this process

However, this is not to argue that E&dibility is enough for the emergence
of fully consolidated democracy in Turkey. Domesftactors, such as social
acceptability and satisfaction with respect to dematic reforms and public’s
internalization of these democratic rules, normsl amlues are crucial for the
emergence and continuation of consolidated dempdradurkey. Therefore, the
thesis will investigate the impact of EU credilyiliion Turkey's democratic
consolidation throughout different time periodstheut ignoring the significance of
domestic considerations in this long process ofaatic consolidation in Turkey.

The thesis will benefit both from rationalist andnstructivist theories in
order to explain the impact of the EU approach tfergnt domains in Turkey. It
will both look at the formal rule adoption at thevgrnmental domain and the
behavioral rule adoption at the societal domaint fkacrucial for the effective
implementation of democratic reforms undertakemgdyernments.

In order to substantiate this argument, | will gmalthree different periods of
Turkey- EU relations ( pre- 1999, 1999-2004 and{®2804), with special emphasis
on the post 2004 phase in which EU’s discriminatang sided approach towards
Turkey has increased. Hence, the post- 2004 peasodspecially important for
analyzing the possible impact of the change in Etgs credibility on Turkey’s
democratic consolidation and for commenting onftthere of Turkey-EU relations.

The official relations between Turkey and the EU ek to 1959 when
Turkey applied for associate membership. The psogmsned more strength with
1963 Ankara Agreement, which is the associatiore@gent signed between the

European Economic Community (EEC) and Turkey. Sthea the relations with the



EU has had an important place in Turkey’s foreighqgy despite all ups and downs.
Thus, it becomes crucial to answer how Turkey’s tigh Western democracies (the
EU in our case) have affected and continue to affemocratization in Turkey, with
its ups and downs over more than 50 years (Kubi2z@@8: 22). In the period up to
1999 Helsinki Summit when Turkey was not given ttredible incentive of
membership, the impact of the EU on Turkey’'s demtcrconsolidation remained
negligible.

1999 Helsinki Summit constitutes an important tagnpoint in that long
journey since Turkey was granted official candidsi&tus. So, in the period after
1999 Helsinki Summit, this credible incentive byetEU intensified the reform
attempts of the subsequent governments in Turketeims of transforming its
democracy so as to comply with the so-called Copgeh political criteri&.

Ironically however, in the post 2004 period, thees been a decrease on the
level of credibility provided by the EU despite theginning of official accession
negotiations. Due to imposition of double standamlsTurkey with emphasis on the
‘open- endedness’ of the process with Turkey, amdabsorption capacity’ of the
Union to absorb new memb@r<redibility of the EU started to decline. Certain
documents by the EU further emphasized such dosthledards. These have been
complemented by negative demarches of the Frenah @erman political
leaderships about Turkey’s inclusion in the Unitre EU’s stance in the Cyprus

problem and negative public opinion in the EU agrds to Turkish membership.

2 Copenhagen political criteria refer to stabilifyimstitutions guaranteeing democracy, the rule of
law, human rights and respect for and protectiomiorities. There are two more Copenhagen
criteria that requires the existence of a functigninarket economy as well as the capacity to cope
with competitive pressure and market forces withamUnion (economic criteria); and the ability to
take on the obligations of membership includingeadhce to the aims of political, economic and
monetary union.

% For more detail, see Negotiation Framework forkeyr available at:
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/pdf/st20002_05amdédoc_en.pdf



Within this general framework, | will argue thattiviconsiderable decrease in
the level of EU’s credibility in the post 2004 pmtj there has been a decrease in the
speed and quality of democratic consolidation ink&y. This is similar to what
happened in pre-Helsinki period, when Turkey watsgieen the official candidacy
status as a credible incentive. Thus, by specifyinder which conditions the EU
democratic conditionality is more effective, thiesis will attempt to make a future
analysis of Turkey- EU relations within the cont@ttdemocratization, situating it
with the larger framework of Turkish accessionte EU.

Touching upon the newly emphasized concepts liksdgption capacity’,
and other differences in the EU’s approach toward&ey, this thesis will also try to
demonstrate the paradox in the EU’s recent polidy emlargement and
democratizationWhile the EU increases its standards and makesoitditionality
tougher to contribute more effectively to the psxef democratization in candidate
countries, it decreases its own credibility by eaghing the open endedness of the
process and the capacity of the Union to absorbmewmbers.

Pridham (2007: 455) also mentions about the changharacter of EU’s
conditionality and argues that conditionality pgliaf the EU during 2004-2007 can
be characterized as having extended scope andsitytebut also as raising new
doubts about its credibility over the candidatertaas. This is exactly what happens
in EU- Turkey relations in post- 2004 period. Instiperiod, the EU did not only
intensify its demands on Turkey during the proaasaccession, but also decreased
its credibility that resulted in non- compliance laith governmental and societal
domains.

On the bases of this general picture, this thesmganized as follows. The

second chapter will cover the research designethbsis and explain the variables,



case selection and methodology in order to prothdenecessary framework for such
an analysis. This chapter is crucial in order @rity how the central hypothesis of
this thesis is formulated; to what extent it istifieble in methodological terms and
to what extent it can be analyzed by the chosee. daghe chapter, | will also make
definitions of the main concepts to provide conaaptclarity and explain the

intended contributions of the thesis to the field.

The third chapter is crucial and aims to providettieoretical background on
which the main argument of the thesis is estaldisiRationalist and constructivist
theories are discussed in order to better conclptuthe impact of the EU on
democratic consolidation of Turkey, not only inntsr of governmental, but also in
terms of societal domain. More specifically, thelertying rationale behind ‘external
incentives model’ and ‘socialization model’ will lexplained with an aim to better
understand the impact of credibility on cost- bérelculations of governments and
perception of the society at large.

A general picture of the EU and its mechanism ohaeratic conditionality
are provided in the fourth chapter in order to dreéixplain the impact of the EU on
Turkey's democratic consolidation later in the tee3herefore, the fourth chapter
aims to elaborate on the international dimensiodeshocratization, with particular
emphasis on the role of the EU as an influentiah@gracy promoter in the external
arena.

Depending on the general theoretical framework iplex¥ in the third
chapter, the following chapters will be an analysishe impact of credibility of EU
conditionality on Turkey’'s democratic consolidation three different periods.
Throughout these chapters, | will also refer to mh&n literature as regards to the

developments and their impact on Turkey's democi@nsolidation. While making



an overall assessment of the EU’s impact on Tugkegmocratic consolidation at
the end of each chapter, | will refer to the EUted?ess Reports and public opinion
studies.

The progress reports are important documents irthleg not only emphasize
the change in legislation, but also its implemeataand impact on the daily lives of
citizens. They are crucial in demonstrating whettemot there has been a slow
down in the speed and quality of democratic refoimmBurkey throughout the years,
and in analyzing that if there is a slow down toatlextent this corresponds to
change in the EU’s approach towards Turkey.

Similarly, public opinion studies and surveys amgc@l in demonstrating to
what extent people believe in the prospect of thentembership and, therefore, how
far they can internalize the changes required kByEbD in the name of democracy.
Hence, although there is no one to one correlatiothe strict sense between the
findings of these studies and decreasing credibdit the EU, the change in the
findings throughout the years is crucial in ill@aing how the change in the EU’s
approach towards Turkey affects public opinion urkey. The important point is to
see whether the increase in level of public misttowards the Union is correlated
with the decrease in the credibility of the EU art.nThe existence of such
correlation has important implications for Turkeydemocratic consolidation
process, since for a democratic consolidation ync@untry, public’'s acceptance and
internalization of the reforms are crucial for etiee implementation of the reforms
undertaken by the governments.

The fifth chapter covers pre- 1999 period, when Ei¢ did not offer a
credible membership promise although the relatioasveen Turkey and the EU

dates back to 1963, when two sides signed the Ankagreement. Therefore,



depending on the rationalist and constructivisbaots, there will be explanations of
why the EU could not be effective in helping Turkegnsolidate its democracy and
what the impacts of the EU approach are in govemaheand societal domains in
Turkey. In the absence of progress reports andigopinion surveys conducted in
Turkey as regards to the issue of EU membershighis period, the overall
assessment will mostly depend on the assumptidrsihee there was no significant
impact of the EU in this process, there was nothmeffort to measure and analyze
the change.

The sixth chapter covers the 1999- 2004 periodclvistarts with Turkey
getting the official candidacy status in 1999 HatsiSummit that is considered to be
a turning point in Turkey- EU relations. Throughdbts period, Turkey adopted
serious reform packages in line with the EU demar@nditionality with an aim to
fulfill the Copenhagen criteria. In the chaptere tleforms and the EU’s impact on
Turkish governments and society will be elaboratedetail, again by relating them
to rationalist and constructivist accounts. | vailalyze progress reports since 1999
with an aim to analyze the developments in the ggscof Turkey's democratic
consolidation and the EU’s impact on it. | will @alanalyze the impact on society at
large with reference to main literature and to tedi number of public opinion
surveys conducted in this period.

The seventh chapter is crucial for the main arguroéthe thesis and covers
the post- 2004 period. In this period, some ambiggihave appeared in the EU’s
overall policy of enlargement, particularly towar@srkey, leading to considerable
decrease in its credibility. The differences in t@’'s approach, its manifestations
and its consequences will be analyzed in ordeepatl a general picture of “how the

modalities of EU behavior toward Turkey” (PattorQ0Z) affect the process of



democratic consolidation in Turkey in governmerdatl societal domains. In the
overall assessment part, | will refer to the eviidduess of EU’s progress reports and
Freedom House results for the analysis of the Eldgpact on democratic
consolidation at the governmental domain, whileill nenefit from several public
opinion surveys for the analysis of the EU’s impacithe societal domain.

The thesis will end with a conclusion briefly expiag the impact of the
credibility of EU democratic conditionality on denratic consolidation of Turkey
depending on the overall historical analysis oetlirabove. It concludes by arguing
that the process of democratic consolidation irkéumay enter into a stalemate due
to decrease in the credibility of the EU and duggampact on the governmental and
societal domains. Moreover, the conclusion willlie a brief analysis of what this
would mean for the EU and Turkey, in terms of itsmative role as a democracy
promoter and its progress towards more substamt@eraocracy, for the EU and
Turkey respectively. Last, but not least, therd gl some suggestions as to how this

negative process can be reversed and what respibiesilfall on to each side.



CHAPTER Il

RESEARCH DESIGN

This chapter covers the research design of theisthesd explains the
variables, case selection and methodology in otderprovide the necessary
framework for the intended analysis. In the chaptewill clarify how the central
hypothesis of this thesis is formulated; to whatteak it is justifiable in
methodological terms and to what extent it can ma&yaed by the Turkish case. |
will also make definitions of the main concepts arder to prevent conceptual
conflict. Last, |1 will mention about the intendedntributions of the thesis to the

field.

2. 1. Variables:

The independent variable (IV) of this study is ditelity of EU
conditionality’. In other words, my work mainly dva upon the international
dimension of democratization while at the same tiemaphasizing a specific

character (credibility) of the international ac(&tJ).



Here, one can ask the question of why such an appr taken and why
domestic actors are treated as secondary in detitocoasolidation of Turkey. First,
external factors have a greater and deeper impatiteoconsolidation of democracy
rather than on the starting of transitions to dermog (Gurleyen, 2004: 3).

Second, the thesis is interested in the impacttlEmocratic conditionality
(and more specifically its credibility) on demoacatonsolidation of Turkey, rather
than in the causes of democratic consolidation ngereerally. The thesis does not
argue that the EU credibility is the only factorr f@xplaining democratic
consolidation in Turkey; rather it aims to studywhdurkey reacted to the demands
of the EU and under what conditions it compliedhwihese demands. Hence, |
acknowledge that even if the EU- Turkey relationscped smoothly without further
problems, there may still be continuing problems Turkey's democratic
consolidation due to domestic obstacles in the gs®cof internalization and
implementation of the reforms.

Third, although democracy was established a long, ag was not
consolidated enough and “without pressure fromotlitside, it is highly doubtful that
such reforms would have been adopted” (Kubicek520373). As Quzlu (2004:
110-111) states:

The democratization alongside the EU accessionegsoand
the democratizatioper seare not the same in the context of
Turkey. The former is superior to the latter in g@nse that
the way in which the former unfolds would certaimatffect
the way in which Turkish elites would perceive tater.

Moreover, notwithstanding the existence of sevenalernal factors
emphasized for the decrease in democratic refonntisel post- 2004 period, such as

‘election fever’ of the Justice and DevelopmenttyPéAdalet ve Kalkinma Partisi-

AKP) government and ‘Kemalist institutional resista’ (Patton, 2007), | choose the

10



EU factor due to its significant impact on the dstiefactors also. Therefore, while
recognizing the plausibility of each factor and mgtoring any of them, decreasing
level of EU credibility will be highlighted as th@ime factor for explaining the slow
down in Turkey’s reform process most competenthgsiit is the facilitating factor
for understanding other considerations. There glimore emphasis on the impact
of the EU and its credibility on domestic factdnsaughout the thesis.

In this thesis, | will take ‘democratic consolidati as my dependent variable
(DV). Democratization covers a much wider procesgegime change and includes
liberalization and transition stages prior to cdmtion. Since liberalization and
transition stages of the overall process of dentizatton have long been completed
in Turkey, the main focus of the thesis will be tre last stage; democratic
consolidation.

Governmental and societal domains will be analyzsdthe two main
domains, on which we can observe the EU’s impacthen Turkey’s democratic
consolidation. Although most of the studies on Edndcratic conditionality tends to
consider conditionality in a rationalist frameworland emphasize the
intergovernmental character of the process (e.gin8uelfenning et al. 2003), the
thesis will argue that democratic consolidatiomad just about making reforms in
governmental domain, but also implementing themsatietal domain. Thus,
constructivist and sociological institutionalistpapaches deserve attention due to
their conceptual starting point of an assumptionaolink between the social
construction of institutions and the successful lemgentation of rules, norms and
principles (Wiener, 2006: 54). Even if the reforamhtinue at the governmental level

despite decreasing credibility of EU conditionaglititfe process of implementation

11



and internalization at the societal level may bestalke due to decrease in the

perceived legitimacy of the EU.

2. 2. Case Selection, Why Turkey?:

Turkey is a crucial test case to analyze the impmHcthe EU on the
democratization process. The process of reformurkdy and the EU’s incentives
for Turkey to democratize follow the same directigvie observe increasing pace of
democratic reform after the EU incentive of membgrsn the post-Helsinki Period.
Similarly, “all the democratization bills were bight to the parliament in the form of
packages aiming to harmonize with the EU” (GUrleyzH04: 11).

Second reason of why Turkey constitutes an impbitase to study stems
from its problematic and uneasy nature. If we dolyus on the EU role in countries
where a consolidated democracy is established uftithoy serious problem, we
could easily conclude that the EU plays a crumé# in democratization (Kubicek,
2003a: 3). However, in cases of significant confiiat involve bigger challenges to
conditionality (Schimmelfenning et al. 2003: 50®)e can learn more about under
what conditions conditionality is more effectiveoMover, in problematic cases, “it
is easier to distinguish the international impacinf endogenous change, that is,
change that would have occurred in the absence otitical conditionality”
(Schimmelfenning, 2004: 11).

Third, Turkish case is a complex one and requipegial attention due to its
relation to the EU’s other interests (Mada, 2007: 4). Turkey is the only candidate

that the EU behaves so ambiguously with so manyleaostandards and changes in

12



its approach. Misrahi (2004: 22) comments thatesthe EU’s approach to Turkey is

distinctive, “more nuanced analysis” is necessary.

2. 3. Methodoloqy:

As regards to the methodology, this thesis is ac{at) case study to the
international aspects of democratization and the dddnocratic conditionality.
Crucial case studies provide in-depth analysis gppecific case. So, this thesis gives
detailed account of the EU-Turkey relations in teraf democratic consolidation.
The method of the thesis is not comparative castysh the sense that Turkey is not
directly compared to the other countries. Howetleere are some insights driven
from the other similar cases to explain better dtiterences in the EU’s approach
towards the other candidates. Furthermore, thastivesild be regarded comparative
in the sense that three different periods of EUk&urrelations (pre- 1999, 1999-
2004, post- 2004) are compared. This comparisoeatsvthat the EU’s impact on
democratic consolidation in Turkey is highly coateld with a credible application of

conditionality.

2. 4. Definitions of the Basic Concepts:

In this part, | will clarify what | mean by democsa democratization,
democratic consolidation, EU conditionality anddibdity, and absorption capacity

in order to prevent any confusion as regards tarteaning throughout the thesis.
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2.4.1. Democracy:

The term democracy is one of the most problematicepts in the literature
and there are endless disputes as regards to ptopmte definition, meaning,
indicators and measurement. It is “neither codifiednternational agreements nor
widely agreed” (Smith, Karen, 2003: 131). So, iai®ve the capacity of this study
to refer all of these different conceptualizations.

Although there is no consensus yet on the univarszning of the term,
Robert Dahl’'s criteria for democracy has often bemtepted for the minimal
procedural definition of democracy. Dahl (1989: 2222) considers ‘polyarchy’ as
bearing of democracy, and assigns seven institstion it. These are; elected
officials, free and fair elections, inclusive saffie, right to run for office, freedom of
expression, alternative information and associatiaatonomy.

Moreover, arguing that democracy signifies a paditisystem, separate and
apart from the economic and social systems, Diambimd@ and Lipset (1995: 6- 7)
set up three essential conditions for democracgsé&lare meaningful and extensive
political competitionamong individuals and parties or other organizati@ahighly
inclusive level of political participatiom the selection of leaders and policies and
certain level of civil and political liberties, ducas freedom of thought and
expression, freedom of the press, freedom of adyegaranteed through political
equality under rule of law.

As Videt (2006: 19) argues, definition of democraogsed on Dahl’'s seven
institutional requirements and Diamond, Linz angdeat's three dimensions of

democracy is both similar to common understandindeonocracy, and compatible
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with the EU’s Copenhagen political criteria requgri member states to achieve
‘stability of institutions guaranteeing democracuyle of law, human rights and
respect for and protection of minorities.” It is portant to note that the EU
Commission prefers to use ‘democratic principles’ ‘lemocracy’, since it
emphasizes the universally accepted principles npnti@ng the organization of the
state and guaranteeing the usage of fundamentds ragnd freedoms (Smith, Karen,
2003: 132).

In the existence of several approaches to deferaocracy, the thesis will
follow the general tendency that is to divide theno two main groups. The first
group includes ‘procedural’ (or ‘minimalist’) deftrons of democracy as done by
Dahl, and the second group includes substantivmitiehs of democracy, such as
the definition of Diamond, Linz and Lipset providalove.

While procedural democracy is more concerned withs and institutions,
substantive democracy emphasizes free media,sarikty, social pluralism, human
rights and effective administration (Kubicek, 200321). In the substantive
democracies, the emphasis is placed “on the norematimacy of individual rights
and freedoms” (Keyman and QOni2004: 176). This thesis utilizes the substantive
definition that includes a wider range of rightsicluding “participatory and
responsiveness elements” in addition to the praeddimension (Kobzar, 2006: 3).

Notwithstanding the existence of various othermgéins of democracy, it is
important to note here that in the current erahwite spread of democracy and
democratization to many regions of the world, thterdion has shifted from
concentration on democracy versus anti- democréog, possible varieties of

democracy and its evolving nature (Nagle, 1999:. 1?)line with this trend, the
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thesis’s central focus will be on democratic comtion of Turkey as a process

rather than on the static concepts of democracgugeainti- democracy.

2. 4. 2. Democratization and Democratic Consolidain:

If we understand the concept of democracy as songethat can be placed
on a continuum, it is better to understand demaatbn as a process that can be
ever ongoing. In the most general terms, “the waemocratization’ refers to
political changes moving in a democratic directiofPotter, 1997: 3). Thus,
democratization should be understood as “the outcofrcomplex, contingent and
prolonged processes of interaction among actorshetaeen actors and context”
(Renwick, 2006: 36), not just as “the establishnadrgets of governing institutions”
(Grugel, 1999: 11).

Democratization can be broken into three stages am®inocratic
consolidation can best be understood as the firm@esof this process (Kubicek,
2003a: 21). It is quite ironic that the Europeanm@assion has never defined clearly
what a ‘democratic consolidation’ is, despite gukarly uses the term in its regular
reports for candidate countries (Pridham, 2006:-3378). Liberalization is the
initial stage when political restrictions are rerady transition is the process of
regime change and consolidation refers to the ‘gBecoften a lengthy one and in a
certain sense always ongoing, of stabilizing andtitutionalizing democratic
institutions and practices, as well as the intezaibn of democratic norms by elites

and masses” (Kubicek, 2003a: 21).
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Thus, the process of democratic consolidation ishmangthier process and
has wider and deeper effects. The process invalesgradual removal of the
remaining uncertainties surrounding transition #mel internalization of rules and
procedures and “dissemination of democratic valiesugh a ‘remaking’ of the

political culture” (Pridham, 2005: 12).

2. 4. 3. Conditionality (of the EU):

Conditionality is generally conceptualized as & tdown approach in which
donors try to influence the governments of targetintries by using certain
incentives (Smith, Karen, 2003: 134) for the adesmnent of democratic principles
and institutions in a ‘target’ state (Kubicek, 2005 273). Similarly,
Schimmelfenning et al. (2003: 495) defines conddidy as a strategy of
‘reinforcement by reward’ which works through imgevernmental material
bargaining”.

I acknowledge that conditionality has been morecessful in institutional
and legislative aspects than in implementationridfRm, 2006: 398). However,
democratic conditionality is also dependent onrdsponsiveness of domestic actors
and their European commitment is a decisive fadtorother words, “European
signals are interpreted and modified through doimestditions, institutions,
identities and resources in ways that limit the rdegof convergence and
homogenization” (Olsen, 2002: 936).

Thus, the thesis argues that it is not only througaterial bargaining

mechanism that democratic conditionality works. Baplementation and societal
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change should also be considered as necessary asidabde outcomes of
conditionality in the process of democratic cordatiion. As stated by @an (2006:
256), the EU criticized Turkey mostly for the prefvis in the implementation of the

reforms rather than the problems in legal reforms.

2. 4. 4. Credibility (of the EU):

There is a widespread consensus in the literah&tecredible and consistent
application of conditionality is the most cruciacfor for its effectiveness. Hence,
one needs to analyze credibility of conditionality order to account for its
effectiveness.

Drazen and Masson (as cited in Bronk, 2002: 6)neefithe credibility as
“the expectation that an announced policy will beried out”. In other words,

When a regime has credibility it will be able tdealthe
expectations of other actors favorably becausetisted or
at least believed. Credibility helps overcome teerfthat a
given policy may be short lived because it is ‘time
inconsistent’ (Bronk, 2002: 6-7).

Tocci (2005) points to this ‘time inconsistency the EU conditionality in
Turkish case. She states that “the process is-floatded with obligations and back-
loaded on the delivery of the benefits” (2005: 78Jherefore, policy makers in
Turkey are inclined to delay reforms until the tinoé the rewards becomes
foreseeable and credible. Without doubt, the alsehcredibility and existence of
time inconsistency undermine the effectivenessajregoing policy.

Within this framework, | define credibility of thEU conditionality as the

expectation that membership promise given by thevilUbe kept as long as the
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candidate fulfills its obligations. As long as tkandidate fulfills its obligations
arising out of the membership process, no othecridignation, such as the
absorption capacity debate, should be allowed faredible and effective policy

making in the EU.

2. 4. 5. Absorption Capacity:

The concept is used first in the conclusion of @@penhagen Summit of
1993 and it is stated here that “the Union’s cagaa absorb new members, while
maintaining the momentum of European integratisrarn important consideration in
the general interest of both the Union and the iciatel countries® The debate
about the concept has increased especially afteP@4 enlargement and rejection
of the draft Constitution in 2005, and the revigdlthe concept in 2005 has been
linked to further enlargements, especially Turkgytssible membership (Emerson
et al. 2006: 1- 2).

Therefore, with the increasing usage of the concémtre occurred a
necessity to define it in official texts. In thisiw, Enlargement Strategy Paper of the
Commission on November 2005 (European Commissiod5i2 3) defined it as the
“capacity to act and decide according to a faimbeé within institutions; respect
budgetary limits and implement common policies thattion well and achieve their
objectives.”

In June 2006 European Council Summit the debateatabe term has again

intensified and Jacques Chirac defined the termaasinstitutional, financial and

“ See European Council Meeting in Copenhagen, 21482 1993, SN 180/1/93, p. 14.
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political capacity, the latter concerning the viesighe receiving population, which
should be able to say if they accept or not” (&édcin Emerson et al., 2006: 2- 3).

It is possible to find many other definitions oktlioncept done by several
member states and bodies of the Union. These tlefinishow great variation in the
emphasis attached to the meaning depending on ahitl state or the institution
that makes the definition favor more enlargemeetpécially of Turkey) or not.
However, there is still no clear-cut and agreedinitedn of the concept in the
academic circles. Actually, due to its ambiguousl aron- scientific character,
Emerson et al. (2006: 1) even suggests that tine sbiould not be used in official
texts of the EU any more unless it is deconstruatéal objective elements. There
will be further reference to the vagueness of theogption capacity term and the
implications of the absorption capacity debate whealyzing change in the EU’s

approach towards Turkey in post- 2004 period.

2. 5. The Intended Contributions of the Thesis tohie Field:

First of all, the literature on democratization haginly emphasized the
importance of domestic factors. Similarly, “therashbeen little effort to analyze
domestic politics in an interactive dynamic withe thccession process” (Pridham,
2006: 376). The interaction between domestic atrestand international pressure is
crucial since the well functioning of the demoaratieforms depends on the
responsiveness of domestic actors and institutiiores country (Gurleyen, 2004: 5-

6).
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Therefore, this thesis aims to contribute to tledfiwith its emphasis, not
only on the role of an international actor, butoats the interaction between the
international and domestic actors in the processlerhocratic consolidation of
Turkey. While mainly focusing on the impact of an interpafil factor (EU
credibility) on Turkey's democratic consolidatiathe thesis also acknowledges the
continuing importance of domestic factors in thisgess, and also investigates how
these domestic factors are affected by credibléicgtipn of EU conditionality.

The thesis utilizes both rationalist and constristiaccounts while analyzing
this interaction. By so doing, the thesis will beatempt to contribute to the studies
of EU’s impact on domestic change with its abilibyanalyze two different logics
behind conditionality and its credibility. While @hconditionality and credibility is
generally used within a rationalist framework (@ign, 2004: 7), the study will also
consider the constructivist logic behind domesansformation.

Last but not least, the thesis intends to fill ¢fag in the literature that stems
from taking the transnational factors as given amghanging. While the EU’s
accession policy’s scope has been extended tcefuikbues, the EU’s leverage over
candidate countries has been characterized by pewtsl about the EU’s credibility
(Pridham, 2007: 455). So, the thesis gains itsigtrefrom explaining the change in
the EU’s conditionality approach (in terms of itedibility), which gets tougher in
time, and analyzing its impact on the democraticsotidation of Turkish

democracy.
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CHAPTER Il

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

This chapter will try to provide the necessary tletioal framework for our
analysis of the impact of the EU’s credibility onrKey’'s democratic consolidation.
There will be emphasis on both two key dimensiohshange; first is about the
changes in political organizations and governatite,second is about changes in
people’s minds and the structures of meaning (QI2602: 926). While the former
will be explained with reference to rationalist agnts, the latter will be analyzed
through the lenses of social constructivism.

More specifically, the analysis will be based owdtalternative models of
international influence on domestic change: theereal incentives model and the
social learning model” (Schimmelfenning, 2004: @hile differentiating itself in
certain respects. My analysis recognizes the sagmi€e of the variables used by
both the former (size of rewards and domestic adoptosts) as well as the latter
(legitimacy, resonance and identity). Yet, the gsial emphasizes the concept of
‘credibility’ as the main explanatory variable hagisubstantial impact on the above
mentioned variables also. Hence, the basic quesiianswer is “how does variation
in the size and credibility of EU conditionality pact on its effectiveness?”

(Schimmelfenning and Scholtz, 2007: 4).
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3.1. Rationalist Accounts- External Incentives Modieand Its Reformulation:

External incentives model is a rationalist modefsdd on rationalist
bargaining and cost- benefit calculations of decisimakers. The underlying
rationale is that the decision makers are intetlestehe maximization of their own
power. So, the rationalist institutionalism assurtied rational actors follow ‘logic
of consequentialism’ (March and Olsen: 1989 and188 cited in Borzel, 2005: 52)
and try to maximize their power by using the researand knowledge available to
them.

Rationalist institutionalism sees Europe as an gmgrpolitical opportunity
structure that leads to redistribution of resourmedomestic level in the existence of
certain misfit between European and domestic pdi¢Bo6rzel, 2005: 53). Thus,
“Europeanization leads to domestic change throudflerential empowerment of
actors resulting from a redistribution of resouraéshe domestic level” (Bérzel and
Risse, 2000: 2).

When applied to the EU, external incentives maubddis that the EU pays the
reward (ranging from trade agreements to full meamsttip) if the target government
complies with the criteria and withholds it in casenoncompliance. Hence, the
dominant logic behind EU conditionality is a “bairgag strategy of reinforcement
by reward under which the EU provides external mtiees for a target government
to comply with its conditions” (Schimmelfenning aBddelmeier, 2004: 662).

Through the intergovernmental channel, the EU c#dfe candidate
governments directly. Therefore, accession goventsnare the central and pivotal

domestic actors and their commitment to the procesggnificant (Pridham, 2005:
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64). The external incentives model argues that- doshefit calculations are more
important than the commitment of the governmentshis process. That is why
although Turkish state elites are committed to itiea of Europe generally,
compliance depended on and limited by political t-cosenefit calculations
(Schimmelfenning et al. 2003: 509).

Here, one should also note the importance of ‘ddmejuilibrium’ that
shows the “current distribution of preferences dnadgaining power in domestic
society” (Schimmelfenning, 2004: 4). The EU coraiitlity is significant since it
contributes to the change in this equilibrium bywding incentives in case of
compliance. In line with this reasoning the mostegal hypothesis of the external
incentive model is that:

A state complies with the norms of the organizaiiothe

benefits of the rewards exceed the domestic adomiists

More specifically, this cost- benefit balance degseon (i) the
size of international rewards, (ii) the credibiliy threats and
promises, and (iii) the size of domestic adoptioosts
(Schimmelfenning, 2004: 4).

As regards to (i) and (iii), the likelihood of cohg@mce increases with the
increase in the size of the rewards and with theredese in the power costs for the
target government. As regards to (ii), the impdabdernal incentives increases with
the clarity and credibility of EU conditionality.

Determinacy of conditions is also crucial in enhagcthe credibility of
conditionality. The reasoning is that when condisicare determinate, it becomes
much more difficult for the EU to claim unjustlyahthey have not been fulfilled by
the candidates and to withhold the reward due twompliance (Schimmelfenning
and Sedelmeier, 2004: 664). So, in general, canditity is more effective when the

rewards are high, determinate and credible enoogixteed the domestic costs of

compliance with EU requirements (Schimmelfennind Schwellnus, 2006: 3).
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Not ignoring the validity of the other two factofsize of the rewards and
domestic adoption costs) given above, | argue ttheatcredibility is a more central
factor for explaining compliance/ non- compliance part of the target state.
Moreover, credibility factor is crucial due to ik®nsiderable impact on these two
factors also.

The reasoning is that sizeable incentives resutbmpliance as long as they
are credible and that when the incentives are bledihe domestic adoption costs
are decreased significantly. The necessity of dilol® EU or NATO membership
perspective for the target country is the strongestrminant of an effective policy
of human rights and democracy promotion (Schimmeifey et al., 2006: 236). If
the credibility factor is absent, there will not templiance even if other conditions
are highly favorable (Schimmelfenning et al., 20086).

In relation to size, the argument is that highexddility has a stronger
positive impact on democracy for each size of theemtives provided
(Schimmelfenning and Scholtz, 2007: 21). In relatio domestic costs, the related
argument is that the EU’s external incentives hbeen effective in removing
domestic obstacles to further democratic reform nmany of the cases
(Schimmelfenning and Scholtz, 2007: 3). Similar uangnt holds that “once a
credible membership perspective has been estat)istt®ption costs in individual
policy areas are discounted against the (aggretatagfits of membership, rather
than just the benefits in this particular policyear (Schimmelfenning and
Sedelmeier, 2004: 672).

Schimmelfenning and Scholtz (2007:23) also find that countries with a
credible EU membership perspective have three paonmdre on the average (on the

seven point Freedom House political rights scalegnmwcompared to those without
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tangible EU incentives. Moreover, they also foumttmeasured in terms of
Freedom House civil liberties scale, significan¢ecanditionality decreases further
and only highly credible conditionality produces grsficant impact
(Schimmelfenning and Scholtz, 2007: 24). Their gah&nding is that the credible
membership perspective is highly significant in kihd of specifications and
consistently stronger when compared to lower levals conditionality
(Schimmelfenning and Scholtz, 2007: 26).

The credibility and the effectiveness of conditililyaare at stake when the
Union gives more importance to other consideratiohdhe member states and
employs different standards for different countrits such situations, target state
may believe that it will not get the rewards eveit complies with the conditions
specified, and therefore may change its cost- lteoalculations according to the
rationalist reasoning. In other words, “credibiltgpends on the consistency of an
organization’s allocation of rewards” (Schimmelferghand Sedelmeier, 2004: 666).
If the EU’s capabilities are questionable, than Biés credibility may decrease in
candidate countries and this would decrease thecteféness of conditionality
regardless of the conditions fulfilled by the catades (Savic, 2007: 18). Thus, in the
absence of credibility of policy maker or policy,is rational that other actors will
expect policy inconsistency over time, and theeefaill act accordingly (Bronk,
2002: 7).

In sum, recognizing the importance of other vagabbkpecified by the
external incentives model (size of the rewards dadhestic adoption costs), the
argument here holds that credibility is the maiotine effecting both the cost-

benefit calculations of domestic decision makersl dhe impact of sizeable

26



incentives. In the absence of credibility factor’&donditionality policy will not

work, or will not be as effective as it would betive existence of credibility.

3. 2. Constructivist Accounts- Social Learning Modeand Its Reformulation:

While the external incentives model is a rationatisdel, social learning
model is based on the social constructivism, anostitoites the most prominent
alternative explanation to conditionality in oursea In general, socialization
approaches belong to sociological strand of nesiitutionalism.

For sociological institutionalism, institutions dmt only determine actors’
behaviors by redistributing resources, rather ttmstitute these actors by providing
them with the understanding of what their interests and what appropriate means
they may use to pursue these interests. Theredoters internalize the institutional
norms and rules and follow them out of habit, nobase to comply with them to
maximize power (Borzel, 2005: 54). In other wortlgre is a distinction between
internalization of democratic norms and changesnudited by instrumental,
utilitarian calculations (Kubicek, 2005c: 364). Ftre successful integration of
reforms, their acceptance, diffusion and legitimicza in the society are essential
(Erdazan, 2006: 11).

While reinforcement strategies work through the gesaof incentives,
persuasion strategies work through convincing #nget of their validity, and they
result in internalization of the rules (SchimmeHlerg et al. 2006: 31). This type of

influence is also named as “framing integrationhilkand Lehmkuhl, 1999: 14).
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Within this general framework, social learning miodellow ‘logic of
appropriateness’ (March and Olsen, 1989: 160-161¢ited in Schimmelfenning,
2004: 8). This logic holds that there are collesipvshared understandings of what
constitutes proper behavior in a given rule stmgcaand actors are shaped by these in
their effort to ‘do the right thing’ (Borzel, 200%4). Within this regard, the EU
represents a European community with collectiventihle common values and
norms, and the degree to which these common rulesdaemed appropriate
determines whether a non- member complies with ethesles or not
(Schimmelfenning, 2004: 8).

Hence, constructivist or sociological institutiasalapproaches suggest that
referring only to strategic and rational interesicalation at a particular point in time
is not enough to understand democratization thathes result of a complex
interaction of international and domestic factdesding to slow re- framing of the
interests and behaviors of the actors (Schmitz @&l 1999: 33). On the basis of
information, | will cite the most commonly used loypesis of the social learning
model:

A state adopts EU rules if it is persuaded of the
appropriateness of the EU rule§hree main factors impinge
upon the persuasive power of European regional
organizations:  legitimacy, identity, and resonance
(Schimmelfenning, 2004: 8- 9).

As regards to legitimacy, Gurleyen (2004: 6) mamti that the likelihood of
target country’s compliance increases with thetilegicy of the democratic norm. In
order to be legitimate, there must be commonly haiganizational rules and

demands on the target states must be based onrtiesenot on thad hocinterests

of certain member states. For instance, the EU yedjostrong prestige and
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legitimacy in the CEECs during the accession pmaadd this inhibited outright
opposition to membership (Pridham, 2005: 95).

Not ignoring the validity of this factor, | argtleat the credibility is a central
factor with crucial impact also on the legitimadjhe underlying rationale is that in
the absence of credible promises by the EU, itearly impossible that the target
governments believe in the legitimacy of rules. Themmunity must treat candidates
impartially and equally according to legitimate ddions and thus it is constrained
in the application of reinforcement conditions asrdarget states (Schimmelfenning
et al. 2006: 24). So, the perceived legitimacytd brganizational rules is highly
dependent on whether or not the rule makers andgt@nises are deemed credible.

As regards to the identity, the social learning elaargues that it is more
likely that non- members are persuaded by intesnatiorganizations if they identify
themselves with these organizations (Schimmelfen2004. 9). Therefore, the
compliance is assumed to be high with the increasthe identification of non-
members and actors with high identification strigebe recognized as part of the
‘European family of democratic nations’ (Schimmalieng et al. 2003: 498).

Although Turkey has identified itself with the Wessihce the last days of the
Ottoman Empire, and has a history of democracyesihe beginning of multi- party
politics in 1946, the process of democratic comsdion has always been
problematic due to serious identity conflicts ogensitive issues, such as minority
rights (Ong, 1999: 109). There is an unspoken assumptiongititdrature that “there
Is something inherently uncivilized in Turkish gmal culture, which prevents the
realization of fully functioning democracy” (Girley, 2004: 10).

In relation to this, Kubicek (2003b: 206) menticaisout two discourses in

Turkey. While one tries to identify Turkey with th&est, the other emphasizes
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Turkey’'s own traditions and special circumstanaaguiring attention as regards to
the immediate adoption of Western norms. This pr&vehetorical ‘spillover’ due to
ambiguous character of the rhetoric itself that pbeates the perception of the EU
in Turkey whose Europeanness has been subjectny debates. As observable in
recent years, the public in Turkey have become raark more skeptical about the
EU and its motives due to increasing ambiguityhe EU’s approach in Turkey.
Thus, in the absence of firmly established idenéibd internalization in Turkey
despite long years of identification with Europeedibility again turns out to be
important variable with its impact on the procebk&lentity formation.

The third variable used in social learning modesonance, basically means
the “cultural or institutional match of a specifexternal rule with the already
existing domestic values, norms, practices, andodises in a specific issue area”
(Schimmelfenning, 2004: 9). Therefore, when thegtde of normative fit' of an
European rule, norm or practice is high and whey ghow similarity with those at
the domestic level, it is more likely that thesdl Wwe conceived as legitimate by the
target government and translated into existing dimenstitutions without much
problem.

Similar to the problematic nature of identity, reance is also fragile in
Turkish case. Although there is certain degreedefiification and resonance with
the European values and rules in Turkey, the psoegproblematic due to certain
ambiguities in the EU’s approach and resulting apsl downs in the relations
between Turkey and the EU. Even though there extaio degree of resonance with
respect to specific external rule in the beginnghge to change in the perceptions of

public and decision makers, the degree may fluettabughout the process.
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In sum, not ignoring the significance and validiy three constructivist
variables used by the social learning model (legity, identity and resonance), the
study argues that credibility is a central factoe do its impact on shaping these
three variables. This is an important point to aderisin Turkish case where the
process of constructing an identity, legitimacy aesonance is fragile and liable to

ups and downs due to changes in the credibilifyromises given by the EU.

3.3. Juxtaposition of Rationalist and Constructivis Models:

Overall, when we utilize credibility as our mainriadble that is suitable to
conceptualization in both external incentives aocia learning models; we are able
to juxtapose these two models in our analysis afiekiic change without prioritizing
one over another. The related argument holds trettohalist and constructivist
perspectives are both useful frameworks for amslyand are not necessarily
mutually exclusive” (Bourne and Cini, 2006: 14).i§ s also in conformity with the
recent direction in the theoretical debate awaynfreither- or arguments between
rationalism and constructivism towards underlining need to comprehend the link
between rationality and norm- conforming behavidchimmelfenning and
Sedelmeier, 2005: 137).

Therefore it is more useful to consider these matitutionalisms as not only
competing but also complementary sources of theatdiackground while studying
enlargement (Schimmelfenning and Sedelmeier, 2A@H: Similarly, Checkel
(2007: 18) argues that when practiced in isolatieither rationalist nor softer and

more participatory approaches do not work. In hards, “advocates of both the
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‘bring- them- into- the- club- where- we- can- siide- them’ and the ‘keep- them-
outside- the- club- until- they- are- already- cdianpt’ policies are wrong” (Checkel,
2007: 18).

In the end, although these models are competinaeaions, they might be
present also at different stages of political tfamations. Therefore, in addition to
purely intergovernmental channels of EU influenwe, should give more attention
“to the processes of elite socialization and leggnideational changes, international
legal frameworks, and EU influence coupled with @stit processes of change and
the empowerment of new societal actors in Turk&jfigoy, 2007: 478).

While conditionality can affect the target stateredily through
intergovernmental material bargaining, it may afswe an indirect effect through
the differential empowerment of domestic actorsh{®melfenning and Sedelmeier,
2004: 664). This is because the establishment wiodeatic regimes is not the only
objective of the democratization throughout the &tdession process, there is also
the consideration of internalization of the EU’sndity (Ozuzlu, 2004: 97).

In this vein, the thesis does not claim the supiyiof neither rationalist nor
constructivist accounts; rather it aims to benéfttm both perspectives while
understanding different domains of influence thioug different periods of

relations.
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CHAPTER IV

THE EUROPEAN UNION AS AN ACTOR IN INTERNATIONAL

DIMENSION OF DEMOCRATIZATION

Due to increasing significance of the internatiof@ttors in explaining
democratization, it is no longer proper to focusyan domestic actors and to ignore
the reality that the international community hagolwed in the process with a lot of
programmes and institutions (Bruneau and TrinkuB@86: 776). In this context, the
EU and its mechanism of conditionality have becaigeificant areas of concern. In
this chapter, | will first, briefly mention abouhé international dimension of

democratization, and then, analyze the EU’s plachis area.

4.1. International Dimension of Democratization:

Due to the changed balance between hard secuternesis and the promotion
of democracy in the 1990s, international actordediato have not only more diverse
impact, but also more institutionalized channelsndfience (Pridham, 2005: 4- 5).
The policies, tools and institutions developeddmmoting democracy have become

consolidated and operational, as can be observeabeirforms of democracy and
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human rights clauses in the international agreesnandl foreign policies of several
international actors (Buxton, 2006: 709).

Laurence Whitehead (1996: 4- 24) provides the momiprehensive
assessment of the internal- external debate aksl ahlout three sets of international
dynamics under which international factors may miged and analyzed: contagion,
control and consent. Schmitter adds one more drdgi@amic to the Whitehead’s
argument; ‘conditionality’ of which “hallmark is ¢hdeliberative use of coercion- by
attaching specific conditions to the distributidnbenefits to recipient countries- on
the part of multilateral institutions” (Schmittédr996: 30).

However, despite increasing interest, the inteomali dimension of
democracy promotion is still understudied and poariderstood (Schraeder, 2002:
217- 224). Moreover, there are certain constrant$ challenges of democratization
by external actors. First serious challenge istedlao the possibility of reverse
effects of democracy promotion by external actdtsr instance, the political
conditionality used by the EU to fix institutiondéficiencies in the candidates may
widen the gap between elites and the public ifeghedack of deliberation over new
legislation (Dimitrova and Pridham, 2004: 108). &ut, it is possible that clash
occurs between democracy promotion and other forgiglicy interests of the
democracy promoters. The democracy promotion dietsviof the EU are severely
constrained by the continuing importance of natioméerests of its members
(Schraeder, 2003: 39). In the following part, | lwénalyze the EU’s role in

democracy promotion in more detalil.
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4.2. The European Union and Its Role in DemocracyrBmotion:

Besides other factors, the influence of multilaterganizations, such as the
EU, in stimulating progress towards political demadization, is crucial (Pridham
and Vanhanen, 1994: 259). Although the EU adoptedadbjective of promoting
democracy relatively late compared to other intéomal actors, it has been the most
effective international actor in helping countridemocratize since then. As the
process of European integration continued to ex@anttldeepen, the EU’s capacity
for democracy- building has become much more infilaé (Pridham, 2005: 5).
Moreover, the EU has the capacity to affect largegeas of governance and
institutions when compared to other regional orbgloorganizations in Europe
(Dimitrova and Pridham, 2004: 94).

Below, | will look at the legal base of the EU’'slepthe reasons for its
promotion of democracy and the evolution of its maiechanism of conditionality
in order to provide the necessary understandinthefEU’s place in the area of

democratization.

4.2.1. Legal Base of the EU’s Role:

In order to understand why the EU has been the mndlsiential external

actor in democratization of third countries, it better we first touch upon the
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underlying importance of the principle of democratyhe Union by referring to its
legal character embodied in several treaties

The EU recognizes the principle of democracy asnadmental principle as
stated in the Article 6 of the Treaty on EU (TEM}ich holds that “The Union is
founded on the principles of liberty, democracyspext for human rights and
fundamental freedoms, and the rule of law, prirespWhich are common to the
Member States”. Moreover, Article 11 holds that teeelopment and consolidation
of democracy is among the objectives of the Unia@smmon foreign and security
policy.

The Amsterdam Treaty further intensified and cladfthe EU’s role in this
area and strengthened the Maastricht provisionskgtihg unequivocally’ that the
EU was “founded on the principles of liberty, demamy, respect for human rights
and fundamental freedoms and the rule of law, pies which are common to the
member states.” A reference to the principle of demracy can also be found in the
Charter of Fundamental Rights of the EU, proclairbgdhe Nice European Council
of December 2000, stating that the Union is baasthng others, on the principle of
democracy.

The Treaty of Nice contains a new reference to deawny, in the framework
of provisions on economic, financial and technwabperation with third countries.
According to Article 181a (1), Community policy this area should contribute to
the general objective of developing and consolndatiemocracy.

Moreover, The Draft Treaty Establishing a Consitutfor Europe has many
important references to democracy. While its Aeti2l indicates democracy among

the Union’ s values, its Article 193 deals with tdrion’s external action and states

® For all the EU treaties and related articles #ratmentioned, you can sédtp://eur-
lex.europa.eu/en/treaties/index.htm
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that the principle of democracy should inspire lthreon's action on the international
scene and should be advanced in the wider wortatdar to consolidate and support
democracy.

In sum, the EU democracy promotion activity hasrarg juridical basis. On
the basis of this legal structure, the principleleocracy, as a common value of the
Union, should be respected not only within its leosd but also in the context of the
Union’s external relations, including the relationgth the candidates. However,
although the EU insists that membership conditiares equal and objective for all
candidates, it is obvious that EU actors are naaky enthusiastic for all candidates
(Gurleyen, 2004: 8). Thus, this strong legal base democracy promotion is
disregarded most of the time, and resulting dedimée credibility of the EU is

reflected on the limited ability of the EU for proting democracy abroad.

4.2.2. The Reasons for the EU’s Promotion of Demaaxty:

In addition to this strong legal framework in sugpof democratization,
several internal and external reasons have ledEeto develop policies for
promoting democratization. The EU’s owaison d’étresince its establishment, its
enhanced vision as ‘community of values’, its ndivea role as a ‘civilian
superpower’, advantages of being a regional irgituand its sophisticated
supranational bureaucracy, with organizational cépaand substantial material
resources are counted as the five such intern&dria¢Baracani, 2004: 8- 9). In

addition, it is argued that the promotion of denaggris a kind of response to public
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opinion and interest group pressure, since donav o justify the aid on other
grounds other than geo- strategic objectives (Sriiginen, 2003: 127).

The collapse of the Soviet Union and the resultiagd to provide stability in
the region, the EU’s geographical location that esathe promotion of democracy
also a security issue for the EU, and the EU’samglidentity as a ‘community of
values’ on the world stage are among the extemebfs that necessitated active
involvement of the EU in democratization effortsotfier countries (Baracani, 2004:
8-9).

Although the success of the EU in the area of deatiaation is more or less
accepted due to above mentioned reasons and taleftamework, the question of
when and under what conditions the EU is most &ffedn its efforts to promote
democracy are still of paramount importance for B literature. Therefore, it is
crucial to analyze the evolution of EU democrabaditionality in order to see how
the changes in the EU’s policy of conditionalitywkaesulted in declining credibility

of EU and, thus, in limited success of democraoyation.

4.2.3. The Evolution of EU Democratic Conditionaliy:

Although the need for democratic principles andpees for fundamental
rights and freedoms were emphasized in the EU’'® Bifkelbach Report, political
conditionality was not the cornerstone of the Ejplidicy towards non- members at
that time (Kubicek, 2003a: 8). The EU was establishs an economic community
and did not dedicate itself to the promotion of demacy until the mid- 1990s. In the

time of accession of Greece, Portugal and Spaergtivere only vague democratic
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conditions for membership and there was no usdrizt £onditionality before the
accession.

It has been with the break- up of the Soviet Uramal the preparation of
CEECs for EU membership that the EU developed nigue model of democracy
promotion through integration with the help of th@ain mechanism of
conditionality. Therefore, while the period up tilie fall of communism can be
regarded as a ‘preliminary phase’ in the EU’s prditconditionality, the period after
1989 saw important changes in its “timing, scopeus, priority and procedures”
(Pridham, 2007: 451). This evolution demonstratbat tthe EU democratic
conditionality is “of an ever- evolving nature, ciging and deepening over time”
(Savic, 2007: 13).

Employing extensive conditionality intensified aftehe Copenhagen
European Council in June 1993 laid down the Copgeh&riteria that the countries
have to fulfill as a precondition for joining thenldn. Among economic, political
and administrative Copenhagen Criteria, the palitthe, saying that these countries
must achieve ‘stability of institutions guarantegitemocracy, rule of law, human
rights and respect for and protection of minoritissthe most significant one to
promote democracy.

The EU conditionality continued to evolve to induthe strengthening of
administrative capacity and pursuit of anti- cotrop measures (Jora, 2006: 5).
Hence, the EU has started to put more emphasis spects of substantive
democracy, such as civil society, development ditipal parties, and protection of
minorities (Kubicek, 2003a: 21). Due to this greatencern of the EU for important
aspects of substantive democracy, the Union’s amledemocratic consolidation

became much more central and prominent (Pridha05:221).
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However, while political conditionality has beegeneral feature of the EU’s
democracy promotion since the 1990s, there areerdifites with regard to the
credibility of the threats and promises attachedadnditionality for different targets
(Schimmelfenning and Scholtz, 2007: 14). Certaigoisistencies and double
standards of the EU conditionality policy have nsiéied with the debates about
enlargement fatigue and absorption capacity, ealhea@fter 2004 enlargement. In
the same vein, ‘pre accession safeguard clausesraated in order to accommodate
the fears of existing members while keeping pressurthe candidates (Jora, 2006:
12). Hence,

Political conditionality has become broader insitepe, much
tighter in its procedures, and less easy to comtitblin a less
enlargement- friendly environment in the EU andiagjdess
certainty about enlargement prospects (Pridhamy :2046).

These demonstrated that the EU is not always ingpand that the political
factors will be a significant consideration in tlwture enlargements. As Jung (2007:
70) argues, “conditionality is indeed not merelgehnical affair. Rather, it is part of
and parcel of a political game which is conditionleg the changing political
environments in both Turkey and the EU.” This wobll/e negative consequences
for the overall success of conditionality due te importance of credibility factor for
compliance.

In conclusion, due to changes in the EU’s policy cohditionality, the
eventual accession to the Union is no longer gueeahand this has created doubts
over the EU'’s credibility, weakening the politicalll of candidate states in pushing
through conditionality (Pridham, 2007: 455). Henitds better that conditionality

evolve according to the situation, without becomangretext for blocking the road
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toward accession (Le Gloannec, 2007: 79) and deatiocconsolidation in the

candidates.
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CHAPTER V

AN ANALYSIS OF TURKEY- EU RELATIONS: DEMOCRATIC

CONSOLIDATION IN PRE- 1999 PERIOD

In the pre- 1999 period Turkey had neither the Weaincentive of
membership, nor “political conditionality with higtredibility of threats and / or
promises” (Schimmelfenning and Scholtz, 2007: T$jerefore, the conditionality
was rather ineffective in promoting democratic refe in Turkey and the impact of
the EU on Turkey's democratic consolidation remdingegligible until 1999
Helsinki Summit when Turkey was given the crediblgentive of membership.

In the following part, | will try to analyze the pact of the EU conditionality
on Turkey’'s democratic consolidation in pre- 199rigd. | will analyze the
important developments in Turkey- EU relations histperiod, the EU’s approach
and the impact of it on governmental and societah@ins in Turkey on the bases of
the theoretical framework outlined in the seconaptér. Then, | will make an

overall assessment.
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5.1. Developments in Turkey- EU Relations in Pre-999 Period:

Turkey applied for associate membership of the HET959 and since then,
the relations with the EU have always occupiednapartant place in Turkish foreign
policy. The EEC and Turkey signed the Ankara Agreeimon 12 September 1963
and this agreement envisaged a three- stage ewoliri Turkey- EU relation®.
However, due to the Article 28 of the Ankara Agresn(stating that Turkey shall
be acceded to the Community if it performs its gdions arising out of the Treaty
establishing the EU), the prospect of membershig alavays on the table from
Turkish perspective (Kubicek, 2008: 29).

There were several problems and rising tensionsdsgt Turkey and the EU
during the early 1980s due to the combination ef BU’s increasing tendency to
focus on democratic principles, and the 1980 nmnjlitmtervention in Turkey and
Turkey's democratic deficit. With the establishmeott civil government, the
relationships improved in post-1983 period, andk&yrapplied for full membership
with the initiative of Prime Minister Turgut Ozahd.4 April 1987. This has started
the beginning of long debates about the Turkish beeship issue in the EU and the
world.

Turkey’'s membership application was refused in 1889%he grounds that
Turkey was not ready in terms of fulfilling the giglal and economic criteria for
membership and there was also ongoing structuaigd within the Union. In the
EU, the focus has shifted from emphasis on nondeatocracy to an emphasis on

the quality of democracy and human rights, andetioee, during the post- 1980

® The preparatory (first) stage ended with the Addal Protocol signed in 1970. The transitional
(second) stage lasted longer than envisaged aratlemith the completion of the Customs Union in
the end of 1995. The final (third) stage will conté until Turkey becomes the full member.
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period, the EU started to focus more on the palitiactors and shortcomings of
Turkish democracy in contrast to earlier periodyl@ et al. 2007: 333). While
refusing Turkish application, Commission still comfed that Turkey was eligible
for membership in the years to come. So, Customsrithat is planned to end in
1995 constituted the main lines of the cooperdbetveen the EU and Turkey.

However, despite the entry into force of the Custdsnion Agreement on 31
December 1995, and the inclusion of the all otteerdadates into the enlargement
process with the Luxemburg Summit in 1997, Turkeasvagain excluded from the
process of enlargement. This decision resulted @rcgptions of exclusion and
frustration among the Turkish public, and weaketinedpower of pro- EU groups in
Turkey (Aybar et al. 2007: 334), since all the othgplicants, even Slovakia that did
not even meet the Copenhagen political criteriarewgranted official candidacy
status.

Although the EU rejected Turkey's claims of disdnation and
reemphasized the eligibility of Turkey for full méership by developing a
European Strategy and inviting Turkey to the Euamp€onference, the Turkish
government decided to suspend its relations wighgb), and Prime Minister Mesut
Yilmaz boycotted the dinner that he was invitedvith the heads of the EU states.
These were the visible signs of the frustration drsdppointment experienced by
Turkey after Luxemburg.

When Turkey’s application in 1987 was rejected whal confirmation for
planned customs union was provided, this laid tioeiigds for the so- called ‘Ankara
Agreement Syndrome’ that is the Turkish belief thether integration with Europe
will simply be economically driven and politicalt@gration will not be possiblZEl

EU-Turkey Monitoy 2007: 1-2).
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In this atmosphere, it did not become possiblethm EU to soften the
relations and to restart a political dialogue witbrkey until the 1999 Helsinki
Summit. Due to unprecedented opposition both fdrenpublic and political elites in
the member states, it took 12 years for Turkey ¢b fgrmal candidate status at
Helsinki Summit in 1999 after its 1987 applicatimn membership (Verney, 2007b:

309).

5.2. The EU’s Approach and Credibility:

It is important that the prospect of receiving te&vard must be real and it
must be certain that political change will be reseat. This was the case for Spain,
Greece and Portugal in the 1970s, but not for Tunkehe 1990s, and thus, Turkish
democracy remained less consolidated (Kubicek, 20038). Moreover, there is also
an inherent dilemma in the EU’s approach toward&C&and Turkey in the 1990s
(Onis, 1999: 117). While the problems in terms of deraogrwere the underlying
reason of the EU’s help to CEECs in this diffiqoétriod of adjustment, for Turkey,
the similar flaws were given as a reason of whyk&yrcan not be granted full
membership.

Therefore, it is difficult to argue that the EU’ppaoach towards Turkey in
the pre- 1999 period was objective, fair and credibhe EU did not offer Turkey
neither the sizable incentive of membership, neditrle conditionality. That is why
the conditionality was rather ineffective in promngt democratic reforms in Turkey
in pre- 1999 period. That seems to be one of thEortant reasons of why Turkish

democracy remained unconsolidated during the peiedow, | will refer to this
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limited impact of the EU on Turkey’s democratic solidation at governmental and
societal domains. While doing this, | will benefibtm the theoretical framework

outlined before.

5. 3. Impact on Governmental Domain, Rationalist Acounts:

The EU did not offer the credible promise of menshgr to Turkey in this
period. Therefore, according to rationalist reasgnicompliance was low in the
existence of insufficient reward and high domestiloption costs. As emphasized
before, external incentives model holds that cdstnefit calculation of the
governments depends on the size of internationehnas, the credibility of threats
and promises, and the size of domestic adoptiots d8&himmelfenning, 2004: 4).
In the absence sizable and credible reward, artidrexistence of high domestic
costs, Turkish government did not simply complyhwihe EU requirements for
democracy. Therefore, the EU impact on Turkey's aeatic consolidation
remained negligible in this period.

Moreover, as argued before, the absence of cragibilthe EU’s approach
had also far reaching effects on the other twoofacspecified by the external
incentives model (size of the rewards and domestidoption costs).
Schimmelfenning (2004: 23) also states that inahsence of credible membership
incentives, there will not be compliance even im #xistence of other favorable
conditions.

| have provided the reasoning in the theoretidaapter that sizeable

incentives result in compliance as long as they aezlible and that when the
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incentives are credible the domestic adoption cesés decreased significantly.
Turkish case is a very good example of this argurtiet the sizable reward of full
membership had to be based on a credible promlss. cfedible promise was not
given until 1999 Helsinki Summit decision, and #fere, governments’ cost benefit
calculations were done in the light of high domesbtists and no sizable incentive, as
| try to explain below.

When the prospect of membership was far from beungble, the
governments in Turkey could not risk losing theantestic support by undertaking
certain reforms necessary for EU membership. Attitne, these reforms seemed
impossible and dangerous to undertake since masteof were related to sensitive
issues related to national sovereignty, and sim@Fet was no tangible benefit
provided in return. Therefore, the governments urk€y were faced with high
domestic costs, such as losing their electoral @pp

In other words, the EU’s incentives were not enotogbhange the ‘domestic
equilibrium’ in Turkey in favor of the reform at tane when Turkey’s exclusion
form the list of the candidates in Luxemburg Sumthés strengthened the public
impression that the EU was using ‘prospective agoasto exploit Turkey through
the Customs Union” (Tarakia2008: 254) That is why Nationalist Action Party
(Milliyetci Hareket Partisi- MHP), a far right pgrtwon 16.5 % of the vote in the
April 1999 elections, and became the second largesly in the parliament and
partner in the 1999- 2002 coalition government. i{BnThomas W., 2003: 119).

Hence, the striking pattern in the pre- Helsinkiipe was that neither right
nor left political parties actively worked for tlieforms, especially in the political
arena. In addition to the absence of credibilitylef EU towards Turkey, there were

also issues of significant concern to the Turkisblig, such as the Cyprus problem
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and certain cultural rights. These issues were itdymrmal political debate due to
their relevance to state ideology (€n2005: 17). Domestic costs were high and
rewards were far from being visible, and the partmas not credible. Therefore, it
would be surprising if the EU could have a subsshnimpact on Turkey's
democratic consolidation in this period.

Therefore, the general characteristic of the p8991period in governmental
domain was the slow progress in domestic politiegbrms in Turkey. Minor
amendments in the penal cédeeduction of police custody for suspected criimed
the removal of military judges from serving in thtate security courts were the only
improvements (Narbone and Tocci, 2007: 235). Withis regard, Smith, Thomas
W. (2003: 127- 128) summarizes the period priddétsinki as such:

Before Helsinki, Turkish reform mirrored this h&léarted
strategy. Measures taken were often less seridampts to
reform political norms than they were designed ilense
specific criticisms or to fulfill minimal treaty digations.

Turkey has been willing to undertake political chamn direct
proportion to the size of the prize.

5.4. Impact on Societal Domain, Constructivist Acaants:

In order to understand the logic behind the EU’past on societal domain,
let's remember the basic tenets of constructiyigir@aches and the social learning
model. According to the constructivist reasoninggdd&ptation pressures emanating
from the EU lead to domestic change, if social@atiand collective learning
processes result in norm internalization and theeld@ment of new identities”

(Schimmelfenning and Sedelmeier, 2006: 109). MagrecHically, social learning

" Amendments made to Sections 141, 142 and 1639%, Ehd to Sections 243, 245 and 354 in 1999
(Narbone and Tocci, 2007: 235).
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model holds that legitimacy, identity and resonaaieethe main factors that impinge
upon the effectiveness of the international actbfence, to understand
democratization, it is not enough to refer only stoategic and rational interest
calculations at a particular point in time.

Within this context, in the absence of credible rhemship promise in the
pre- 1999 period, the EU’s demands were regardeleggtimate and Turkey’s
European identity and its place in the club werbatied by Turkish public, further
decreasing the possible resonance with Europearesalndeed, the process of
identity formation has always been fragile and pepiatic in Turkey due to
conceptualization of the West both as a model,hastorical enemy (Tarak§a2008:
254).

Therefore, in the absence of credible membershgmze and resulting
uncertainty about accession, public mistrust hasinagenerated in Turkey. As a
result, authoritarian brands of identity politicajch as political Islam and ethnic
nationalism have emerged as major threats or ciyketo Turkish democracy in the
1990s (On§, 1999: 109). These developments were largely duthé European
ambivalence towards Turkey’s claims to full membgrsand deeper questions
related to European identity and boundaries of gema project (Ogj 1999: 109).

So, similar to the governmental domain and therme$oprocess, societal
domain was also affected negatively by the EU’s-nmedible approach towards
Turkey in the pre- 1999 period. The negative fegsiand uncertainties reached their
climax with the 1997 Luxemburg decision. Turkey was only rejected country in
the Luxemburg Summit and Turkey interpreted thisislen as discrimination on the

basis of civilizational difference, and as Europeadesire to make the EU a
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‘Christian Club’. (Katik, 2006: 276) The headlime Hirriyet, a major liberal
Turkish daily, was “Go to Hell, Europe” (as cited$mith, Thomas W., 2003: 119).
Although the EU did not offer Turkey the credibl®mise of membership in
this period, Turkish public’s support for EU mendigp was not in decline. This can
be attributed to relatively higher credibility aledjitimacy enjoyed by the EU in this
period when compared to today. | will refer to thspect in the overall assessment
part. |1 will also make a more detailed analysighe general characteristics of the
Turkish public as regards to the issue of EU mesibprin the seventh chapter. For
now, it is enough to say that in general, the BWipact on societal domain in terms
of transforming people’s minds and contributinghe internalization of democratic

values was relatively low in this period.

5.5. An overall assesment:

Since the EU did offer Turkey neither the sizalleentive of membership,
nor credible conditionality, the EU was rather feefive in promoting democratic
reforms in Turkey in the pre- 1999 period. Hente, absence of credibility in the
EU’s approach towards Turkey brought about insigfitdemocratic change both at
the governmental domain and society at large tlsatcrucial for the actual
implementation.

In the absence of progress reports by the EU (éxbepl998 Report) and
surveys by several agencies and researchers,ghaseems to be problematic for
demonstrating the outcomes. However, this is araatonsequence of the fact that

there was no significant impact of the EU on Tutkegemocratic consolidation.
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Below, | will try to analyze these limited data éeping on the 1998 Progress

Report by the Commission and some public opinionesys.

5.5.1. 1998 Progress Report:

In its 1998 Report, the Commission highlights thaéstence of persistent
human rights violations and important shortcomingstreatment of minorities
(European Commission, 1998: 53). Moreover, Turkégfal system is criticized due
to lack of civilian political control of the militg and the existence of National
Security Council (NSC) (European Commission, 1293:. State Security Courts are
criticized as they are undemocratic and counter gheciples of the European
Convention on Human Rights (Avcl, 2005: 153).

In addition to these, the issues of torture, disapgnces, extra- judicial
executions, the conditions in prisons, freedom>gfression, association and press
are highlighted as problematic issues under a aepheading (Specific Problems in
Turkey) in the report (European Commission, 1998: 116). As regards to freedom
of expression, the Report mentions that “despiteesomprovements in recent years,
freedom of expression is not fully assured in TytK&uropean Commission, 1998:
15). The Report argues that the Constitution amerotelated legal provisions are
interpreted in an excessively narrow manner sadgltarge and sentence elected
politicians, journalists, writers, trade unionists NGO workers for statements,
public speeches, published articles or books tlmatidvbe acceptable in EU Member

States” (European Commission, 1998: 15).
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In sum, in this only available report in this pefiof Turkey- EU relations,
the Commission emphasized certain shortcomingsenirhportant areas of human
rights (with special emphasis on Turkey’'s specgioblems), minority protection
and civilian control of the army. In the conclusigrart, the Commission
acknowledges the Turkish government's commitmentcambat human rights
violations, but mentions that there have not beew significant effect of this

commitment in practice so far (European Commissi®d3: 21).

5.5.2. Surveys and Public Opinion:

The collection of qualified data on Turkish pubdipinion about the EU and
Turkish membership is not enough, and this aspeturkey- EU relations remains
very much disregarded, while the Turkish acadenrides has mainly focused on
the “real processes” of accessioferfyuva, 2006: 19 and 31). Indeed, this
insufficiency of systematic studies on public opmin Turkey is an indicator of the
fact that public opinion itself is not consideresian important political determinant
(Senyuva, 2006: 21). This is also supported by teetfaat Turkey has recently been
part of the Eurobarometer surveys. In this contexy, argument holding that the
absence of credibility in the EU’s approach in fre- 1999 period resulted in
insufficient democratic reforms and their intermation in Turkey, mainly dwells
upon the general knowledge in the literature arel rtredia that EU ambivalence
towards Turkey is an important stumbling block InehiTurkey's democratic

consolidation efforts.
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Still, despite the absence of credible membershgnmse to Turkey and
resulting frustration among the public, the supgortEU membership was not on
decline in general in this period. Among the lirditeumber of studies and surveys,
the two surveys conducted in 1996 and 1998 askedespondents whether “they
would like Turkey to be a member of the EU” (Erd&896, 1999; as cited in
Carkazlu, 2004: 22). According to results, 55% of respamtd were found to support
EU membership in 1996 spring, and 62 % suppoxusd in 1998 spring (Carkbu,
2004: 22). After the Helsinki Summit, public supparcreased further and 75%
supported Turkey’'s EU membership according to Ndwem2001 survey (Carkgtu,
2003: 23) that used the similar question with 12@&@ 1998 surveys mentioned
above.

These figures may be explained partly by referdoncthe fact that the EU
was still a relatively credible actor with less agulity in its application of certain
standards towards Turkey when compared to todayorilaof people still believed
that if Turkey was in line with EU standards, it wled be accepted as a member.
Stated differently, although the EU’s credibility ferms of giving the promise of
membership was low in pre-1999 period, there wdatively less suspicion as
regards to the EU’s ability to keep its promiseeiit is given. Hence, the EU’s
credibility in terms of keeping the promises in$1899 period was not as low as it
is in the post- 2004 period, as | will demonstiatéhe seventh chapter.

In sum, since international conditionality lackerkdibility and domestic
conditions were also unfavorable, the pre-19990gewas characterized by low
compliance (Schimmelfenning et al. 2006: 103).his period, the EU could not be
an effective anchor for political reform, and Twkelid not have complete

commitment towards the idea of Europeanization, dhdrefore, democracy
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remained unconsolidated (Ulusoy, 2007: 473). Ineotvords, “the carrot was
insufficient, international- domestic linkages wemeak, and Turkey could feel

confident if it could circumvent any EC sanctioiupicek, 2003a: 9).
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CHAPTER VI

AN ANALYSIS OF TURKEY- EU RELATIONS: DEMOCRATIC

CONSOLIDATION IN 1999- 2004 PERIOD

1999 Helsinki Summit constitutes an important tagnipoint in the long
journey of Turkey- EU relations since Turkey waarged official candidate status
then. This sizable incentive by the EU intensifidee reform attempts of the
subsequent governments in Turkey in terms of toanshg its democracy so as to
comply with the Copenhagen political criteria. ltd#ion to increasing EU-related
reforms, this period also experienced increasirgpstt of Turkish public and pro-
EU civil society for democratic consolidation presef Turkey.

So, in this period, Turkey had both the sizableemive of membership and
political conditionality with high credibility thaare jointly sufficient for effective
democratization process (Schimmelfenning and Szh@@07: 16). This is in line
with the argument that “the reward of EU and NAT®mfership was only effective
in producing political change after the target dophad attained a credible promise

of accession” (Schimmelfenning et al. 2006: 55).
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Below, | will analyze the developments in this périand investigate the
impact of the change in the EU’s approach on gawental and societal domains on
the bases of the rationalist and constructivisbants. Then, | will make an overall

assessment.

6.1.Developments in Turkey- EU Relations in 1992004 Period:

Turkey’'s democratization process has witnessednaanieable change with
getting official candidacy status at the Helsirdand since then democratization has
been on the front lines of Turkey’s political agan(Kubicek, 2005a: 20). It is
argued that “the Turkish case reflects this evolutirom economics leavened with
declarations on democracy to concrete human rightsria attached to formal
candidacy” (Smith, Thomas W., 2003: 117- 118).

After Turkey has been granted the official candydatatus, the relations
between the Union and Turkey have got an officiahracte? While the EU
accepted the Accession Partnership Document fokejuon March 2001, Turkey
replied with National Programme for the Adoption tife acquis afterwards.
Moreover, the EU Commission’s yearly progress repprovided a score card for
the developments in Turkey during the period.

In this period, Turkey adopted serious reform pgekain line with the EU
democratic conditionality to fulfill the Copenhageniteria. Ulusoy (2007: 472)
mentions that “the principle dynamics driving recdamocratization in Turkey were

its newfound location within the European humarsgregime and the increasing

8 For more detailed chronology of Turkey- EU relai@and important developments, you can see
http://www.abgs.gov.tr/index.php?p=112&I=2
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power of ‘European argument’ as an alternative vy resolving domestic
conflicts”. Hence, this period is significant inres of showing the importance of

EU’s credibility in stimulating reform for a more@wsolidated democracy.

6. 2. The EU’s Approach and Credibility:

It is argued that “the EU was at its most powesiilien it was deciding
whether or not to begin accession negotiations waigbarticular state, because the
demands laid down by the EU were tied to a credddfier of membership”
(Haughton, 2007: 243). Hence, the EU was the nreslilie ever when it decided to
grant Turkey official candidacy status in 1999. Taenosphere was generally
friendly and cooperative following the Helsinki Somt, facilitating progress both by
the Turkish government and society.

Ugur (2003: 176) states that EU has provided an eateanchor after the
Helsinki in three ways. First, the EU reduced #wope for policy choice and
reversals by limiting the actions of the governmserfecond, the EU gave the
governments in Turkey the option of blaming theeexal actors and justifying the
reforms process as a requirement imposed from aldms&, the EU created the
opportunity for the government and other pro- nef@ocial groups in the country to
legitimatize the reforms required by the EU for @enatic consolidation. Thus, the
EU’s credible approach had substantial impact oth lgovernmental and social
domains in this period, as will be detailed in thkowing part. | will not focus on
theoretical details as much as before since theinejunderstanding is provided in

the preceding chapters.
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6.3. Impact on Governmental Domain, Rationalist Acounts:

The sizable reward of full membership had to beeam a credible promise
in Turkish case, as emphasized by the rationatisbunts and external incentive
model. This credible promise was given when the91B@lIsinki Summit decision
granted official candidate status to Turkey ands tresulted in decrease in the
domestic adoption costs, and change in cost- derafiulations of the governments,
as the intensified reform process has demonstrétedce, the strengthening of the
credibility of conditionality in the post- Helsinkieriod has created the opportunity
to change the domestic equilibrium in favor of ttedormers and led to several
Constitutional amendments and harmonization packagéurkey.

Under pressure to comply with the EU requirememid 0 complete the
reforms to start accession negotiations, Turkeyrhade radical changes in its legal
system for democratic consolidation after the 1B@8inki Summit. Therefore, this
period represents a period of substantial changeurkish history, and it is highly
doubtful whether such profound change would be iptessvithout “a powerful and
highly institutionalized EU anchor in the directiohfull membership” (On, 2005:
13).

In the friendly and cooperative atmosphere follaythe Helsinki Summit,
the European Council welcomed Turkey’'s progressimplementing its pre-
accession strategy. The Council of Ministers adb@ate Accession Partnership for
Turkey that is followed by the adoption of the a&l Programme for the adoption
of the acquisby the Turkish government. In the light of thissdomap for certain

legal and policy adaptations required for EU mershigr;, the Turkish Parliament
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adopted several amendments to the Constitutiorcarréed out significant reforms.

In the existence of several target dates for Tufiketyveen 1999 and 2004 with an
aim to start membership negotiations, the proceksreform gained further
momentum (Akcakoca, 2006: 16for instance, the approaching Copenhagen
European Council in December 2002 was crucial nthaér stimulating the reform
process, since the Council would decide whether whén to open accession
negotiations with Turkey in December 2004.

Examined with respect to timing after the annourmamof Turkish
candidacy at Helsinki, and its increasing paceeiter, the reforms in the post-
Helsinki era are clear indicators of how EU comuidlity as a strategy of
‘reinforcement by reward’ works (Ulusoy: 2007: 475,7). In other words, “the
impact of having unambiguous targets with an ungodois endgame has brought
significant momentum to Turkish reforms since 20@BYbar et al, 2007: 336).
Hence, credible membership perspective turnedmbétcrucial for the beginning of
reforms in Turkey, as the correlation between Eddiiaes for progress reports and
Turkey's reform packages in October 2001 and Au@@€l?2 demonstrates clearly
(Schimmelfenning et al. 2006: 107).

It is crucial to note that these reforms were rdgdrimpolitic or dangerous in
the mid- 1990s. So, it was quite clear that “sonmetlinas dramatically changed the
calculation of the Turkish decision makers” (Kulkc2005c: 373). This change is in
line with the argument of the external incentivesdel which holds that cost- benefit
calculation of the governments depends on the sfzmternational rewards, the
credibility of threats and promises, and the sifedomestic adoption costs
(Schimmelfenning, 2004: 4). In the existence ofoélthe favorable factors specified

by the model, and considering the substantial impécredibility factor, Turkish
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government had good reasons to comply with the &diirements. Therefore, the
EU impact on Turkey’'s democratic consolidation vgadstantial and profound in
this period.

Although substantial convergence in Turkey towddsopean standards was
realized especially after the 2002 elections, itk Justice and Development Party
(Adalet ve Kalkinma Partisi-AKP) coming to powemportant reforms were also
adopted during the time of Ecevit's fragile threstp coalition government that also
included the highly Eurosceptic right- wing Natitsa Action Party (Milliyetci
Hareket Partisi-MHP). Two years after the Helsimdcision, 34 constitutional
articles were amended in October 2001, and in AuB082 parliament approved a
more important and far- reaching reform (harmomirgtpackage that included “the
abolition of the death penalty, the right to braastcand teach in languages other
than Turkish, the liberalization of the freedomsspéech, association and assembly,
and the recognition of religious minorities’ proferights” (Narbone and Tocci,
2007: 235). These reforms were crucial since thesevthe first serious responses to
EU conditionality.

After coming to power in November 2002, AKP hasldaled a more
extensive reform agenda with an aim to fulfill @@epenhagen Criteria and finalize
Turkey’s long process of accession to the UniorgKira 2008: 53). Dgan (2006:
256) also argues that the changes in the constitaind other laws, such as the Penal
and Civil Codes, are proof of the extent of goveentis willingness to continue its
reform process and consolidate Turkish democraoyder to become a full member
of the Union. In line with the rationalist reasogyjivci (2004: 210) argued:

Opportunity structures offered by European integrahave
lured the AKP away from Euro- skepticism. The AKB&se

shows that even in cases of a potential ‘misfippartunities
to advance your own cause may facilitate politgtedtegies
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that may lead to acceptable outcomes for all pantieolved
at the national, domestic and EU levels.

With the target of opening negotiations becomingenaredible after 2002,
the reform activity reached its peak in 2003 an@4Muring this time, another
major constitutional reform, five additional legislve packages, a new penal code
and numerous laws and regulations reformed martyiatege features of Turkey’s
legal and political system (Narbone and Tocci, 2@&Bb- 237). These were the clear
indicators of the impact of the strengthening @& tnedibility of conditionality, and
in the end, these led to the EU’s decision to agaession negotiations with Turkey
at the Brussel Summit of 2004 (Emerson et al. 2088). Hence, with this decision,
Turkish efforts to fulfill the Copenhagen criteiiigcreased further and the Turkish
parliament passed highly controversial legislatiotih an aim to promote democracy
and human rights (Aybar et al, 2007: 335).

Among the eight amendments to the Constitutionl@87, 1993, 1995, two
times in 1999, 2001, 2002, and 2004), the mostdomehtal one was that of 2001
that modified 34 articles and changed the overpfir@ach to the restriction of
fundamental rights and liberties (Ozbudun, 200M)18 addition to many ordinary
law and constitution amendments, the ‘harmonizatlaws’ (passed between
February 2002 and July 2004 in the form of nin@mef packages) are also crucial
due to the resulting improvements in large numieardinary legislation (Ozbudun,
2007: 195). These changes are “fundamental anduiciat areas of law” (Oriicu,
2004: 603).

However, | want to stress here that this study du@saim to provide a

detailed analysis of the reforms undertaken. Theeemany studies undertaken with
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this ain?, and this thesis aims to demonstrate the impathefEU’s credibility on
Turkey’'s democratic consolidation throughout difier time periods, rather than to
give detailed account of all changes. Still, |1 willention about the content of the
some important reforms in order to situate my arginwithin a legal framework
and demonstrate the impact of the EU credibility ®aorkey’'s democratic
consolidation. In this context, ‘freedom of express (under the category of
fundamental rights and liberties), ‘rule of lawnda‘civil military relations’ (as
grouped by Ozbudun, 2007) will be given special leasis here due to their
importance in the analysis of the process of deatmcconsolidation in Turkey.

Freedom of expression is an important concern fmhsan analysis that
operationalizes democracy as ‘substantive’. In slbstantive democracies, the
emphasis is placed “on the normative primacy ofviddal rights and freedoms”
(Keyman and Onj 2004: 176). So, power relations are regulatea $nich a way as
to “maximize the opportunities for individuals tefluence the conditions in which
they live, to participate in and influence debabsut the key decisions that affect
society” (Kaldor and Vejvoda 1999: 3; as cited imN®igh, 2002: 3).

Rule of law should also be emphasized here, sihde a fundamental
requirement for democratic consolidation of anyrdoy It is one of the cornerstones
of democratic society, basically meaning that eweeyis subject to the law and there
is nothing above the law. Indeed, changes on fued&shrights and liberties or on
the nature of civil-military relations can all bé&aped under the category of rule of

law due to all encompassing nature of the concept.

° See for instance, Ozbudun, Ergun. 2007. “Demizatéon Reforms in Turkey, 1993- 2004”,
Turkish Studies, Vol. 8, No. 2, pp. 179- 196; ami€l, Esin. 2004. “Seven Packages towards
Harmonization with the European Union”, EuropeablRu_aw, Vol. 10, No. 4, pp. 603- 621.
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Civil- military relations are important for an agsis of Turkey’s democratic
consolidation due to Turkey’s enduring traditionnafitary involvement in political
life, and need for extensive reform in this resp@tterefore, in addition to rule of
law and freedom of expression that is more or lesguired for democratic
consolidation of any country, | also decided tou®on civil- military relations as it
is one of the most contested and sensitive issoethe process of Turkey's
democratic consolidation. Moreover, the EU has easjed its concerns over the
power of military in political life in each and ayeprogress report on Turkey.

These three aspects (freedom of expression, rulavefand civil-military
relations) are also crucial since they are mentidnequently by the Commission in
its yearly progress reports for Turkey. While rofdaw and civil- military relations
are analyzed under the heading of ‘Democracy ankk RO Law’; freedom of
expression is analyzed under the heading of ‘Hum&ghts and Protection of
Minorities’ in the ‘Enhanced Political Dialogue amblitical Criteria’ part in the
Progress Reports. Below, | will look at the chanigethese mentioned aspects.

As regards to the fundamental rights and liberti28)1 constitutional
amendments were the most crucial ones with farhiagceffects on these rights and
liberties in general. These amendments changed ottezall approach to the
restriction of fundamental rights and liberties tgieting the general grounds for
restriction in the Article 13 (Ozbudun, 2007: 181).is asserted that “fundamental
rights and liberties may be restricted only by land solely on the basis of the
reasons stated in the relevant articles of thettatisn without impinging upon their
existence” (Ozbudun, 2007: 181). Moreover, manthefcircumstances constituting

an abuse of rights under the previous version efAficle 14 were eliminated, and
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the Article became much similar to Article 17 ofetlituropean Convention on
Human Rights (Ozbudun, 2007: 182).

Now, | will focus on ‘freedom of expression’ in meodetail under the group
of fundamental rights and libertf@sdue to its crucial place in the process of
democratic consolidation of Turkey. This is alsce timost emphasized and
problematic aspect in the EU’s yearly progress mspdor Turkey, therefore,
deserves special attention.

In order to enhance ‘freedom of expression’, theeamble of the
Constitution was changed so that the words ‘thaugimd opinions’ (to which no
protection shall be accorded when they are contaiyurkish national interests, the
indivisibility of the State and Turkish historicahd moral values) were replaced by
the word ‘activity’ . This was an effort to punisloncrete actions rather than the
abstract opinions (Ozbudun, 2007: 183). In additiorthe constitutional reform,
related changes were also done in ordinary le@gslaivhich are:

* The first reform package (February 2002) amendddtlar312 of the Penal
Code, which punished incitement to hostility andréd on the basis of
differences in social class, race, religion, saat region.

e The third reform package (August 2002) changedchtil59 of the Penal
Code, which criminalized insulting and deriding Republic, “Turkishness”,

the Grand National Assembly, the government, theistries, the military

191 addition to the ‘freedom of expression’ there several other rights that are analyzed under the
heading of ‘fundamental rights and liberties’. Té@se privacy of individual life, inviolability of
domicile, freedom and secrecy of communicatioredm of residence and travel, freedom of
religion, freedom of the press, freedom of assamafreedom of assembly, the right to a fair {rthe
abolition of the death penalty, prevention of togtand mistreatment, principles related to crimesb a
penalties, the protection of fundamental rights retties, equality of sexes, expropriation,
privatization, the right to work, the right to fodabor unions, and the right to fair wage.

For detailed account of the changes in these figddiscan look at the Ozbudun, Ergun. 2007.
“Democratization Reforms in Turkey, 1993- 2004” rRish Studies, Vol. 8, No. 2, pp. 182- 189.
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and the security forces, and the morel personalftyhe judiciary. This

package also permitted the use of local languagbsoadcasting.

* The sixth reform package (July 2003) abolishedchetB of the Anti- Terror
Law, which penalized separatist propaganda in dalefiminate the last sign
of the so-called thought crimes (Ozbudun, 2007:)184is package also
broadened the right of using local languages iraticasting by permitting it
in public channels also.

As regards to the civil-military relations, impant changes were done in the
structure and duties of National Security CounbiSC). While the origins of the
NSC dates back to the 1961 Constitution, its powen® strengthened with the 1971
amendments and the 1982 Constitution (Ozbudun, :20093). The 1982
Constitution equalized the number of civil and maily members of the Council,
increased its political power and strengthened ‘ttarally binding character of
Council decisions” (Ozbudun, 2007: 193). With thenstitutional amendment of
2001, civilian members of the Council were increialsg including the deputy prime
ministers and the minister of justice, and thirdagaaph of Article 118 was changed
to underline the advisory nature of the Councilisieas (Ozbudun, 2007: 193).
With the seventh harmonization package of AuguéB2énany important reforms as
regards to the powers of the Council and the civillitary relations in general are
made. The main changes are as follows:

» Article 24 was changed and the function of subngtthe advisory decisions
of the NSC to the Council of Ministers were tramnsdd to one of the deputy
prime ministers from the secretary general of tisCN

» Secretary General of the NSC lost most of his etheepowers and his

powers were limited to secretarial duties, with ¢thange in Article 26.
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* Article 27 amended the provision as regards to @gppointment of the
secretary general from among high ranking militaffjcers and added that
secretary general can also be appointed from anmigig level civilian
bureaucrats.

* Avrticle 28 stated that the regulations about fuorddi of the NSC Secretariat
should be published in Official Newspaper to aliokecrecy and enhance
transparency.

* The Court of Accounts was authorized to exercisaricial control of the
state properties used by the armed forces. Thisgehwas further confirmed
by the 2004 Constitutional amendment (Ozbudun, 200%).

It is clear that EU pressure and conditionality baen effective in changing
the balance within the NSC in favor of civiliangatling to more a civilianized
foreign policy of Turkey. Remembering Turkey's endg tradition of military
involvement in political life, it is highly doubtfuhat such reforms would take place
without EU conditionality and the prospect of memnsbé (Aydin and Acikmge,
2007: 269 -270).

Ozbudun (2007: 194) also mentions other reformgh@ area of civil-
military relations with the constitutional amendrteenf 1999, 2001 and 2004. State
Security Courts were civilianized with eliminatiaf military judges and public
prosecutors by the 1999 amendment, and they wealytabolished with the 2004
Constitutional amendment. Also with 2004 amendmehere would be no
representative of the office of the chief of thengml staff in the High Board of
Education. With the 2001 amendment, immunity fréw judicial review of law and
decree laws passed during NSC Regime was removVkds, their constitutionality

can be challenged before the Constitutional Court.
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Although the military lost many of its powers andvpeges with these
amendments, one should also note that military lmveige political influence in
Turkey due to historical, sociological and politiceaasons, rather than due to legal
regulations (Ozbudun, 2007: 195). Commission atates in its Progress Reports
that the military continue to influence politicafel in Turkey through informal
mechanisms. Thus, Turkey’'s overall consolidatiordemocracy will be important
for the establishment of full civilian control oviire military (Ozbudun, 2007: 195).

In relation to ‘rule of law’, Ozbudun (2007: 192)entions that certain
constitutional amendments on fundamental rights ldrsdties, such as those about
the right to a fair trial and the abolition of tBéate Security Courts, are noteworthy.
Moreover, with more directly related constitutiomehendment in 2001 to the third
paragraph of the Transitional Article 15, the Cdnsbnal Court was empowered to
review the laws and decree laws passed during 8@ t\ne, thereby decreasing the
authoritarian legacy of NSC Regime (Ozbudun, 2092).

In sum, in the period of 1999- 2004, Turkish goweemts undertook
important reforms for Turkey’'s democratic consdiidia and EU membership. With
the reduction in the domestic adoption costs, amtease in size of the reward,
together with the credibility attached to the psssegovernments in Turkey had good
reasons to comply with the EU conditionality. Ire tfollowing table, | will make a
summary of these reforms to get a picture of deatmciconsolidation in Turkey

during the period.
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Table 1: Review of Democratization Reforms in the 999-2004 Period

(Reforms by way Freedom of Civil- Military Rule of Law
of) Expression Relations

Constitutional The preamble of | * State Security *The
Amendments the Constitution Courts civilianized | Constitutional

changed so that th
words ‘thoughts

£(1999)
* State Security

Court empowered
to review the laws

and opinions’ Courts totally and decree laws

replaced by abolished (2004). | passed during the

‘concrete * Civilian members| NSC time (2001).

actions’(2001) of the NSC * State Security
increased.(2001) | Courts totally
* Article 118 abolished (2004).
changed (2001). | * Several other
* Immunity from amendments on
the judicial review | fundamental rights
of laws passed and liberties.
during NSC
Regime removed
(2001).

Reform Packages | Change in: (7" package of

*Article 312 of the | August 2003)

Penal Code * Change in Article

(February 2002). | 24, 25, 26, 27, 28.

* Article 159 of the| * The Court of

Penal Code Accounts

(August 2002). authorized to

* Abolishment of
Article 8 of the
Anti- Terror Law
July 2003).

exercise financial
control of the state
properties used by

the armed forces.

6.4. Impact on Societal Domain, Constructivist Acaants:

While in the absence of credibility in the pre- 299eriod, the EU’s

transformative impact on Turkish public and Turk#mocracy remained limited,
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the increasing credibility after 1999 had positingact on the forming of positive
public opinion and on the process of socialization.

The public opinion and their acceptance of the @sscare crucial since
democratic regimes must be responsible to the pablil operate to protect the rights
of its citizens. There is need for a public orgadifor and believed in democracy in
order to label a political system as a democratyhis regard, the rule adoption at
the formal- governmental level is only meaningfuitiis supported by the mass
public.

With the emergence of a credible EU, Turkish puldtarted to see its
demands as more legitimate. Moreover, debates abalkey’'s European identity
and its place in the Union have become more cortstgy increasing the possible
resonance with European rules and values. Possirtteldynamics facilitated the
development of a powerful ‘pro- EU coalition’ in ikey that was both committed to
EU membership as a general objective, and was readyush for the reforms
required to comply with the EU criteria (Keyman addis, 2004: 182). So, similar
to the governmental domain and the reforms processietal domain was also
affected positively by the EU’s more credible aad fipproach towards Turkey in
the 1999- 2004 period.

In addition to the general issue of public opinibere, | would like to refer
to civil society in Turkey also, and the EU’s impamn its development, since any
discussion of democratization would be missing authincluding the civil society.
By changing the balance of power between statesaoigty in favor of the latter, by
being a transmission belt between state and sp@rtlyby having a constitutive role
in redefining the rules of the political game indiwith democratic principles, civil

society contribute to the process of democratiratiocany country (White, 2004: 13-
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15). The literature on policy transfer also showsthat effective transfer requires
more than governance structures. Strong networlssaieholders and a strong civil
society for facilitating the adoption of new poéisi at home is also required
(Radaelli, 2006: 71).

Within this context, the EU started to play an imtpot role in furthering the
change in state- societal relations and providejtiteate ground for many civil
society organizations that demand more democratidkely. In this context, the
credible EU approach did not only result in intéesi reform process through
governmental means, but also contributed to thargeiment of the space of civil
society in Turkey.

Human Rights Association, Third Sector FoundatidnTarkey, Helsinki
Citizens Assembly, Economic Development Founda{i€V), Liberal Thinking
Society, ARl Movement and Turkish History Foundatiare among these civil
society organizations in Turkey trying to contribiid the process of democratization
in Turkey with EU support' Through IKV's institutional coalitions, TUSIAD’s
demands for reform and TESEV’s public opinion sys/elurkish civil society have
been able to articulate the European aspiratiodsudish public and the reforms by
Turkish governments have become possible due se thiorts (Altinay, 2005: 114).

However, despite the increase in the number anditees of civil society
organizations in Turkey, especially since the 1990 difficult to argue that they
are effective actors in the process of democradizaiAs argued byimsek (2004:
46), “although Turkey has elements of civil societyabundance; their qualitative

impact on political life is relatively trivial.” Tims (2007: 400) mentions that civil

' For more information about these organizations, gan look at Kubicek, Paul. 2005c. “The
European Union and Grassroots Democratization nkéiyd, Turkish Studies, Vol. 6, No. 3.
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society should have “supportive legal, politicaldasociocultural environments” in
order to contribute to democratic consolidation.

When assessed in terms of its autonomy from thee stad military, its
fragmented structure, its civility and quality, Kisgh civil society is still not
powerful actor in the process of country’s demazedion despite the increase in
their number and activities since the 1990s. Thithout addressing these problems,
it is difficult to talk about Turkish civil societas an effective pro-democratizing
factor on its own, although its existence and supjgnecessary for the process.
There will be more reference to the problems ofki&lr civil society in the seventh
chapter while demonstrating the impact of EU criititon societal domain.

In general, however the EU’s impact on societal diomin terms of
transforming people’s minds and contributing to theernalization of democratic
values was relatively higher in this period duenttrease in the credibility attached
to the process. This process has also contributettiet re-evaluation of Turkey’s
European identity and consequently, resonance kitlopean rules and norms have
started to increase. However, it is important tk @swhat extent Turkish people
have internalized these changes and to what ettterdthanges in the EU’s approach
towards Turkey can affect the ongoing processasfdiormation. | will try to answer

these questions throughout the thesis.

6.5. An Overall Assesment:

Since the EU did offer Turkey both the sizable mitee of membership, and

credible conditionality in this period, conditioitglwas more effective in promoting

71



democratic reforms and change in the minds of Blrkpeople. Hence, the EU
approach in this period was contributive to dontestiange in Turkey, not only in
terms of reforms at the governmental domain, be & terms of internalization of
these reforms. This result is expected when lodkenlgh the lenses of rationalist
and constructivist accounts, due to decrease isileeof the domestic adoption costs
and increase in the size of the rewards for thenéoy and due to increased
legitimacy, resonance and identification for thitelia

In the following parts, | will refer to the EU’s &gress Reports and several
public opinion studies in Turkey in order to makere comprehensive overall

assessment of the EU’s impact on Turkey’s demaxcatnsolidation of Turkey.

6.5.1. Progress Reports:

The 1999- 2004 period is crucial since six progrepsrts are published by

the European Commission that emphasize the changarkish legislation, and its

implementation and impact on the daily lives of Kisin citizens. These reports are

crucial in terms of measurement of democratic clidaioon in Turkey.

6.5.1.1. 1999 Progress Report:

In 1999 Regular Report, the Reform of the StateufgcCourt, especially

the removal of the military judge from these coumss welcomed by the

2 For more detailed account of the reforms, youloak at the web addresses for each report at the
select bibliography part, or you can visit the affil EU websitewww.europa.eu
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Commission (European Commission, 1999, 9). Morem@ne encouraging signs of
democratization in recent months, such as workifghe Parliament and the
Government to adopt some keys laws regulatingipalitife, the justice system and
protection of human rights, were mentioned (Europ&ommission, 1999: 46).
However, the Commission emphasized that although lihsic features of a
democratic system exist, Turkey still was not afleet the Copenhagen political
criteria (European Commission, 1999: 46).

While recognizing the efforts of the Turkish govelnt to adopt certain
reforms, the Commission specified some issues lihae to be tackled, such as
problems in human rights and minority protectiomgetlom of expression,

emergency courts’ system and torture (Kulahci, 2695-391).

6.5.1.2. 2000 Progress Report:

In its 2000 Report, the Commission mentions abopbsitive development
of “the launching in Turkish society of a wide-ramgdebate on the political reforms
necessary with a view to accession to the EU” (Reaom Commission, 2000: 20).
The signing of several international human righiaeventions and the endorsement
by the government of the work of the Supreme Badr€o-ordination for Human
Rights, are mentioned as two initiatives takerhia tontext (European Commission,
2000: 20).

However, in terms of civilian control of the miliig human rights situation
in general, torture, corruption, the problems efab non- Muslim communities and

cultural rights; the Commission emphasized cer&hortcomings and stated that
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Turkey still does not meet the Copenhagen politicateria. Moreover, the
Commission highlighted the problem of implementatwf the reforms in Turkey

and the need for substantial effort to align witbdcquis

6.5.1.3. 2001 Progress Report:

2001 Report was the “most comprehensive evaluaifohurkey’s progress
so far” (Avci, 2005: 153). The Commission appresmatthe constitutional
amendments of October 2001 in Turkey (34 amendntent982 Constitution)and
stated that this is a significant step towardsngfifeening guarantees in the field of
human rights and fundamental freedoms (Europeann@ssion, 2001: 96). The
amendments are emphasized as narrowing the grdondgniting fundamental
freedoms, such as the freedom of expression asdrdigation of thought (European
Commission, 2001: 31). However, “despite a numlecamstitutional, legislative
and administrative changes, the actual human rigjhtation as it affects individuals
in Turkey needs improvement” (European CommissgiQ1: 32). So, the Report
also emphasized the implementation problems.

As regards to rule of law and civil-military relatis, the Report emphasized
that reform of the judicial system begun, but thdependence of the judiciary, the
powers of State Security and military courts, andhgpliance with rulings of the
European Court of Human Rights remained as maibérgoncern (European
Commission, 2001: 96). Stating that the basic festwf a democratic system exist

in Turkey, the Commission emphasized that a nurab&mdamental issues, such as
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civilian control over the military, are still pradghatic (European Commission, 2001:
32).

In the end, the Commission stated that althoughk@yrstarted making
progress in certain areas, it does not yet meeCtpenhagen political criteria, and is
encouraged to accelerate the reform process taeefduprotection of human rights
and fundamental freedoms in law and practice througthe country (European

Commission, 2001: 97).

6.5.1.4. 2002 Progress Report:

2002 Report is crucial in terms of demonstrating positive impact of EU
approach on democratic consolidation of Turkepréised the constitutional reforms
of October 2001 and the new Civil Code of Noven{#1. It stated:

The decision on the candidate status of TurkeyarsiAki in
1999 has encouraged Turkey to introduce a series of
fundamental reforms. A major constitutional refomas
introduced in October 2001 aimed at strengthening
guarantees in the field of human rights and funddaie
freedoms... A new Civil Code was adopted in November
2001. Three sets of reform packages were adopted in
February, March and August 2002 (European Commmissio
2002: 137).

The Commission further emphasizes that the adopifothese reforms is
crucial in showing the determination of the Turksliticians for further alignment
with the EU values (European Commission, 2002: 46 Commission highlights
that the August reforms are particularly significaa they impinge upon traditionally

sensitive issues and as they were adopted undiguttifpolitical and economic

circumstances (European Commission, 2002: 137).
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The Commission also welcomes other positive devetoys in the area of
rule of law and fundamental freedoms. Some of tlaese 1) the continuing reform
of the prison system. 2) The reduction in the |leraftpre-trial detention periods. 3)
Change to Article 159 of the Turkish Penal Coddirgjathat the expression of
opinion without the intention of insulting publiostitutions will no longer face
criminal sanction. 4) Changes to Articles 312 of thenal Code and to the Anti-
Terror Law, the Press Law, the Law on Politicaltitarand the Law on Associations
that eased certain restrictions on freedom of esgioe, association, the press and
broadcasting.Thus, it is evident that more real and crediblespext of EU
membership contributed to the emergence of effectonditionality in Turkish case.

Overall, the 2002 Report concludes that Turkeyrhade noticeable progress
towards meeting the political criteria since thestfireport of 1998, and especially
during the last year. The reforms are crucial irovmting the ground for
strengthening democracy and the protection of hunghts in Turkey (European
Commission, 2002: 139). The report also directsnditin to the remaining areas to
enable Turkey to overcome these obstacles forulfidrhent of political criteria.

It states that Turkey did not still fully meet tipolitical criteria. It drew
attention to the following matters. First, impottarestrictions to freedom of
expression, peaceful assembly, association angiaelremain. Secondly, many of
the reforms require the adoption of regulationdime with European standards.
Thirdly, a number of important issues, such as ftgbt against torture and ill-
treatment, civilian control of the military, thetstion of persons imprisoned for
expressing non-violent opinions, and compliancénhie decisions of the European

Court of Human Rights, have to be addressed (Earog@mmission, 2002: 139).
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6.5.1.5. 2003 Progress Report:

2003 Report acknowledges the determination of Bhrkjovernment in the
last year in accelerating the pace of reforms,ringing far-reaching changes to the
political and legal system and in ensuring thefeafve implementation (European
Commission, 2003: 132). The Report mentions abbetfour major packages of
political reform that introduced changes to sewsitareas, such as freedom of
expression and civilian control of the military.

As regards to civil-military relations, the Reporéntions that the powers and
structure of the NSC have been substantially antenaied civil-military relations
were brought closer to practice in EU Member Stéesopean Commission, 2003:
43). Moreover, establishment of family courts, pgei changes to the system of
State Security Courts and the abolishment of tmepatence of military courts to try
civilians were mentioned as important developméartshe rule of law.

However, the Report also pointed to the remainimigtanding issues related
to the independence and the functioning of thecjady, the overall framework for
the exercise of fundamental freedoms (e.g. exmepsind further alignment of

civil-military relations with European practice (Epean Commission, 2003: 45).

6.5.1.6. 2004 Progress Report:

In its 2004 Report, the Commission makes an ovasséssment. The Report

acknowledges that in three years time, there haen liwo major constitutional

77



reforms (in 2001, 2004) and eight legislative pagsawere adopted by Parliament
between February 2002 and July 2004. It also raezegrthat many other laws and
regulations were issued, and the government unmlertoajor steps for better

implementation of the reforms. Therefore, this repocrucial in showing the impact

of credible application of EU conditionality on kay’s democratic consolidation.

However, the Report also highlights the problend warns that the reforms
are still unevenly implemented. Although the gowveemt has increasingly asserted
its control over the military, the report statesttimilitary continues to exercise
influence through certain informal mechanisms (fpasn Commission, 2004a: 165).
Corruption, cases of ill- treatment including teewand restrictions on freedom of
expression are counted as the remaining problerariey.

In relation to the process of internalization oé tleforms, the 2004 Report
states:

The changes to the Turkish political and legal eysbver
the past years are part of a longer process andll itake
time before the spirit of the reforms is fully esdted in the
attitudes of executive and judicial bodies, atlellels and
throughout the country (European Commission, 2006&:
168).

Recognizing the positive changes in Turkey, the @@sion confirmed that
Turkey had achieved significant legislative progr@s a considerable number of
areas, and for the first time the Commission cahetlin its 2004 Communication to
the Council and the Parliament that Turkey suffitie fulfilled the Copenhagen
political criteria in view of the overall progresd¥ reforms and that accession
negotiations be opened (European Commission, 2()4b:

Yet, in this document, there were also some ingighs of double standards

for Turkey, signaling the beginning of a differgr@riod in terms of the change in the

EU’s credibility. The Commission expressed greaitica in its recommendation
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and suggested that the negotiation process incdpéeific clauses that were not
emphasized in the former accession negotiations) s the ‘suspension clause’.
With this clause, the Commission recommended t@esu$ and even break the
accession negotiations “in the case of serious persistent breaches of the
principles of liberty, democracy, respect for humights and fundamental rights and
the rule of law on which the Union is founded” (Bpean Commission, 2004b: 6).
Also, Commission emphasized that:

By its very nature, it is an open-ended process s&ho

outcome cannot be guaranteed beforehand. Regaafléss

outcome of the negotiations or the subsequentiaaiibn

process, the relations between the EU and Turkegt mu

ensure that Turkey remains fully anchored in Euaope

structures (European Commission, 2004b: 10).

In the end, the European Council of December 2@y decided to open
negotiations on 3 October for Turkey’s accessiomr¢gpean Council, 2004). While
stating that Turkey’'s accession is the objectitee, European Council defines the
negotiations as ‘open- ended’ with no guaranted¢domne beforehand following the
Commission’s recommendation. There will be more leasgs on this issue of open-
ended-ness while analyzing the post- 2004 period.

Overall, when we look at the nature of progres®spfor Turkey between
1999 and 2004, we see increasingly positive evialugtby the Commission as
regards to the democratic reforms undertaken in ¢énephasized areas of
fundamental rights and freedoms (with special emsghan freedom of expression),
rule of law and civil-military relations. This suessful transformation of Turkish

democracy is in large part due to credible appbcabf EU conditionality in the

period between 1999 and 2004.
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6.5.2. Surveys and Public opinion:

The more EU actors assured Turkish actors thatigadliconditions are the
sole criteria for Turkish membership, the more dstieeactors supported democratic
reforms (Girleyen, 2004: 22, 23). Therefore, puloi@ge was clearly improved
with nearly 75 percent of those questioned beingsupport of Turkey's EU
membership according to November 2001 results @gark2004: 23). As Turkey's
relations with the EU have witnessed very significarogress between 2001- 2005
(between adoption of the National Program in 200 dahe launch of the
negotiations at the end of 2005), it is importamtahalyze the public opinion data
covering this period§enyuva, 2006: 29).

According to a survey conducted in 2002, “a larggamty (62- 90%) of the
respondents either agrees or strongly agrees étlfect that EU accession will help
improve the democratization process in Turkey” (Aylet al, 2007: 339). Another
finding of this survey is that “the perceived op8m about the impact of EU
accession on the democratization process declinethe education level of the
respondents rises” (Aybar et al, 2007: 339).

According to another survey done by A&G Researchmpany® when
people are asked about their opinion as regardééher or not Turkey should enter
into the Union, 56.5% of people thought that Turképuld certainly enter into the
EU in 2002, while this ratio has increased to 58i7#%003 and to 67.5 % in 2004.

After 2004, considerable decline is observed, didheireferred later.

3 More detailed analysis of this survey will be dam¢he seventh chapter.
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Moreover, as European debate became more impdriathtis period, the
position of Turkish public opinion vis-a-vis the mbership also came into the
equation $enyuva, 2006: 22- 23). Thus, an increase has béserneed in the
number of surveys carried out in the last few yeaos just in academic, but also in
private circles. This is highly related with thectfahat membership appeared to be
feasible after getting the credible membership pserat Helsinki Summit.

However, the number of studies conducted in thigodds still limited since
the real breakthrough is observed after the datetifor the start of negotiations with
Turkey. Therefore, in the chapter analyzing thetp@804 period| will provide
more in-depth analysis of Turkish public opiniondamake some comparisons
among the years in relation to the credibilitylodé EU’s approach towards Turkey.

In general, the EU conditionality became more dredifor Turkey with
getting the candidacy status, and consequently,edben conditions also become
more favorable in this period. Hence, the periagrai999 Helsinki Summit up to
2004 was characterized by higher commitment to ithea of democratic

consolidation and EU membership by both Turkishegoments and the public.
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CHAPTER VII

AN ANALYSIS OF TURKEY- EU RELATIONS: POST- 2004

PERIOD

Historically, Turkey- EU relations have been a wall
process...The period from 1999- 2004 can be intezdras
the upturn of the cycle, whereas the period sir@@tZlearly
corresponds to the downward phase §O2007: 258).

In the post 2004 period, there has been decreadbeolevel of credibility
provided by the EU due to certain reasons that valspecified in this chapter. The
post- 2004 period is especially important for amaly the impact of the change in
the EU’s credibility on Turkey’'s democratic conslaliion and for commenting on
the future of Turkey-EU relations. So, this chafgerentral for the general argument
of the thesis.

Although Turkey started accession negotiationsis period (October 2005)
and had the sizable incentive of full membershiyg process of reforms slowed
down due to decrease in the credibility of thisemiive. Therefore, Turkish case is
crucial in supporting the general argument thaghhincentives are a necessary but
not sufficient condition of EU impact unless thdeeentives are also credible”

(Schimmelfenning and Scholtz, 2007: 16). Credilgpligation of conditionality and

sizable prospect of membership had stimulated gsooé change in Turkey in the
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1999- 2004 period. However, to sustain this chahgemembership promise by the
EU had to be credible.

Below, | will try to analyze this relation betweeredibility and change by
looking at the important developments in this parithe EU’s approach and the
impact of it on governmental and societal domamdurkey on the bases of the
theoretical framework outlined in the second chaptevill make a more detailed
analysis of the EU’s credibility and the reasons ife decline in the post- 2004
period. | will emphasize discriminatory discoursaefs some EU leaders, double
standards as specified in certain documents, newegis such as the ‘absorption
capacity’ and the ‘open- ended process’, the Cypmablem and the public opinion
in the EU. Then, | will provide some important caamgons as regards to the change

in the level of credibility and compliance, andrilreake an overall assessment.

7.1.Developments in Turkey- EU Relations in Pos004 Period:

At the Brussel Summit on 16- 17 December 2004 tbddaders decided to
start accession negotiations with Turkey on 3 Qetd005 after long debates. In
January 2006, European Council adopted the reviseckession Partnership’ and
Turkish government replied with its revised ‘Nat@bfProgram.” Moreover, as usual,
each year the EU kept publishing yearly ProgressoRe for Turkey to make an
assessment of the developments and remaining pnebieTurkey.

With the opening of negotiations in October 200% screening of EU
legislation has started. Screening proceeded sryodtiroughout 2006, and

negotiations in science and research chapter weeea and provisionally closed in
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June 2006 (Narbone, 2007: 85). Then, due to ansétein the issue of opening up
Turkish ports and airports to Cyprus, the negaireti were suspended in eights
relevant chapters in December 2006. The Coundilthef door open for continuing
negotiations. Therefore, a complete suspensiorg@btiations was avoided while the
message was sent to Ankara.

However, negative developments such as the Freecisidn to hold a
referendum in the future on Turkey’s EU accessiat iés criminalization of denial
of the Armenian genocide, negative declarationseveral European politicians for
Turkey, the EU constitutional crisis and ‘enlargeimnfatigue’ debates, have created
doubts about Turkey’'s EU future (Narbone and Ta2@Q7: 236).

Actually, the accession negotiations of Turkey lega an unfavorable
environment. The EU had reached a saturation plmaserms of its governance
structure and enlargement, as indicated by inarghsiemphasized absorption
capacity and public referenda arguments with regardurkish accession (Lagro,
2007: 7). Therefore, although the history of TurkdéyUU relations experienced
another turning point with the opening of accessimyotiations, the terms of
accession and whether Turkey will be accepted fadl aember of the EU remain

unclear (Ifantis, 2007: 223).

7. 2. The EU’s Approach and Credibility:

While the EU’s approach has gained credibility wijfanting Turkey the
sizable incentive of membership at the 1999 Hels8wmmit, and it seemed quite

fair and objective until the Brussels Summit dexisin 2004 to open up negotiations
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with Turkey, it has started to give signals of dm@mfterwards. As a reason, Lagro
(2007: 10) argues that such high tempo of reformsTurkey after getting the
candidacy status was quite unexpected and thisdutige EU to opt for other
possibilities for buying time.

Therefore, the resulting decrease in the credjpdft EU conditionality over
time indicates that extensive use of time rules @ao be counterproductive from
point of EU enlargement governance (Lagro, 2007W8)ile high credibility in the
previous period contributed to the consolidationdefnocracy in Turkey on both
domains of government and society, its decreasxpected to be detrimental not
only for the future of Turkish accession to the &mibut also for the quality of
Turkish democracy.

The terms under which Turkey negotiates its EU masiip and European
future are much more stringent than any candidege lead to endure in the history
of European integration (Ifantis, 2007: 223). Adlyat is more or less accepted that
“Turkey’s accession to the EU goes beyond the Barkibility to meet the accession
criteria but depends on the EU’s internal dynanaied the EU’s readiness towards
Turkey” (Muftiler- Bag, 2008b: 216). Therefore, Kay's EU membership is
expected to remain as a distant possibility if B¢ can not solve its own internal
problems (@uzlu, 2008: 4).

This unfair approach of the EU should be consdleas an important
challenge to the principles of international ethibsez, 2007: 422). Moreover, this
kind of approach is detrimental for the EU’s polafyenlargement and for the EU’s
role as an international actor. That is why theeasmn of Turkey is critical for the
future credibility of the EU’s foreign policy, isnlargement process and its role as a

normative power (Muftuler- Bag, 2008a: 63). In thBowing part, | will classify the
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reasons for the decrease in the EU’s credibilityumkey in post- 2004 period, and
try to demonstrate their impact on the Turkey’'s deratic consolidation later in the

thesis.

7.2.1. The Reasons for the Decrease in the EU’s @ikility:

Although at the level of official discourse, thdateons between the EU and
Turkey are framed by the principles of ‘fairnessida‘equal treatment’, it is
necessary to question whether the EU has adherddes® principles in reality
(Duzgit, 2006: 2). As argued by Miftliler- Bag (200202), “Turkey’'s adoption of
the EU acquis /criteria is necessary but not siefficon its own, as there are other
factors at play in shaping Turkey’s accession.”r€fme, it is better to categorize the
instances resulting in decreased credibility and émmpliance in the post- 2004
period in order to understand the EU’s impact ork&y's democratic consolidation.
These instances are also clear examples for exmjaiwhy domestic cost of
alignment with the EU criteria has increased forkish government and society in

the absence of credible and trustworthy actor éenpibst-2004 period.

7.2.1.1.Negative-Discriminatory Statements on Tshklembership:

In 2004, when the EU was about to decide for a flatethe starting of
negotiations with Turkey, there were open opponegitsTurkey’s membership,

including Fritz Bolkestein (European Commissionevglery Giscard d’Estaing

86



(European Convention Chairman) and Angela Merkedrii@an opposition leader).
The Austrian government also opposed the openingegbtiations one year later,
and after the elections in 2007.

France President Sarkozy publicly opposed the owggaoiegotiations with
Turkey. Sarkozy stated that “if Turkey were Eurapeae would know it” (as cited
in DUzgit, 2006: 4). He also claimed that that:

I am in favor of signing a contract with Turkeyarh in favor
of a joint market with Turkey. But | am against Key's
integration into Europe. Turkey is a small Asia.dAthere is
no reason for it to be a part of Europe...Turkey igreat
civilization, but not a European one (as cited ififtdler-
Bac, 2008a: 64- 65).

Moreover, as regards to the absorption capaciteisSarkozy stated:
The Union’s capacity to absorb new members isdiniThe
decision to accept each new applicant should bentakthe
light of the EU’s internal objectives, its instiknal
limitations and the level of popular support. Sudtisions
should not be based upon foreign policy goals desire to
encourage neighbors to reform (Sarkozy, 2006).

Samuel Huntington, the famous writer of ‘Clash oivilizations’, also
declared that it is not possible for Turkey to aleceo the EU due to its huge cultural,
historical, religious and economic differences. ddggested that Turkey should turn
its face to Muslim World and be leader there (asdcin Hurriyet, 25 May 2005).
Several statements against Turkey’s EU memberghmigrounds of ‘civilizational’
difference have also been made by EU politicianghsas by Valery Giscard
d’Estaing. He openly claimed that “its capital & m Europe, 95 % of its population
lives outside Europe, it is not a European courfffurkish accession to the EU]
would be the end of Europe” (as cited in KubiceBQ& 21).

Similarly, Chirac stated that even if Turkey seeds in complying with the

criteria, the final decision will belong to the Roh citizens (as cited in Kirikkanat,
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2005). It is important to note that since referanddea has been raised only with
regard to Turkey, and not for Croatia, this is seem means to exclude Turkey from
EU membership (Ginay, 2007: 55). These kinds déstants are important blows
to ‘credibility’ factor and lessen the potential pact of the EU democratic
conditionality.

The President of European Bank for Reconstructimh Revelopment, Jean
Lemierre, acknowledged that the lack of clarity abdhe EU's enlargement
prospects makes it ‘more and more difficult’ to qatte reforms in the candidate
countries. He asked “what happens now if we talKutkey or to Serbia and they get
the impression in these discussions that they aréomger welcome in Europe?”
(Euractiv, 2005) Such inconsistency of EU membatestover Turkey’s place in the
EU could undermine the reform process in Turkeyamats- reformist and anti-EU
forces could benefit from European leaders’ mixgghals and attempt to stop
democratization in Turkey, triggered by the EU menmship aspiration (Yeada,
2007: 19).

In fact, it is quite ironic that despite the ofiticommitment to the candidate
Turkey and the Commission’s recommendation iniggge, many debates still focus
on whether Turkey should become an EU member qgrratter than how Turkey
should comply with the requirements (Duzgit, 20@%: Altunisik (2005: 55) also
mentions that although Turkey's candidate status peovided an important
incentive to reform in Turkey, an important obséioa reveals that the ‘reality of
membership’ remains less certain due to the comtnaebates in Europe as to
whether or not Turkey should be granted full merabigx.

Although not every EU member state is against H®irkaccession, the

continuing divide inside the EU is a clear indicatmat even if Turkey complies with
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all the accession requirements, it might never mauded as a full member
(Muftuler- Bag, 2008a: 67). Indeed, European leadesre fully aware of the fact in
1999 when they gave Turkey candidate status thatingethe Copenhagen criteria
was “an effective guarantee of entry” (Ananicz, 2040).

This message given by the EU is against the piliecfpacta sund servanda
and the consequence would be an image of the EdJsion that is based on the
interests rather than on legal rules and regulatlmeatening the image of the EU as
a reliable international actor (Yilmaz, 2007: 2)h& the EU ignores this principle
with regard to Turkey, it loses political credibyliand ignores official EU policy,
according to which Turkey should be treated likgy ather candidate (Karlsson,
2004: 1).

Altinay (2007: 1) argues that “the only way to é¢hd deepening erosion in
the EU’s foreign policy credibility is for other &ds of state and European leaders to
clearly restate their commitment to Turkey’s mershgr.” However, there are rather
signs of restating obstacles. The statement ofdhmeer president of France, Valery
D’Estaing demonstrates this fact very sharply. Riegy said that they have always
given promises to Turks that they are not readytfaey should no longer tell lies to
Turks who are not European (as cited in Kirbak40

Although the current Commissioner Olli Rehn is moasitious and insisted
on the importance of given promises in order nohamper the effectiveness and
credibility of EU conditionality in the candidatébe ongoing statements and debates
by several EU leaders continues to be problematrictiie future of the EU’s
credibility and its impact on Turkey’s democratansolidation. In this regard,

Every time that European politicians say that Tyrloan
never join because of other reasons- like havinguslim

population, or borders with Iran and Irag- the El9ds more
of its power because its promises look worthles®rEtime
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that it prevaricates about letting in the countrikat have
worked for over a decade to get ready, the EU demag
own credibility (Euractiv, 2007: 2).

7.2.1.2. Special Standards and Rules (Double Stdsdfor Turkey, as

demonstrated by certain documents and concepts:

While all negotiations for membership have alwayserb concluded
successfully up to now, the Turkish case is empledsas may be challenging this
tradition due to being big, poor and different (Ney, 2007b: 309). While Kutuk
(2006: 275) argues that the EU is not applying menstiip criteria on equal footing
for Turkey due to the civilizational outlook pregat in the EU, Wood and Quaisser
(2005: 171) argue that the conditions specifiedtiier other candidates, such as the
fulfillment of the Copenhagen criteria, are not egio to legitimate Turkey’'s entry
into the EU. Kituk (2006: 276- 277) mentions irstregard that:

In the post- Cold War period, Turkey has seen- waiitl
likely to see in the near future- other applicaourtries
jumping ahead in the EU’s enlargement queue, asa#t
attempted to cope with the EU and some of its Membe
States’ requirements, which have nothing directlyldo with
the Copenhagen criteria. One such example is refeseto
the mass killing of the Armenians and the contreyesver
whether it was genocide or not.

These increasingly discriminatory practices of Huetoward Turkey “violate
the Enlightenment principles upon which Europelfitsefounded and endanger the
formation of a Europe governed by Kantian idealBuiZgit, 2006: 1). Calling the
EU’s standards for Turkey as “Byzantine standardsillingham (2006: 186)

mentions about the last minute agreement to starofficial accession process with
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Turkey in Luxemburg Summit of October 2005 andaw#ul sessions passed with
these standards.

Hence, Turkish entry is more related to the quastbEU’s economic and
social integration capacities rather than to itditglio transform itself in line with
the Copenhagen criteria. This is against the prlacof fairness. Since the EU’s
ability to promote its foreign policy and securityterests through conditionality
depends on its credibility, its power is diminishiedh large extent in Turkish case as
illustrated by the slowing pace of reforms in Twrk®iUftller- Bag, 2008a: 67).

Stating that conditionality may not always be techhdue to salience of
certain political considerations, Tocci (2007: Tyhlights that it should not be
discriminatory, albeit not purely technical. In ettwords,

The task is that of retaining as much as possitgeytiality of
credibility engendered by technical conditionalityithout
concealing the political attributes of this policgttributes
which if effectively channeled and articulated c@rve the
double purpose of helping transform candidate Tyr&ed
bringing the European publics closer to the Unidcgi,
2007: 14).

In relation to the excessively discussed issudreedom of expression’ and
Article 301 of the Turkish Penal Code, there as® @aouble standards applied by the
EU. The EU is accused of using double standaras #it recent developments in
France and Netherlands. In France, a bill that makdlegal to deny Armenian
genocide has been passed, and in the Netherlarelspens of parliament with
Turkish origin who deny that there was genocideehbeen asked to leave their
political parties.

Protection of minorities is another problematicuesshat the EU applies

double standards for Turkey. For instance, Latad still not ratified the Council of

Europe’s Framework Convention for the ProtectioMational Minorities, and some
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member states such as Greece, continue to expempeablems in the area of human
rights and minority protection, but get little réaa form the EU (Duzgit, 2006: 20).
While Turkey is criticized harshly due to the slkeorhings with respect to rights of
non- Muslim communities, there are severe violai@i the rights of Turkish
minority in Greece, located in Western Thrace lgrgBiizgit, 2006: 20). When the
EU does not even warn Greece about the treatmeriis ofurkish citizens, but
continuously criticize Turkey for its treatmentradn- Muslim citizens, this approach
can not be considered fair.

Permanent safeguard clauses, budget criteria, agated negotiations, the
anchoring of Turkey to European values if it cart fdfill its obligations for
membership and suspending the negotiations are atsong the EU’s special
conditions developed for Turkey (as cited in Cakar) 2004). Below, | will analyze
some of the important decisions, documents andegiadn Turkey- EU relations in

order to demonstrate the existence of special atdsdor Turkey.

7.2.1.2.1. EU Strategy Paper:

Although this document belongs to the 1999-200dogde(November 2003)
in my analysis, | will refer to it here in order sthhow the initial signals of double
standards for Turkey, which in time evolved to udg# more with the approaching
Turkish membership.

Turkes and Gokgoz (2003) analyses the ‘EU Strategy Pagweduced by the
EU Commission on November 2003, and points outréavipg divergence between

the approach of the EU towards Turkey and Turkelgsire to be integrated. They
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(2003: 61) argue that although Turkey worked harthéeet the conditions of the EU
since the Helsinki Summit, the EU has not provideabsitive environment and not
addressed the promises given to Turkey, and underhits own credibility. In such
an atmosphere, they ask the question of how long€ejucan “target a moving
objective with the moving conditions” (Turkand G6kgoz , 2003: 80).

As a striking example of discrimination towardsrKey, Turke and Gokgoz
(2003: 71- 72) gives the example of the EU’s statoeeards Croatia in the same
document. While Cyprus problem was linked to theeasion of Turkey to the EU,
Croatia’s continuing border problems with Slovearad the returnee problems with
the Serbia and Montenegro did not constitute prablend Commission explicitly
stated its positive opinion for Croatia. Similarlgomania was given a date for
negotiations in spite of the continuing border peals with its eastern neighbors.
This is an obvious example of ‘inner-contradictiavith the assumed principles of
the Union (Turke and Gokgoz, 2003: 72).

Tirkes and Gokgoz (2003: 63) argue that in the preseagesbf relations
between the EU and Turkey, there are two paradbpmats to consider. There is
not only certain level of rapprochement and indreglg intermingled relations, but
also growing tension between the two. This tenstbey argue, is the result of
different perceptions between the Union and Turk#kile the EU sees the relations
with Turkey as a simple foreign policy issue, farrdey the relations with the EU
are substantial for full membership at the end.théugh this article was written
before Turkey was given a certain date for accaessie main emphasis regarding
the discriminatory stance of the EU is still veryeh prevalent, when we considered
the continuing, and even increasing ambiguitiesthne EU’s approach towards

Turkey.
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7.2.1.2.2. Brussel Summit Decisions (16-17 Decer2b@4):

Although Turkey was given a date for the start afesgsion negotiations in
the Brussels Summit of 16- 17 December 2004, asuaiuwegree of conditionality
was attached to this decision, and Turks evaluhis &s an expression of
discrimination of prejudice against them (Barch&@D5: 88).

The decision made at the Brussel Summit with gy Turkey's
membership included special clauses that were xisteat in previous rounds of
enlargement (Kutuk, 2006: 729- 730). For instariece,declaration after the Brussel
Summit inserted the possibility of suspending tlgatiations if Turkey fails to
maintain progress in reforms required for fulfilithe membership criteria since the
nature of negotiations was ‘open- ended’. In additthe EU inserted the possibility
of ‘permanent restrictions’ in areas such as freedaf movement of persons,
structural policies, and agriculture. Moreover, tioeighest issue was related to
extension of Turkey’s Customs Union to cover the new EU members, including
the Republic of Cyprus, before the start of acogseegotiations.

These, together with the continued talk of prividdgpartnership as an
alternative to membership, came as a shock to riamks (Akcakoca, 2006: 16).
This ‘second class’ offer is a sign of the limitéd)’s internal capabilities and
diminishes the EU’s credibility together with thearisformative potentials of
membership conditionality (Savic, 2007: 24). Inlsan atmosphere, even the most
outspoken defenders of Turkey’'s EU membership esgaettheir dissatisfaction with

Europe’s attitude, and suggested not to start reggwts if the privileged partnership
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position was officially accepted by the EU (AkgiMensur, 2005; as cited in
Tiryaki, 2006: 185).

When we look at the background of such statements, see the
considerations of European leaders to balance ub&cpopinion in their country in
the face of upsurge in overt racist prejudice tasarurkey in the weeks before the
Brussel Summit, ignoring the significant developitsen contemporary Turkey and
accusing Turkey for moral reasons (Barchard, 2289).

A considerable rise of nationalist sentiment ha® ahken place in Turkey
after the December 2004 European Council decis®ngériadis, 2006: 7). As
“public manifestations of the new nationalist wav&tigoriadis gives the instances
of rallying around the Turkish flag, two best sajjibooks of ‘Those Mad Turks’ and
‘The Metal Storm’, and the movie of ‘The Valley ®@¥olves: Iraq’ (Grigoriadis,

2006: 13- 16).

7.2.1.2.3. Progress Reports:

When the content of progress reports is reviewrdes2000, it is observable
that some requirements, such as making every efforesolve any outstanding
border disputes and to adress the Cyprus problainpditside of the Copenhagen
criteria and are not directly related to democratinsolidation of Turkey (Gurleyen,
2004: 14). This undermines the credibility of tHe &gain.

Although the EU does not officially state that tilesolution of disputes is a
political criterion, it is highlighted in every pgeess report. Therefore, “this type of

conditionality deriving from EU values and incrertaly introduced into progress
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reports could be labeled asnditionality through de facto political criterigAydin
and Acikmee, 2007: 269). When compared witle jure application of
conditionality, de factoexpansion of political criteria is less effectiggydin and
Acikmese, 2007: 274). This has to do with the legitimatyhe EU rules. The reason
is that in order to be legitimate, there must bewmnly held organizational rules
and demands on the target states must be basdtesa itules, not on theed hoc
interests of certain member states. Moreover, itlear that in the absence of
credibility and the existence of ‘time inconsistgntis difficult for these rules to be

accepted as legitimate by Turkey.

7.2.1.2.4. Negotiation Framework, New Conceptg tokey:

The negative stance of the EU is most visible & Negotiation Framework
for Turkey. In this document Commission estabkskige general procedures and
rules to be followed during negotiations with Tuykéut emphasizes that it is an
open ended process, and thus there is no guaraftéee end result. It also
emphasizes the Union’s capacity to absorb Turkeyndd, this framework contains
conditions that are much more restrictive and dehmgnthan those imposed by the
EU to former candidates. While these reflect ther f&f certain member states that
the EU is not capable of integrating Turkey, it @@®s the credibility of the EU by
breaking past promises.

Duzgit (2006: 6- 7) emphasizes that only the fraorwdocument on Turkey
contains the following section, and it is even nexistent in the text on Croatia.

While having full regard to Copenhagen criteriaglulding
the absorption capacity of the Union, if Turkeynist in a
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position to assume in full all the obligations oémmbership
it must be ensured that Turkey is fully anchoredthe
European structures through the strongest possiblel
(European Commission, 2005c: 1).

This stance of the EU created resentment in Tudsel/according to public
opinion- formers “the EU was not only treating Teykdifferently from other
accession countries, but also in a more discrimmyamanner” (Eralp, 2007: 23).
After providing a general understanding of the dimsmatory nature of the

Negotiation Framework for Turkey, now | will giveare detailed account of the

new concepts in this document that are used extdgdirst time for Turkey.

* Open ended process:

The Negotiation Framework for Turkey states for firet time for any
candidate that the negotiations are:

An open-endetf process, the outcome of which cannot be
guaranteed beforehand. While having full regardatb
Copenhagen criteria, including the absorption caypac the
Union, if Turkey is not in a position to assumeuti all the
obligations of membership it must be ensured thakdy is
fully anchored in the European structures througle t
strongest possible bond (European Commission 2d05c:

Eralp (2007: 24) argues that this formulation ofdiéferent framework
emphasizing the open-ended-ness of the procesdesrdiifficulties for the
consolidation of Europeanization in Turkey. The gags becomes more difficult
with the increase in the number of losers, andahtipal costs with the start of

negotiations. Therefore, the only way for governta¢a maintain their political will

is to have clear incentive of membership, whictnan- existent in the Turkish

4 Emphasis mine.
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context due to the ambivalence of the time tablaegfotiations and its open- ended
nature (Eralp: 2007: 24).

In contrast, Jora (2006: 21) thinks that this is‘ianovative solution’ for
dealing with the cases with no specified accesdmte, especially for Turkey. He
argues that this may be an acceptable situatiothBoproblematic candidates since
they may chose to be in the process via other mpensded by the EU, such as
financial assistance. However, this is not supjgobe the dominantly accepted fact
that the EU conditionality is the most effectiveemhit is backed up by the promise
of full membership. Moreover, it is no longer aczdgbe to exclude Turkey form the
process of enlargement and expect it to be satisiieh rewards other than the full

membership.

* Absorption capacity:

In relation to absorption capacity issue, the Nedgion Framework states
that:

The Union's capacity tabsort® Turkey, while maintaining
the momentum of European integration is an impaortan
consideration in the general interest of both theob and
Turkey. The Commission shall monitor this capaditying
the negotiations ....in order to inform an assessrbgrihe
Council as to whether this condition of memberstap been
met (European Commission, 2005c: 1).
It is interesting that the concept of ‘absorpticapacity’ has no official

definition although it is increasingly used in ofil documents of the EU. Therefore,
Emerson et al. (2006: 9) suggests that it shoulddm®nstructed into several more
objective and precise phenomena, such as “capatitje EU’s budget to absorb

new member states”, “capacity of society to abspdw member states” and

!> Emphasis mine.
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“capacity of the EU to assure its strategic segtirichockenhoff (2006: 93- 95)
also suggests six criteria for defining the congrsial concept of absorption
capacity. These six criteria are listed as: Eure@dsility to act, a clear division of
competences, the capacity to finance itself, thatdi of the EU, foreign policy
stability and lastly a common European identity.

Another argument is that if absorption capacitycastinued to be used in
official documents of the EU without better spemfion and deconstruction into
objective elements, it would be used by populiditipal rhetoric and further damage
the process of change (Emerson et al. 2006: 22)eder, these various dimensions
are not static, and therefore, we should try toewstéind capacities for change, rather
than to focus on static notions of absorption capdEmerson et al. 2006: 22).

Similarly, it is quite ironic that while the terrs used widely in the official
documents and statements of several leaders, thereen a disagreement on the
very technical issue of whether absorption capasity fourth Copenhagen criterion
or not. It is unfortunate that the growing insigteron absorption capacity changes
the balance between official Copenhagen criterid absorption capacity and
undermines the credibility of the EU in candidadsswell as the effectiveness of its
conditionality (Savic, 2007: 6). In fact, althoughentioned before, absorption
capacity was not invoked actively until the questad Turkish membership. While
the attitude of the Union is generally warmer tagaCroatian accession, the concept
of absorption capacity is revoked more in Turkisisec (Esen, 2007: 1). When this
was recognized by the Turkish public and policy erakthis further intensified the
credibility problem.

Moreover, inside the Union, there are differentnigms as regards to

absorption capacity debate and Turkey’s place .iMhile opposing countries to
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Turkish accession and the Parliament tend to ptres#sorption capacity as part of
the Copenhagen criteria, The Council and the Cosionisemphasizes that this is
only a consideration (Esen, 2007: 2). The Eurodeariament defined absorption
capacity as a criterion for enlargement and itorspon Turkey emphasized the
importance of “societal/ public absorption” (Duzg2006: 9). On the other hand,
European Commission, especially Commissioner O#hiiy is more cautious in
order not to hamper the effectiveness of EU comuldtiity in candidates.

Among the opposing members to Turkey’'s memberskgpecially for
France and Germany, absorption capacity is an irapbconsideration as regards to
Turkish membership. The limitations imposed by #everal dimensions of the
‘absorption capacity’ are perceived to apply esgcto Turkey and it is considered
as a serious threat to the institutional balanceksa Union (Emerson et al. 2006: 3).

In relation to Turkey’s impact on the institutiorsfucture of the EU in case
of accession, there is an argument that if Conglital Treaty voting rules are put
into effect, the impact of Turkey’'s membership be EU’s capacity to act will be
negligible (Baldwin and Widgren, 2005: 1). Howevéiey argue that it is quite
different if Constitutional Treaty is rejected atlie Nice Treaty rules continue
(Baldwin and Widgren, 2005: 9). As far as poweuésoncerned, they found that
Turkey will have a big impact and will be the sedanost powerful member of the
EU, under either Nice or Constitutional Treaty su[@aldwin and Widgren, 2005:
9).

However, | agree that it is not reasonable to eixpeconcrete answer as
regards to how Turkish membership will affect Eldtitutions, since the EU itself is
in a critical period in terms of its constitutiorstatus, and its future is difficult to

predict (Tocci, 2007: 16). Similarly, the developmhef Turkey’'s economy and
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politics makes it impossible to predict how Turkeyl look like in the time of
accession, approximately in 2014. Moreover, ondbenomic front and budgetary
matters, EU analyses of the ability to absorb Tunk@l only be possible after the
current financial perspective ends in 2013, aredgb decides whether to cover new
members in the coming budgets or not. Therefordayp “any evaluation of
Turkey'’s possible inclusion in the EU necessardg la highly speculative character”
(Ananicz, 2007: 38).

So, why the debate on the capacity of the Unioraltsorb Turkey has
intensified so much recently? One argument isaBanhost Europeans did not expect
such considerable progress from Turkey in complyingh the EU criteria
immediately after the Helsinki, the question of @aenodating a big country with a
predominantly Muslim population became a seriousstjan that could no longer be
treated as secondary (Keyman andsQ2004: 189). So, it was realized that the issue
is not just about Turkey’s ability to transformeills but also about the future of
European project.

Similarly, Narbone and Tocci (2007: 238) argue tlaat Turkey made
important reforms to comply with the EU requirengerit became no longer possible
for opponents of Turkish membership to hide behifidrkey’s domestic
shortcomings when opposing Turkish membership. fbeg,

Other ‘non- Copenhagen criteria’ reasons starteloetaired
openly, summed up in the heightened concern albwait t
EU’s ‘absorption capacity’...The existence of such debate
raised Turkish mistrustgiven the expectation that Europe
would ultimately turn the cold shoulder to Turkéyafbone
and Tocci, 2007: 238).

In sum, since the EU has reached to “a saturatont pn time”, it has the

increasing tendency to buy time before future @darents to consolidate its
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governance structure by means of temporal devicesrales (Lagro, 2007: 5).
Absorption capacity debate’s popularity is a cledicator of this fact.

Consequently, Turks started to believe more andentlmait even if Turkey
meets the accession terms, its membership woulldbstioo problematic for the EU
since for many EU member states Turkey constitatesbsorption problem and a
threat to the Union (Nugent, 2007: 486). Henceh& Copenhagen political criteria
is a necessary, but not a sufficient condition,efehough Turkey continues its
democratic reform process and successfully implésnéhese reforms, its full
membership will still entail what has come to bewkn as ‘the absorption capacity
of Europe’ (Baban, 2006: 2). However, if there veasuth in such an argument that
Europe is not powerful enough to absorb Turkeghtuld have been deployed when
the EU’s eastward enlargement process started drah \ithe main opponents of
Turkish membership were the keenest advocateslafgement (Karlsson, 2004: 2).

So, the debate about absorption capacity confisessues by proposing an
additional criterion saying that candidates’ acess$o the Union is dependent not
on their ability to meet the Copenhagen criteria dm the things they do not have
control, such as the Union’s capacity to absorbmti{8avic, 2007: 29). In other
words, “... the question is no longer only, are maembers ready; it is also are old
ones preparedZE¢onomist 2006) To demonstrate the dilemma here, Tocci {200
20) argues that:

If the Union’s right hand lectures Turkey on thep€nhagen
criteria arguing that these are the sine qua nortkb entry,
while the left hand engages in highly politicizealdaoften
populist debates over the desirability of Turkegrgry, then

the Union’s credibility in Turkey risks being seaungly
undermined.

In such an atmosphere, the important questiondwanis:
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How are we to account both the process of recespeateng
and intensification in Turkey /the EU relations thre one
hand, and the lack of commitment by the EU insbng to
recognize Turkey as having a legitimate claim tdl fu
membership on the other? (Baban, 2006: 2)

It is in this context that the enlargement Comnoiser Olli Rehn has warned
that such debates are interpreted like “the dealds the bible” by the people and
politicians in Turkey and the increasing doubtswubaccession process is eroding
support for the reforms (as cited in the United d€iam Parliament, 2006).
Therefore, Rehn argues that “the EU should not fydte list of the criteria or set
them in stone by including them in a future treags cited in the United Kingdom
Parliament, 2006).

In such a case that a candidate country is readsné&mbership, but the EU
considers its absorption capacity as lacking; thleviill no longer be attractive for
candidates4El EU-Turkey Monitar2006: 5) and “it could easily become a way of
stopping the enlargement- perhaps the EU’s gresiiege achievement- altogether”
(Economis006). Hence, in addition to its material and totewl contribution,
Turkey’s EU accession has also crucial symbolicactpn EU’s foreign policy and
on the success of its main tool; enlargement p¢htiftiler- Bag: 2008a: 67).

As regarddo the absorption capacity issuEconomisi(2006) likens the EU
to “communist- era toilet paper” that is “tougherdaless absorbent than ever.”
Stating that this sudden burst of interest in sacrague, misleading and dishonest
concept is worryingiconomis{2006) argues that:

The term is fundamentally misleading when appliedah
organization such as the EU. It originates in dewelent
economics, and it refers to a country’s abilityuse external
assistance effectively... the EU does not ‘absorbmimers. It

simply adds them.The capacity to absorb other countries
should not be a new requirement for it.
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Vibert (2006) also criticizes the concept harshiyl &ays that it is flawed,
dishonest, shortsighted, misleading, politicallyvein, vague and unhelpful. He
argues that the concept has very weak theoreticdl @actical underpinnings.
Moreover, the approach is also remarkably shorsdtsince it risks the EU's
greatest function to help newly democratized coestand to provide them with
incentives against backsliding (Vibert, 2006: 3 Etiticizes the concept as being
unhelpful and misleading in the context of instaoal change also. The debate
about absorption capacity is also not in line wvifit Union's real political problems
such as rethinking its treaty base, economic refcend its role in the world.
Moreover, due to this inherently ambiguous and ébogefined character, the
concept is highly prone to political distortion ($EV, 2006: 10).

Similarly, a related ‘final frontiers’ argument & bad idea and would
undermine the EU’s projection as an enlightened pofver, therefore it would
damage the EU’s fundamental long- term objective esttending Europe’s
democratic space (Emerson et al. 2006: 22). BectheseEU Treaty gives any
European country the right to apply for memberstap, effort to draw a final
boundary excluding some European countries woutdosain conformity with the
Treaty. It would also be undesirable politicallpe this would damage the EU’s
capacity to encourage positive change in poten#iatlidates through its mechanism
of political conditionality (The United Kingdom Rament, 2006). Hence,

It seems totally unacceptable to pursue an argunment
geographical terms and it would damage the cretiluf the
EU for the possible upcoming enlargements or pagici
towards the countries located around Turkey (Y1In2007:
2).
In sum, the debate about absorption capacity ismhésince the concept has

inherent shortcomings as regards to both its defimiand function. The concept is
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open to interpretation in candidate countries am$tnoften seen as an excuse for
closing the Union’s door even if the candidateeiady. Consequently, such debates
lead to decrease in the level of credibility pra@ddy the EU and in the compliance
with the EU requirements in candidates. In thisardg Turkish case is crucial to
study since the absorption capacity debate has tmeked especially for Turkey.
Hence, Turkish case is not only crucial for thaufatof Turkey’s place in the Union,

but also for the future of the EU’s foreign policy.

« Long Transition Periods, derogations, specific amgaments and

permanent safeguard clauses:

In relation these concepts, the Negotiation Framkviar Turkey states that:
Long transitional periods, derogations, specifiaagements
or permanent safeguard clausesnay be considered. The
Commission will include these, as appropriate, ta i
proposals in areas such as freedom of movemergrsbps,
structural policies or agriculture. (European Cossiun,
2005c: 5).

When we compare the above mentioned negotiatimgeinaork for Turkey
and the negotiating framework for Croatia, we caa the sharp difference in the EU
attitude towards these two countries (Duzgit, 20@%: While the negotiating
framework for Croatia states that “transitional sw@as and specific arrangements,
in particular safeguard clauses, may also be agre#t interest of the Union” (as

cited in Duzgit, 2006: 7), the corresponding psoy on Turkey, as mentioned

above, is much more encompassing in terms ofnitdtions and their periot.

18 While the concept is “safeguard clause” for Cragiiis ‘permanensafeguard clause” for Turkey.
So, it can even be inferred form the text thatgaded clauses are temporary.

105



The emphasis on permanesafeguard clauses in the most crucial areas of
concern for the government and society, such asfrdee movement of persons,
structural funds and agriculture, is unique to Tshikcase. In other cases, there are
also such restrictions for some period of time lutiie new members adjust their
system, but they are not permanent as in the Tuidase. If the safeguards can be
permanent, there will be no benefit of the EU asimesfor Turkey even in the long
run, and this certainly diminishes the will of thevernment and society to comply
with the EU requirements for membership. Moreoiteis legally objectionable that
a member is denied the rights of other memberbencase of full compliance after
several years of adjustment. Such exclusion isnagdhe principle opacta sund
servandaand rule of law, upon which the EU is founded.

Therefore, it is argued that “as a first in enlangat history, such violations
of EU law are now proposed for Turkey to politigatipen the door to a ‘second-
class membership™ (Duzgit, 2006: 7). Consequerglych debates lead to decrease
in the level of credibility provided by the EU aivd the compliance with the EU

requirements for democracy in Turkey.

7.2.1.2.5. Communication from the Commission to BHueopean Parliament

and the Council, Enlargement Strategy and Main IEhgés 2006- 2007:

Affirming that the EU enlargement agenda facesomahallenges during
2006- 2007, this document points to the main chghs in 2007 as regards to the

candidate countries of Croatia, Turkey and the Eorifugoslav Republic of
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Macedonia. Turkey deserves special attention in dbeument due to unequal
emphasis on the relation between absorption cgpactt Turkish accession.

While stating that “the pace of accession processedds on the pace of
reforms in the candidate country”, it also hightghhat “the EU’s integration
capacity will be reviewed at all key stages of #uxession process” (European
Commission, 2006b: 15). So, this document emphsisibsorption capacity and puts
a special report on the EU’s capacity to integnad® members. In this special
report, it is stated that:

The EU’s absorption capacity, or rather integraiapacity,

is determined by the development of the EU's psdicand
institutions, and by the transformation of applisainto well-
prepared Member States. The capacity of would-baimees

to accede to the Union is rigorously assessed kg th
Commission on the basis of strict conditionalityu@&ean
Commission, 2006b: 17).

It is important to note that the Commission tt@show its position towards
Turkey as fair by stating that “the Union has assddts capacity to integrate new
members in previous enlargements” (European Cononis8006b: 18). However, it
is also a known fact that this was just a constd@raill the Turkish case and was
never presented as such important and visible.

Moreover, it is seen that the Commission triesaspond to criticisms as
regards to the abstractness of the term of absarg@pacity’, and specifies in the
report that “the capacity of the Union to maintdire momentum of European
integration as it enlarges has three main compsnémtitutions, common policies

and budget” and explain each of these briefly (Reaam Commission, 2006b: 20-

22). Moreover, the document emphasizes the sigmie of ‘strict application of

" For instance, Emerson et al. (2006) had arguedithaconcept should not be used in official EU
documents unless it is deconstructed into speeiéments.
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conditionality’ during the pre- accession phaségofrous approach’ to accession
negotiations and ‘better communication’ (Europeam@ission, 2006b: 22- 23).

In general, however, this document is similar ® ¢imes mentioned before in
the sense that Turkey’s accession to the EU isriftiated from the other cases and
treated in a discriminatory manner. Consequentlghsan approach has resulted in

decreased credibility of the EU in the minds ofKisin policy makers and the public.

7.2.1.3. Cyprus Problem:

Another problematic issue that puts the EU’s créitiibat risk is the EU’s
stance towards the Cyprus problem and its solutiors. beyond the remit of this
thesis to make a detailed analysis of the Cyproblpm and the EU’s place in the
debate. However, since | aim to demonstrate impdicthe EU credibility on
Turkey's democratic consolidation, | decided toerefo Cyprus problem briefly,
considering its importance in demonstrating the sided-ness in the EU’s approach
and resulting decrease in the EU’s credibility urkey.

The feeling in Turkey is that “Turkey was facedtw#symmetric incentives
in terms of its ability to resolve the Cyprus disgguKeyman and Ogj 2004: 182).
It is quite ironic that the side that said ‘yes’tb@ Annan Plan (the Turkish Cypriots,
with 65 %), is still penalized while the other sisleying ‘no’ (the Greek Cypriots,
with 76%) became a member of the EU (kirj 2007: 8; Diizgit, 2006: 14).

This tolerant stance of the Union towards Greekr@yp hampers its own
commitments to the international law and its pqteiof equality in the face of

heavy conditionality applied to Turkey between 1998 2004 due to Turkey's hard
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line stance regarding the solution of the Cyprusbfam (Duzgit, 2006: 17-18). This
is actually a clear indicator that the intensitycohditionality varies form country to
country and some are pressed more than others randder range of issue areas
(Steunenberg and Dimitrova: 2007: 12). Some mersiiages even encouraged Greek
Cypriot efforts to blackmail Turkey through its higto veto (Dtizgit, 2006:18).

Moreover, due to Turkey’'s non- implementation of tibustoms union
protocol to include the Republic of Cyprus, the Bétided to suspend negotiations
with Turkey on eight chapters of thecquis in December 2006, increasing the
mistrust between the sides and resulting in a shovmdin negotiations, while also
diminishing the domestic transformational potent@f the accession process
(Narbone and Tocci, 2007: 236).

Such developments also increased the domesticofagimplying with the
EU requirements since these “have made concesbiprise Turkish government
hard to sell at home” (Schimmelfenning, 2008: 934preover, Hakki (2006: 469)
believes that this uncertainty in Turkish accesspncess may affect whether
Turkey will compromise or not over contested issuegprus among the crucial
ones.

In sum, such treatments of the EU during the Cygtakemate has hit a raw
nerve in Turkey and is viewed as an unfair demaith wne- sided concessions
(Patton, 2007: 346). So, if the EU does not un@tertsteps to help the Turkish
Cypriots, its credibility will continue to drop sia many Turks perceive the EU’s
persistence in the problem as a clear proof thetBd does not want to give full
membership to Turkey, as supported by about 20 étedse in the support of EU

membership in Turkey (Ananicz, 2007: 33).
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7.2.1.4. Public Opinion in the EU:

It is true that sizeable majorities in Europe agaiast Turkey’s accession and
European elites do not give balanced treatmenedosfabout Turkish membership
among the broader population (Dizgit, 2006: 10- Hwever, it is also true that
the European public is also very much divided anigisue of Turkey.

While Austria, Germany, Greece, Cyprus and Luxembare the main
opponents of Turkish accession, Spain, Italy, tike Bweden, Poland and Slovenia
mainly support the Turkish accession. While Fradaestria and Netherlands pushed
for the establishment of absorption capacity asféinial criterion for membership;
UK, Spain and Italy strongly refused it (Emersoralet2006: 2). As a general trend,
the opposition is higher in the old members oflthmeon with 49%, in comparison to
10 new members with 40% (Domanicg, 2006: 12).

However, it is important to keep in mind that thegeasisting divergences
among member states over the desirability Turkagtession into the Union and the
enlargement process in general, is dangerous déocrédibility of the continuing and
forthcoming accession negotiations (Emerson e2Qf)5: 227). It seems possible that
in the long-term, accession referendums proposesbime EU member states, such
as France and Austria will block Turkey's bid tomjthe EU even if it complies with
all necessary criteria. The following table summesi the attitudes of EU member

states towards Turkish accession to the EU.
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Table 2: Review of European societies’ attitudes tdurkey’s accession to the EU

Attitudes to Turkey’s Countries Forecast
membership

Absolutely negativéall | Austria No chance of changing
polls) the society’s attitude.
Negative(definite France, Germany, Greece,Small or moderate chance
majority of polls) Belgium,Denmark, of changing the society’s

Luxembourg, attitude.

Czech Republic, Slovakia

Finland,

Latvia, Estonia and Cyprus
Indefinite (mixed poll Italy, Holland, Lithuania| An open-ended issue
results) Malta
Moderately positivéall | Spain, Ireland, Poland, Probable loss
or a definite majority of | Portugal, Slovenia, of societies’ support
polls) Sweden,

United Kingdom,

Hungary;

Bulgaria and Romania

(EU members since 2007

Source: Taken from Balcer et al, 2007: 11 that tises€urobarometer info.

As also understood from the Eurobarometer survéyskey is by far the
most problematic candidate. According to SpeciatoBarometer 255, of all the
candidate countries, Turkey’s accession generatembst disapproval with 48% of
European public declaring that they will oppose KIsir accession even if it
complies with all the EU requirements (European @ussion, 2006f: 70). Most
opponents are in 15 member states, reaching 81 s#pputioval rate in Austria
(European Commission. 2006f: 7£).

Similarly, when the EU members were asked spediica 2005 about the
countries that they would like to welcome, Turkagdd sizable opposition with 55

% against (as cited Emerson et al. 2006: 7). Thia line with the fact that support

'8 For more detail on the individual country percegesabout the question see p. 71 of3pecial
Eurobarometer 25%hat is available at
http://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/archives/ebs/gb5 en.pdf

111



for further EU enlargement has declined from 52%hamautumn 2004 to 45% in the
spring 2006, due to decreasing popularity of emargnt after the inclusion of 10
members in 2004 (as cited in Emerson et al. 2006: 4

As stated, Austria is among the hardliners, bothtten governmental and
societal level, on the issue of Turkish membersHipis is due to the fact that
Turkish issue is not discussed in a balanced fasimoAustria; rather it has been
debated with xenophobic tendencies (Gunay, 2007%: ®zhile disapproval for
Turkey in Austria was around 50- 60% in the 1990sgached to 80% in 2005 and
to over 90% in 2006 (Gunay, 2007: 51). Accordingh® results of a pole conducted
by the Turkish Embassy in Vientta74% of the participants stated that Turkey was
not a European country, 40% claimed they wouldpgisave Turkish membership
even if the country fulfilled all the criteria amab labor migration would take place,
and 20% stated that Turkey must never be takentir@dJnion (as cited in Glinay,
2007: 51).

Perceived cultural and religious differences areomgnthe main reasons
behind such high rates of disapproval of Turkishmiership. Many Europeans fear
Turkey since it is a big and poor Muslim countryiwdifferent values and standards
of living when compared to EU member states. Fes¢hEuropeans, the inclusion of
Turkey into the Union with over 70 million, and mbi Muslim, population poses a
cultural threat. They believe that the integratadnrurkey would be end of the EU
and of the values it has been established uporkeyls underperforming economy,
poor human rights records and its proximity to peaiatic regions are among the
other reasons of why many Europeans are reluctamictept Turkey's accession

(Taraktg, 2008: 254).

19 For the original version of the pole results, yam look athttp://wien.orf.at/stories/169524/
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Moreover, partly due to growing hostility towardsudlims in Europe after
the September 11 attacks, and partly due to themmmhistory of Turkey and
Europe, which conceptualized Turkey as ‘the Otbéthe Europe, we should expect
increasing reactions from the European public enftiture as Turkey gets closer to
the EU membership (Kutik, 2006: 280).

On the other hand, as factors for such a negapir@gan about Turkey among
the EU member states, Tocci (2007: 26- 30) mentabmut ‘domestic politics and
interests’ of member states, ‘perceptions of Eurtet are different within the EU
and Turkey, and lastly ‘misperceptions and prejeslicabout Turkey itself.
Moreover, whether in favor or against, many delsatdten have little knowledge
about the state of affairs in Turkey and most delatthe members as regards to
Turkish membership is “often poisoned by misperoeptmisinformation and at
times outright prejudice” (Tocci, 2007: 8).

Therefore, instead of involving in an informed aational debate with facts
and balanced arguments on Turkey’s accession, re&hyeaders have stimulated
the already existing public fears about Turkish rbership, which is in sharp
contrast to their unquestioning stance in the evienlargement round (Duzgit,
2006: 13). Due to this discriminatory approach leé EU and resulting negative
public opinion in the EU, the credibility of the E8Jjoromise of full membership has
declined in Turkey.

In sum, considering all these examples, we canladadhat the EU’s claim
to treat each candidate equally does not reflectriith, and this situation gives rise
to credibility problem in Turkey (Turkeand Gokgo6z, 2003: 73). As long as the EU

continues to treat Turkey in not only differentt falso in a discriminatory manner
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such instances are expected to increase and impaainly the future of the EU-
Turkey relations, but also Turkey’s democratizajmurney negatively. As argued,

Reactions of some EU states to Turkey’'s memberahgp
debates on alternative solutions like ‘privilegedtpership,’

do not only risk the democratization process inkéyrbut

they also threat the credibility of the EU in catate states
(Erdazan, 2006: 32).

7.3. Impact on Governmental Domain, Rationalist Acounts:

While the strengthening of the EU’s credibility flme post- Helsinki period
has been reflected in the form of several Constital amendments and
harmonization packages in Turkey, its decreasehénpost- 2004 period (due to
above mentioned factors) has started to change bestefit calculations of the
government with increase in the domestic adoptastsc

Therefore, the reform momentum in Turkey has bdewexl down since
2004. Among the several other domestic reasons (ascrising nationalism and
absence of adequate structures for effective img@htation), the EU’s obviously
decreasing commitment to Turkey’'s accession is i@rusince this factor also
impinges upon the already existing domestic problem Turkey (Narbone and
Tocci, 2007: 240). With the soaring of the EU’sdibdlity, its conditionality is not
taken as seriously as it used to be (Lagro, 20QY.: Therefore, the logic is that the
slow down in the reform process is the result alused effectiveness of EU
conditionality (Steunenberg and Dimitrova, 2007). ¥& Tocci (2007: 12) argues,

While the emphasis on technical conditionality Haelen
effective in spurring reforms in Turkey until 2006pecame

powerful ammunition in the hands of those resistthgnge
in Turkey thereatfter.
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While “the Turkish government has done everythihgrsof ordering the de-
circumcision of the cabinet in the effort to mele¢de exacting criteria” of the EU
(Gillingham, 2006: 188), the EU did not provide Key the guarantee that it will be
included in the Union as soon as the country coteplethe negotiations.
Consequently, doubts about the ultimate reward efnbrership started to bring
limits to the credibility of conditionality, affeicty the “cost- benefit matrix of those
policy makers who are responsible for calculatimyegnmental adoption costs”
(Kirisci, 2007: 2).

Stated differently, the cost of complying with tB& requirements became
higher than the benefit of complying with theseuiegments, since the EU’s promise
of membership was not as credible as in the prevpmriod. So, Turkish decision
makers started to experience “a major dilemma kesdoy their mistrust of the
EU’s credibility in respect to the ultimate ‘rewamf membership” (Kirgci, 2007:
15). That is why there has been a decrease in Slugavernment’s compliance with
the EU requirements despite its continuing ass@sicat it remains committed to
the reform process.

In such an uncertain and ambiguous climate, thetregns could not do
much progress. Therefore, due to the uncertaingvailing in the process of
Turkey's EU membership, the EU started to losepitdential as an important
international actor in the process of Turkey's deratic consolidation. With the
fading of the national consensus every reform Hagtesl to be portrayed as a
“concession to an insincere, hostile; not- to-thested Europe” (Ifantis, 2007: 228).
Consequently, opposing voices for Turkey's EU dethea@nreforms increased in

Turkey’'s governmental domain, both at the right bafdpart of the spectrum.
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For instance, after the opening of negotiation$hie EU, the leader of the
main opposition party, Republican People’s Partyni@uriyet Halk Partisi-CHP),
Deniz Baykal accused the EU of “not being sincare] declared that the reference
to the Union’s ‘capacity of absorption’ could bealiméd to put a final stop to the
Turkish candidacy” (as cited in Visier, 2007:18lch declarations from opposition
leaders and their ramifications in the media hataetexd to affect public opinion
negatively in Turkey, increasing the cost of comudywith the EU requirements for
the AKP government.

Therefore, as a result of “EU modalities demagdiigh compliance costs
but offering few immediate, tangible rewards”, thationalist anti- EU reform
coalition started to held the AKP government actable for devitalizing the
Turkish state (Patton, 2007: 347). In such an apimeseof upsurging nationalism
and resulting calls for early elections, domestistcof complying with the EU
requirements increased for the AKP government sinisewould mean loss of their
electoral support. In other words, as Patton (2@d4) argues “early election fever
helped put the brakes on the government’s reforneigk.”

Therefore, Turkish government is caught in a visicurcle in the sense that
Turkey needs the carrot of EU membership to keeppidice of reforms, but the
government also needs public support to implenternt(Akgcakoca, 2006: 16). This
is in line with the argument of the external incee$ model holding that “ruling
political parties rarely comply with the EU’s extat requirements if the costs of
compliance are too high and threaten to undernfieedomestic sources of their
political power” (Vachudova, 2008: 8613imilarly, Schimmelfenning (2008: 931)

argues that “under these conditions, short- termmeic political considerations
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could get in the way of compliance more easily tlimrendgames” for Turkey.
Therefore, from the perspective of domestic pditic

EU finger shaking, negative criticisms and nonrexpl EU

demands have given Turks the impression that ttweintry

is supplicant at Europe’s door, generating feelingfs

humiliation and indignation which nationalist hartiirers

have been quick to turn to their advantage, pladimg

spotlight blame on the AKP for its government’s -p&U

policies (Patton, 2007: 345).

In this regard, following the Brussel Summit ofd@enber 2004, AKP was
trapped between the EU’s failure to keep its presiiand nationalist tendencies at
home (Patton, 2007: 344), due to rise in the domesists of adjustment with the
EU. Hence, from the early months of 2005 onward&PAappeared to lose its
enthusiasm and initial reformist zeal as the peamduhas started to swing in the
direction of the nationalists and Euro- skepticgi§02007: 253).

The new Anti- Terror Law, reintroducing a set cawdes designed to curb
individual liberties is a clear indicator of thieemhd of turning back to “old- style
security state” (Ogj 2007: 255).This new law also granted security forces more
authority to deal with terrorism. Another indicatafrsuch change in the cost benefit
calculations of the government is the new penakadbpted in June 2005 that was
both ineffective in protecting women’s rights withspect to honor killings and
virginity testing, and in reducing the penalties the expression of non- violent
opinions in issues of national interest (Pattor®72(840).

It is crucial that such changes were done whenBbewas already very
critical of Article 301that criminalizes insulting Turkishness, and exgpeésits high
concern over its amendment very often. However,gibernment could not make

such a delicate change in Article 301 at the tismece the EU did not provided the

sizable and credible incentive required for chamgdomestic equilibrium, that is,
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“current distribution of preferences and bargainipgwer in domestic society”
(Schimmelfenning, 2004: 4}Hence, it would be too costly for the government to
make an amendment to Article 301 at the time, sihc® would lead to intense
public reaction that could be utilized by the ogpos and nationalists in the coming
elections easily.

The task of convincing the Turkish public that &€ really desire Turkish
membership became even harder for the governme@0@6 after the events of
Danish cartoon scandal and violence against Catlpolests in Turkey, which are
used by the Christian Democrats and Catholicser&td to highlight their objections
to integration of Muslim Turkey into the EU (PatfoR007: 345). All of these
developments were clear indicators of rising domesists of accession both for the
EU and Turkey.

In sum, in this period, the signals from Ankara @rdssels indicated that
“the virtuous cycle was dangerously slipping baokoiits vicious dynamics” in
Turkey, as the slowed down reform momentum, anawa wave of prosecutions
limiting the freedom of expression demonstrateartye(Narbone and Tocci, 2007:
235). In this period, in addition to domestic reasof decreasing commitment to the
EU reform process, such as rising nationalism,Bbés decreasing commitment to
Turkey’'s accession, and resulting decrease irrédilgility in Turkey is crucial since
this factor has also had crucial impact on theaalyeexisting domestic problems of
internalization and implementation in Turkey. Asionalist accounts and external
incentives model also support, with the increasthendomestic adoption costs, and
decrease in size of the reward due to low levetredibility and high level of
uncertainty attached to the process, Turkish gowent did not have enough reasons

to comply with the EU conditionality in the posB@ period.
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7.4. Impact on Societal Domain, Constructivist Acaants:

It is clear that the negative developments in Eerdmave created an
unfavorable impact on the behavior and perceptioth® key actors in Turkey and
encouraged a popular belief that EU membershipneas credible objective (Opi
2007: 253). Thus, the doubts of policy makers dmdrest of the country over the
EU’s credibility as regards to whether it will gtdall membership to Turkey even if
Turkey complies with all the requirements have éased since 2004. Even, perhaps,
the debate of whether or not Turkey will be incldde the EU has been more
pronounced in Turkey due to Turkish public’s ladkconfidence, compared to the
debate in the EU member states and institutionsdiJ@007: 16). So, similar to the
governmental domain and the reform process, sdaietmain was also affected
negatively by the EU’s less credible and more urdpproach towards Turkey in the
post-2004 period.

Indeed, in Turkey, the skepticism as regards t@peis sincere intentions to
grant a Muslim country a full membership in the dmihas always been high
(Podeh, 2007: 325). Turkish mistrust of Europeitserigins in the memories of the
European’s role in the decline of the Ottoman Empind in the trauma of the 1920
Treaty of Sevres, and that is why the questioninguokey’s EU vocation in Europe
provokes chain reactions in Turkey (Narbone, 2@8j: Many Turks believed that
the reforms required by the EU are similar to thiespiired by the treaty of Sevres
and that the EU wants to divide Turkey (as mentianeGordon and Tgpinar, 2006:
65; in Balcer et al, 2007: 36; in Gunay, 2007: i53cadigzlu, 2006). Thus, it is clear

that the Sevres Syndrome has become one of theedtigipstacles in Turkey's
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democratic consolidation process and can undersupport for EU membership
(Balcer et al. 2007: 12).

Combined with the most severe psychological orédear experienced and
with the harshest conditions ever faced in orderstart accession negotiations
(Soylemez; as cited in Gillingham, 2006: 186), Tsinkpublic has become deeply
convinced that the EU is not handling Turkish asmasin a manner similar to the
other candidate countries (Kgci, 2007: 8). Therefore, the explanatory powerhaf t
EU conditionality as a motor of Europeanizatiorséverely limited in Turkish case
(Kirisci, 2007: 19).

While it is true that time is needed for socialrteag and the internalization
of the values embedded in the reforms, it is atscial to understand the factors that
have impact on this limited socialization in Turkéy this regard, Jora (2006: 20)
argues that the actors at the candidate statedshelieve that they will certainly be
accepted to the Union in certain point in futurettsat they work for harder to speed
up the long and difficult process of domestic rafdor democratic consolidation. In
this regard, Olli Rehn has also stated that:

Our conditionality works only if it is credible- oatries have
to be sure that they have a realistic chance afrjgithe EU-
even if it is many years away- if reformist leadarg to
convince their public that it is worth making enauns efforts
to meet the EU’s conditions (as cited in PridhafQ722 463).

However, “the idea that ‘whatever we do they wiltver accept us’ is
strongly rooted by a large part of the Turkish dapan” (Narbone, 2007: 88), and
therefore, conservative and nationalist forces easily reawaken Turkish fears

about Europe by referring to the instances of Edluston and double standards

(Narbone and Tocci, 2007: 237- 238).
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Consequently, when certain member states contipauisicized Turkey’s
political shortcomings, and when EU institutionsikied progress in Turkey’'s
negotiations to political conditions, as the susjam of eight chapters in 2006 due to
Turkey's refusal to open its ports to Southern @gpdemonstrates, these were
harshly criticized in by Turks. The belief that tB& only aim at getting concessions
from Turkey without giving anything in return hausecome prevalent among
Turkish public (Gunay, 2007: 53) Turks argued that EU was politicizing political
conditionality, and undermining its legitimacy aorckdibility due to these blatant
signs of discrimination (Tocci, 2007: 12). Moreavtre belief that only Christian
countries can be included in the Union has becameeasingly prevalent among
Turks (Patton, 2007: 345).

Similarly, when the EU described the accession gg®a@s not only open-
ended but also conditional on the EU’s absorptiapacity, this was not lost on the
many Turks who believe that the EU will always firehsons to exclude Turkey
(Gordon and Tgpinar, 2006: 58). In the end, these were perceagcdfforts to
change the rules of the game after the game haedtand as an imposition of
double standards, irritating the entire societyTurkey (Tiryaki, 2006: 185). As
argued;

Mistrust fuels the tendency- especially in Turk&ypresume
that any argument has little meaning in and oflfitdeut
simply reflects European prejudices and double dstais
against it. This reduces the credibility and transfative
potential of EU conditionality ... and reinforces
misperceptions of Europe within Turkey (Tocci, 209Y.

Majority of Turks also accuse the EU of supportifugrdish separatism due

to the EU requirements for cultural rights and #oéivity of Kurdish separatists in

certain member states (Balcer et al. 2007: 14). Uineillingness of EU member
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states to help Turkey in its fight against the sajist forces, which was a big
network in the Union, has contributed to declinipgblic support in Turkey
(Akcakoca, 2006: 16).

Consequently, nationalism has intensified in Tyrdae to the re- eruption of
fight against the Kurdish guerilla forces in 20@4d this has further weakened the
support for accession, resulting in a slowdownha tmplementation of reforms
(Balcer et al. 2007: 14). The general flux in nelas with the EU and the stalling of
negotiations in 2006 has also contributed to tke of nationalism (Ifantis, 2007:
228). In this respect, the nationalist backlash dedreasing support for the EU
membership in Turkey is highly correlated since #id’'s double standards in
settling the Cyprus issue or in freedom of expaessind protection of minorities are
among the main reasons of rising nationalism. These despite progress in the
political reform process after 1999, nationalisns lt@ntinued to be a substantial
element of Turkish political discourse due to utaiety in the course of Turkey’s
EU accession negotiations (Grigoriadis, 2006: 5).

In the end, ambiguous signals and controversialaceons from the EU
have had a negative impact on the credibility o tBU’s conditionality and
undermined Turkish public opinion’s support for Bwembership (Eylemer, 2007:
561). While prior to 2005 Turkish public were suppee of the Turkish membership
with approval rates of 60 to 70 % (Domani¢, 2006:c@rtain developments has led
to the belief among Turks that the EU was applylogble standards against Turkey,
and consequently, to a considerable drop in sudporTurkey’'s EU membership
(Grigoriadis, 2006: 10). Support for Turkey's EU mrigership dropped from 74.3 %

after the November 2002 elections to 57.3 % in IA@O06 (Salman, 2006).
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Similarly, opinion- polls conducted from 2002 ondsiindicated that 45 % of Turks
were of the belief that Europeans didn’t want th®fisier, 2007: 14).

Generally, it is mentioned that the negotiating cess may increase
Euroscepticism in the candidate country, sincenditeonal government makes series
of concessions to the Union, while the Union is mety understanding of the
national problems (Verney, 2007b: 317). Howevenkigln case entails more than
that since the required concessions are very muffereht and demanding.
Therefore, the EU’s negotiations with Turkey hawebe accompanied by open and
frank debate between politicians and the publicesithere are clear indicators that
the discursive climate strongly affects Turks, wéi@ losing their faith in the
European integration project (Jung, 2007: 74).

Moreover, the Eurosceptics in Turkey are not inegahopposed to the EU
membership, yet they see the process of demodiatizalong the EU lines
threatening in the absence of credible timetalwed firkey’s accession to the Union
(Oguzlu, 2004:104). Hence, in Turkey, “soft- eurosiie@pm’, involving a certain
dislike of the conditions associated with full mesrghip if not the idea of
membership itself” (Ogi 2007: 249) is more widespread across politicaigmand
public. In this context, while the majority of Twlstill consider the EU membership
as a good thing, they do not believe that the EU i them join, since their
patience is getting exhausted because of Europeablda standards (Gordon and
Tagpinar, 2006: 57). Therefore, we can attribute tbelide in the Turkish support
for the EU membership and the increasingly wealgowerall image of the EU in
Turkey to a parallel fall in the trust for the EDdmanic, 2006: 10).

Moreover, due to low level of knowledge on EU rethimatters in Turkey,

people’s choices are dependent on context and nisitee issues they are less
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supportive of the EU required reforms (Catkp 2004: 25). Hence, the issue of
public support is fragile and can easily be mardmd by anti-European camp in
Turkey (Cark@lu, 2004: 41- 42).

Another important issue as regards to the publiniop in Turkey is related
to the lack of internalization and implementatidrttee reforms. It is crucial that the
reform process is internalized in the sense that mbforms needed to meet
Copenhagen criteria should be seen as reforms wdmehintrinsically valuable,
rather than simply accomplished to meet EU criténiaan instrumental manner
(Onis, 2005: 27). Similarly, implementation is crucifair the consolidation of
democracy, and requires deeper process of chang@itital, economic and social
behavior. Hence, although Turkey has made subséategislative reforms, they
have to be consolidated through continuous impleatiem “until it becomes part of
the democratic routine and takes hold deeply witdoial forces” (Yglada, 2007:
12). In the absence of such support and implementathere is always the risk that
the democracy will not be consolidated, or even te®rms will be repealed
(Kubicek, 2005a: 23).

In addition to the above mentioned characterigifcBurkish public, the issue
of civil society in Turkey also deserves attentlmere. As emphasized in the sixth
chapter, civil society is central to any debatedemocracy and democratization, but
Is not strong enough in Turkey. Although Turk’s tpapation in non- governmental
organizations grew by 45%, to 7 million between £2@mhd 2005 (Radikal, 2006),
civil society in Turkey is still much weaker in cparison with Western Europe.
Hence, the democratization reforms in Turkey magate fragile and shallow
democracy without further liberalization of the Kish civil society §imsek, 2004:

70).
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Civil society in Turkey does not have the certaimracteristics to be
supportive of and contributive to democratizatiéor instance, Toros (2007: 405-
407) finds out that the formational dimension ofilcisociety (referring to the
strength and variety of civil society in accordamegh the resources at hand) in
Turkey is weak and determined by the presencestfamg state and weak political
culture. This is also applicable to other dimensiaf the civil society that is
mentioned in his article, such as the legal, valug impact dimensions.

In sum, it is clear that the process of democrediosolidation can proceed
more smoothly in Turkey as long as the EU, by angaan image of credible and
trustworthy actor, helps Turkish public and civibcgety internalize democratic
values and norms. As long as the public believekenegitimacy of the EU, it will
be easier for them to internalize the Europeanegmlimplement the reforms, and
contribute to the process of democratic consolaatin Turkey that has been

ongoing for years.

7.5. An Overall Assesment:

In the post- 2004 period, the EU’s positive impant Turkey’s democratic
consolidation did not only remained limited, busaldecreased significantly when
compared to 1999-2004 period, both in governmeantdl societal domains. Due to
decrease in the credibility of the EU as an actodemocratization, the size of
international rewards decreased while the sizeoafabtic adoption costs increased.

Hence, as argued by the rationalist logic, the glmancost- benefit balance

of the government resulted in decreased commitntencomply with the EU
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requirements. When the cost of siding with the Eohdnds increased for the AKP
government as rising nationalist sentiments ilatstr this has been reflected in the
form of slow down in Turkey's reform process invdkéy the EU accession
prospect. Similarly, from constructivist perspeetidecreased credibility of the EU
negatively affected the legitimacy of the EU, teeanance with the European values
and the formation of European identity. Hence, Wlrkpublic’'s support decreased
and internalization of the EU demanded reformscihvas already difficult process,
entered into a stalemate again.

In the following parts, | will again refer to theUs Progress Reports and
several public opinion studies in Turkey in order mhake more comprehensive
overall assessment of the EU’s impact on Turkeysacratic consolidation of
Turkey in post- 2004 period. In addition to the lge@ of progress reports for
demonstrating the EU’s impact on governmental damawill also refer to Freedom

House’$° annual reports for rating Turkish democracy.

7.5.1. Progress Reports:

In post- 2004 period, yearly EU Progress Reportgicoe to remind Turkey
that there is still much to be done for Turkey snderatic consolidation and that the
reform process must include not only adoption & Tarkish government, but also
implementation by Turkish public. In the reportk this period, there is also

emphasis on the fact that although Turkey has coatl to make progress in several

% Freedom House is a U.S-based international noergovental organization that conducts research
and advocacy on democracy, political freedom anddwurights. Its annual assessment of the degree
of democratic freedoms in each country is widekydum political science research.
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important areas, the pace of the reform has sloveediderably. In the following
parts, | will provide more detailed analysis of theogress reports in order to
understand the impact of the EU on Turkey’'s dentaccansolidation at the level of

government.

7.5.1.1. 2005 Progress Report:

In its 2005 Progress Report, in addition to thdwai#on of Turkey’s progress
in certain areas, the Commission also provides \@rai assessment of to what
extent the priorities of Turkey's Accession Parshgr’ has been met. This
assessment is crucial since it focuses on Turkgy®gress in meeting the
Copenhagen criteria. In relation to the politicalesia, it is stated that although some
progress has been achieved it is not enough aiticpbieforms needs to be further
consolidated and broadened (European Commissi@»a20.37).

The Report mentions that despite various legaliaines, freedom of
expression still raises concern, since the amentimenthe Penal Code provided
only limited progress (European Commission, 200&8). The Report states that
“there have been a number of decisions, in pagrcunl relation to the expression of
opinions on traditionally sensitive subjects, whiwve led to both prosecutions and
convictions” (European Commission, 2005a: 41). égards democracy and the rule
of law, although the Report acknowledges that irtgrdrstructural reforms were put

in place, particularly in the area of the functimgiof the judiciary, there is also

% The Accession Partnership for Turkey was firstmedd by the Council in 2001. In line with
Turkey’s development, a revised Accession Partignshs first adopted in 2003, and then in
2006.The aim of the Accession Partnership is tp tied Turkish authorities in their efforts to meet
the accession criteria. It covers in detail theties for accession preparations, in particular
implementation of thacquis A distinction is made between short-term and mmediterm priorities.
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emphasis on the unevenness of implementation on dtwnd (European
Commission, 2005a: 41).

The Report also mentions that although reformsceomng civil-military
relations continued, “the armed forces still exa@gnificant influence by issuing
public statements on political developments andegawent policies” (European
Commission, 2005a: 41). Thus, for civil- militasglations, the Report highlights the
need for more efforts to ensure full civilian cahtof the military apart from the
formal reforms (European Commission, 2005a: 138).

In sum, accepting that Turkey's political transitjorocess is continuing and
important legislative reforms have entered inteégmparticularly in the judiciary, the
2005 Report emphasized that the pace of the refoamsslowed in 2005. However,

it is much more positive when compared to 2006 Reps will be referred below.

7.5.1.2. 2006 Progress Report:

The 2006 Report is quite negative and emphasizasréfiorm process has
slowed down in 2006 and there are still seriouscdgfin areas such as freedom of
expression, minority rights and civil- military ations. In this regard, Jung (2007:
66) argues that “with regard to the reforms, stignaseems to be the right word.”

The most important criticisms of the Report is diegl at Turkey's
performance in relation to freedom of expressidneedom of religion, minority
rights, the situation in the south- east of thentoy trade union rights and civil
military relations (Akgakoca, 2006: 11). The Repgays that the Penal Code should

be modified to protect freedom of expression. Thepdrt expresses concern for
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prosecutions for the expression of non- violennagis under certain provisions of
the Penal Code, especially Article 301. Thereftine, Report stresses the need to
provide freedom of expression by amending Artiald 3hat criminalizes insulting
Turkishness (European Commission, 2006a: 15). Tévar@ission also warns that
some legal restrictions on freedom of expressiah raedia have been introduced
with part of the antiterrorist law approved in Jua@06 (European Commission,
2006a: 6 and 15).

The report also points out to the continuing pcditiinfluence of the armed
forces. It highlights that in terms of alignmentadfil- military relations with the EU
practices, there has been limited progress (Euro@eammission, 2006a: 7- 8). As
regards to rule of law, the report emphasizesttiee should be more emphasis on
the establishment of the independent judicial systEuropean Commission, 2006a:
10).

In the Press Release of the European Council’ssieciabout the 2006
report, European Council also expresses its rdfegtthe pace of the reform has
slowed down in Turkey in 2006, and warns that Tyrkkould intensify the reform
process and implement it with steady determinafiearopean Council, 2006: 8).
Similarly, in its Communication to the Council atite Parliament in 206§ The
Commission emphasizes the need for “determinedrtefi® broaden the reform
momentum in Turkey during 2007” (European Commissi06b: 11).

In sum, similar to other reports in the post- 2@@fiod, the 2006 report on
Turkey’s progress towards accession has more tasaggards to deficiencies rather

than to improvements in Turkish legal system ire limith EU democratic criteria.

2 For the conclusion on Turkey’ progress and shantogs, see p. 53 of the document.

129



This is in large part due to the decreased cregiluf the EU, and resulting decrease

in the commitment of Turkish government for reform.

7.5.1.3. 2007 Progress Report:

The 2007 Report is also quite negative and onceeneonphasizes that the
reform process has slowed down in Turkey rece@igilar to 2006 Report, 2007
Report voices concern for the continuing problenasnty in the area of judiciary,
freedom of expression and civil- military relations

In relation to rule of law, the 2007 Report highlig that “more needs to be
done in terms of strengthening the independenceirapdrtiality of the judiciary”
(European Commission, 2007a: 10). It also emphsadimag there was no progress on
the development of anti- corruption strategy andady to perform anti corruption
policies in Turkey (European Commission, 2007a: 11)

As regards to highly debated issue of freedom pfession, the 2007 Report
is also negative. It mentions that the number o$qes prosecuted (more than half
under Article 301) almost doubled in 2006 when cared to 2005, and there was a
further increase in 2007 (European Commission, a00I4). So, the Report
highlights again that Article 301, together witthet legal provisions, needs to be
brought in line with the EU standards. Otherwigeisiemphasized that “Turkish
legal system does not fully guarantee freedom @fession in line with European
standards” (European Commission, 2007a: 15). GihrRalso warned recently that
freedom of expression as an important fundamengéalddbm still remains an area in

which “reforms are badly overdue” and said thaticdet301 that foresees up to four
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years in prison for insulting Turkishness shouldrbeised (as cited in Vucheva,
2008).

The 2007 Report also mentioned that the armed $acoatinued to exercise
significant political influence, and the developrteein this area are not enough
(European Commission, 2007a: 9).

Therefore, it is obvious that democratic reformsdentaken in the
emphasized areas of ‘fundamental rights and lé&rtfwith special emphasis on
freedom of expression), ‘rule of law’ and ‘civil-ilitary relations’ have slowed
down in the post- 2004 period. Hence, while thegpess reports before 2004, and
especially 2005, pointed to many important develepis and reforms in these areas,
parallel to the slow down in the reform momentumggoess reports since 2005 has
more to say as to deficiencies, rather than to ldpweents as regards to democracy.
As Tocci argues,

Recent EU criticisms towards Turkey on its slowdoinn
political reform efforts stand as hard evidence thdespite
continuing EU pressure — the Union has been urtabéxert
the same type and degree of positive politicalugfice on
Turkey as it had done in 2001-04 (in TESEV, 2006: 9
In the following part, | will also analyze Freedd#ouse Ratings for Turkish

democracy in order to show how Turkish democracy pragressed throughout the

years and to what extent this progress is attriideten EU’s impact.

7.5.2. Freedom House Reports:

Freedom House ratings for democracy is another iitapb source of

democracy and democratization that is widely usedgoalitical science research

131



worldwide. Since these ratings are mostly basedhenlevel of political reform
undertaken by the governments, | thought it wowddshitable to analyze them to
evaluate the impact of the EU’s approach on Tuke&gmocratic consolidation at
the governmental domain.

In the following table, | will illustrate the devagdment of Turkish democracy
throughout years, depending on the level of palitiights and civil liberties, and
then | will provide certain explanations of the &lem House Country Reports as

regards to the reasons of change or no- change.

Table 3: Freedom House Ratings for Turkish Democra¢®

TURKEY | 1996 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007

Political

Rights 5 4 3 3 3 3 3
Civil Not

Liberties | available] 5 4 4 3 3 3

Status Partly Partly | Partly Partly | Partly | Partly | Partly

Free Free Free Free Free Free Free

As seen clearly, there is continuous improvemeilhénquality of democracy
in Turkey until 2005, both on the bases of politicghts and civil liberties, although
its status is still defined as ‘partly free’. Hetbe important point is not whether or
not Turkey is fully democratic. Rather, the isssi@vhether there is improvement or

not, since democratization is a process, not anreitself.

%3 0n a scale of 1 to 7, 1 being the best valuesttuiel is 2.5 as the minimum for liberal democracy.
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Here, | will provide some of the evaluations of aahFreedom House
Country Reports as regards to the change in Tuekelits underlying reascffs
This analysis is crucial for the argument of thiedis, since the EU accession
process is mentioned as an important factor in dyiskpath towards further reform
and democratic consolidation.

2002: The debate over conditions for accession to the ddbtinued to
dominate Turkey's political scene in 2001. In Oetplthe Turkish parliament passed
a series of 34 amendments to the constitutionudicy freedom of expression and
association, gender equality, and the role of thigamy in the political process.

2003: Turkey's political rights rating improved from 4 & due to a new
openness in Turkish politics following the freelglth November elections that
brought to power the AKP. Its civil liberties raginmproved from 5 to 4 due to
progress on human rights framework and looseningestrictions on Kurdish
culture.

2004: In 2003, the AKP tried to reform some of Turkeyardher laws, in
hopes of being invited to negotiate with the EU foembership. These reforms
included the easing of laws restricting the usthefKurdish language, the curbing of
the power of the military in political affairs. Whithe government has made a great
deal of progress on the legal aspects of thesemsfaactual practices have changed
far more slowly.

2005 Turkey's civil liberties rating improved from 8 8 due to the passage

of another round of major reforms, including a céetg overhaul of the penal code,

4 For more information on Turkey reports, you cavklat the:
http://www.freedomhouse.org/template.cfm?page=228txy=505&year=2003
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greater civilian control of the military, the iration of broadcasts in minority
languages, and a decrease in the severest fortogoke >

2006: Turkey continued to implement many reforms in 2@35part of its
effort to join the EU. However, the pace of refostowed during the year. There is
no change in terms of civil liberties and politicahts when compared to 2005.

2007 EU accession talks were partially halted in Delsem2006. Public
support for Turkish membership continued to falbth the EU and Turkey during
the year. There is no change in terms of civil iles and political rights when
compared to 2006.

In sum, similar to the evaluations of the progressorts, Freedom House
Reports for Turkey also mentions that the progressslowed down in Turkey. As
discussed, this result is attributable to the ckamgthe EU’s approach towards

Turkey.

7.5.3. Surveys and public opinion:

While the opinion polls up until 2005 regularly denstrated over 70 % of
public support for Turkish accession to the EU {ee and Tocci, 2007: 237),
many recent opinion polls have underlined decreasgublic support in Turkey.
Turkish public is becoming cooler and more skeptatzout the EU as a credible
actor ZEI EU-Turkey Monitar 2006: 5), having accepted many painful domestic
reforms as necessary for EU accession, but gattinguarantee of entry in the end.

Therefore, we can attribute the decline in the ®lrlsupport for the EU membership

% These are again reforms done to comply with thecButlitionality.
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and the increasingly weakening overall image ofgbkin Turkey to a parallel fall in
the trust for the EU. This would have negative eguences for Turkey’s ongoing
democratic consolidation, keeping in mind the digance of implementation and
internalization of the reforms undertaken by theegoments.

In the following part, | will provide some key fimys of important public
opinion surveys done in Turkey as regard to theeissf EU membership and image
in order to see how the change in the EU’s approastards Turkey is reflected in
the minds of Turkish people. These surveys areiarirc our establishment of the
linkage between the change in credibility of the &tdl the impact of this change on
public’s overall image of the EU, since these tw® l@ghly sequential.

Similarly, althoughthere is no one to one correlation between tharfgelof
these surveys and the state of democratic consoldan Turkey, it is crucial to
analyze the changes in Turkish people’s opinionsegsrds to the issue of EU
membership and trust in the EU throughout the yesirece internalization and
implementation of the EU demanded democratic resasrhighly related to whether
or not Turkish public believe in the credibility gategitimacy of the EU. In other
words, the fate of democratic consolidation in Bykhat has been triggered by the
EU accession process is depended on Turkish psibdicteptance of the reforms

demanded by a credible and trustworthy actor.

7.5.3.1. Eurobarometers (Standard):

Monitoring public opinion in the EU as regards topits concerning

European citizenship, such as enlargement, isithefthe Standard Eurobarometer
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surveys conducted on behalf of the Commission sir@#82° Although Turkey is
not a member yet, it was also included in theseeysrfor the first time in 2004.

In the following table, | try to demonstrate thiange in Turkish public
opinion as regards to the perceptions and imadelo§ince 2004. Recognizing the
importance of several other aspects mentionedarstivey, | have chosen to focus
on four mentioned aspects due to their significananalyzing the image of the EU
and EU membership in Turkey. Hence, these findirage also crucial in
demonstrating the extent to which Turkish people taternalize the changes

required by the EU in the name of democracy inetkistence of declining trust.

Table 4: Review of Eurobarometer Results

Date/Number | EU EU Positive Trust_in_the
of membership | membership | image of the| EU
Eurobarometer | would be a| would be | EU
‘good thing’ advantage
Fall 04/62°" |[71% | 62% | 75% | 73% | 63% 51%
Spring 05/ 63 59% 68% 61% 41%
Fall 05/64 55% 68% 60% Stated to
remain low.
Spring 06/65 44% 51% 43% 35%
Fall 06/ 66 54% 63% 55% 41%
Spring 07/ 67 52% 62% 53% 38%
Fall 07/ 68 49% 53% Slightly les$25%
than 50%

%6 For more information on Eurobarometer Surveys, gamlook at:
http://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/index_en.h8milarly, you can look at European Commission,
2004 c, d; 2005 d, e; 2006 c, d, e; 2007 b, cpasified in the select bibliography part.

" The first Eurobarometer for Turkey is the Fall 2@the. However, in this survey, there are
references to a survey done earlier in 2004, athdis not published in the form of official
Eurobarometer. Therefore, the first box refersadier 2004 survey, whereas the second box refers t
the official Eurobarometer 62 results.
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As clearly seen in the table, Turkish public opmias regards to whether
membership would be a good thing and an advantageob has developed in
negative direction with one or two exceptions. $anty, positive image and trust in
the EU has shown considerable decline throughoarsyeApproximately, 26%
decline in trust, 13% decline in considerationgr@mbership as good thing, 20%
decline in considerations of membership as adven@gd 15% decline in the
positive image of the EU is observed among Turkisblic in about four years time.

Therefore, we can conclude that parallel to fallhe credibility provided by
the EU in the post- 2004 period, we observe fatrast in the EU and in perceptions
of the EU membership as a good and advantageong #mong Turkish public.
Consequently, we can expect limited socializatiod &creasing problems in the
internalization of the EU demanded democratic refom Turkey in the post- 2004

period.

7.5.3.2. Transatlantic Trends:

Transatlantic Trends is an annual public opiniomvey that examines
American and European attitudes towards the trkamgat relationship, and analyses
broad range of topics including Turkey’s relatiovith the West®

In the table 5, | will review its results as regatd Turkey’s attitudes towards
the EU throughout the years. As argued before, eatmn of the change in the
attitudes of Turkish public towards the Union isical due to two reasons. First,
such examination demonstrates the parallelism leztvlge decline in the credibility

of the EU and the fall in the public’s trust andrméh in the EU. Second, this

8 For more information you can look at http://wwartsatlantictrends.org/trends/
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decrease in public’s positive image of the EU ghly related to whether or not the

process of democratic consolidation in Turkey wiloceed smoothly without

problems in internalization and implementation loé teforms, which are demanded

by the EU.

Table 5: Review of Transatlantic Trends Results

Transatlantic Warmth towards | EU membership| Support for EU
EU in a 100 point| is a good thing leadership in world
trends thermometer affairs
scale support | See
undesirable
2004” 52 degrees 73%
2005 52 degrees 63% 50%
2006 45 degrees 54% 35% 47%
2007 26 degrees 40% 54%

Turkish attitudes towards the EU, measured in tashsarmth towards the

EU in a 100 point thermometer scale, have shown @6étine from 2004 to 2007.

Similarly, those who consider the EU membershigaasd thing has declined from

73 % to 40%. In line with this trend, support fou Beadership in world affairs

declined by 15% in one year, while those seeinguhdesirable increased by 7%.

Therefore, it is clear that Turkish public is laggiits enthusiasm for EU

membership, which would have important consequehaeshe fate of Turkey’'s

democratic consolidation. While the change in thEsEapproach towards Turkey in

the post- 2004 period can be linked to the dechn@urkish people’s identification

2 Turkey was first time included in this study inG20
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with the Union, this trend would hamper the processinternalization and

implementation in Turkey that is crucial for demettc consolidation in any country.

7.5.3.3. A&G Research Company:

The research by A&G Research Company is conducted geographical
regions of Turkey, in 32 cities, 115 provinces, 18lages with 2408 people that are
above the age of 18 by face to face interview nmetho23 — 24 September 2006.

In the table below, | will try to summarize the mdindings of this study,
again, in order to in order to depict a generatuypee of change in Turkish public

opinion about the E&

Table 6: Review of Findings of A&G Research Company

Turkey Turkey The EU will Trust in the

should should bring harsher | EU

certainly certainly not | conditions for

enter to the enter to the Turkey

EU EU during the

accession

2002 56.5% 17.9% _ _
2003 58.7% 9.1% _ _
2004 67.5% 8.7% 51.1% _
2005 57.4% 10.3% 65.4% 17.5%
2006 32.2% 25.6% 76.5% 7.2%

% For more detail and original version of the syrwou can look at
http://www.agarastirma.com.tr/abrapordosyasi.asp

139



While 56.5% of the people thought that Turkey staértainly enter into the
EU in 2002, this rate has fallen to 32.2% by 2@i@ilarly, those believing that the
EU will bring new harsher conditions for Turkey ohg the process of accessions
have increased by 25.4%, while those trusting | BU have fallen by 10.3%
between 2004 and 2006.

Again, these findings signal the decrease not omtiie credibility of the EU,
but also in the Turkish public’s support for the Btktession process that is crucial
for real and persistent change in the quality ohderacy in Turkey. It is clear that
declining trust in the EU, together with increassgspicion that the EU will bring
harsher conditions for Turkey during the procesaafession, signal the possibility
of a lot of problems in terms of Turkish publicigternalization of the EU required

reforms.

7.5.3.4. Pew Global Attitudes Project:

The Pew Global Attitudes Project consists of senéswvorldwide public
opinion surveys encompassing a wide area of subjembging from people's
assessments of their own lives to their views abloatworld and important world
actors® The following table in the next page summarizesfthdings of one of the
surveys included in the project, and it is anotin@portant source of showing the

decline in Turkish support for the EU.

31 For more detailed information on the project, yam look at
http://pewglobal.org/reports/display.php?PagelD=810
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Table 7: Review of “Rising Environmental Concern in47-Nation Survey, Global
unease with major world powers, 47-Nation Pew GloHd&ttitudes

Survey”

Pew Global Attitudes | Favorable view of the EU | Unfavorable view of the
Survey

EU

2004 58% 35%

2007 27% 58%

As seen, the ongoing frustration in Turkey as régao the uncertainty
prevailing in membership negotiations is also ##d by the survey of Pew Global
Attitudes Project. According to findings of thisrgey, there is 31% decrease in the
favorable opinions held by the Turkish public agarels to the EU, while a 17%
increase is observed in the unfavorable opinions.

Similarly, according to another survey carried outhe 5 largest cities in
Turkey after the opening of negotiations, only 55 tought that Turkish
membership would become a reality, while the rade %1% previous year (Bulut, E.
2005; as cited in Visier, 2007: 15). It is impottahat such widely held opinions
among the Turkish public endanger both the prooésegotiations, and the success
of EU’s conditionality by way of decreasing its dility, which in the end could
have serious consequences for ongoing democratisfarmation in Turkey (DUzgit,
2006: 28).

In sum, as the above mentioned studies also demtsspublic support and
trust in the EU has decreased considerably in fuitkeughout the years. More and

more people started to believe that the EU haseleBurkey with double standards,
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and even if Turkey satisfies all necessary conastithe EU will not accept it as full
member. Hence, growing public Euroscepticism is guan overall mistrust of the
EU fuelled by the European reluctance to includekéw (Taraktg, 2008: 254).

With the decline in the trust, positive image aneddility of the EU due to
the EU’s reducing support for Turkey’s memberskdentification with Europe and
being European have also lessened in Turkey (Balcal. 2007: 35). In that sense,
decreasing support for EU membership also meanskewre@entification with
Europe (Balcer et al, 2007:13). As discussed; itleation, legitimacy and
resonance are key variables for successful soataliz form the perspective of social
learning model, and due to decrease in the crégilof the EU, these aspects are
affected negatively in Turkey. Hence, by analyzthg change in Turkish public
opinion towards the EU throughout the years, | htned to demonstrate how
decreasing credibility of the EU is reflected or herceptions of Turkish public
consequently, and what this would mean for theinamtg process of democratic

consolidation in Turkey from a social constructiypsint of view.
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CHAPTER VIII

CONCLUSION

Depending on the historical analysis provided i tiiesis, it is clear that the
EU membership prospective and conditionality has tpeeat deal of influence not
only on Turkish political system, but also on Twftkipublic. However, the degree
and nature of this impact on Turkey's democratinsatidation is closely correlated
with whether the EU approach towards Turkey is iblecbr not.

Due to the recent emphasis of the EU on issuesnideyarkey's control,
such as the absorption capacity of the Union anidmel referenda for the inclusion
of Turkey in to the Union, the credibility of theUEand enlargement project is
hampered in Turkish case (Aydin and Esen, 2007- 1&3). Thus, the thesis
concludes that the process of democratic consaman Turkey may enter into a
stalemate due to impact of the decreasing cregilwfithe EU on the governmental
and societal domains in Turkey in post- 2004 peridowever, | want to stress here
once more that the EU credibility is a necessary rimt a sufficient factor for
explaining democratic consolidation in Turkey. AshBnmelfenning (2008: 918)
argues, although credible application of EU coodiility is crucial for domestic
change, “it has to fall on fertile domestic ground” order to be effective. As

mentioned, democratic consolidation is a lengthgcpss that involves not only
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stabilization of the institutions, but also intdiration of the rules, norms and values
by the public.

Therefore, it would be misleading to argue thatyotile EU’s credible
application of conditionality will lead to full demeratic consolidation in Turkey all
of a sudden. Even if the credible application of Edhditionality is existent, the
process of democratic consolidation in Turkey mayjl be hampered due to
continuing problems of internalization and impletagion. However, it is also
crucial to understand the external factors thatehawpact on this limited
socialization in Turkey.

In this regard, acknowledging the significance loé tdomestic aspect of
process of democratic consolidation, this thesis $tadied the impact of the EU
credibility on Turkey's democratic consolidationdahas found that the EU factor
has also crucial impact on the domestic actorsurkdy, both at the governmental
and societal domains. In other words, whether ardeonocratic reforms and their
implementation proceed smoothly in Turkey is fouadbe closely correlated with
whether or not the EU approach towards Turkey éslibte or not. Therefore, “EU
support will be essential if the point of irrevéuity in domestic reforms is to be
reached” (Verney, 2007a: 219). Moreover, the crétitof the EU is crucial for the
continuation of the EU’s so called normative poweinternational arena.

The project of European integration is presented dsmocratization project,
especially since the time of Greek application. ks emphasis on democracy and
human rights as central conditions for memberstemahstrates the EU’s self-
image and role, and such a role conception redtieeground for self- interested
behavior of its members (Sedelmeier, 2006: 133hddeit is substantial that the EU

upholds the law and the community effects consttha aims and means while
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reducing potential misuses of the community’s banigg power vis-a-vis the target
countries (Schimmelfenning et al. 2006: 26). Int tbantext, the EU’s normative
power is closely related to its credibility in timternational arena.

However, in Turkish case, “the current downwardapis underlining that
domestic calculus and myopic interests are cominthé¢ fore while the visionary
idea of the EU is fading into the background” (ZBU-Turkey Monitor, 2007: 4).
So, the existing “gap between the rhetoric andtm@aof what has been promised
and expected” (Holland, 2002: 139) turns out talegerous for the EU’s projection
as a hormative power.

In addition to its impact on the normative role thie EU, decreasing
credibility of the EU has also significant conseoges as regards to Turkey’'s
progress towards democratic consolidation, as aedlyhroughout the thesis. It is
clear that such rapid improvements in Turkey’'s demaic order, especially during
the period between 1999 and 2004, would not haee pessible without a powerful
EU anchor. While reforms have contributed to sttieeging of democracy and rule
of law, some important characteristics of Turkishates and society have started to
change also and Turkey has experienced a kind ilE@ntsrevolution” (Narbone,
2007: 84).

However, it is also clear that for the EU to beeefive on Turkey's
democratic consolidation, its conditionality shoblel credible and accession should
seem as a realistic option for Turkey. When more miore problems for Turkey’'s
membership arise, and when more and more ambigupeear in the EU’s overall
stance towards Turkey, as is the case in post- pedidd, Turkey’'s prospects has

become vague, and this has weakened the EU’s iropabtie country.
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Indeed, it is quite ironic that although the pakdi decision on the eligibility
of Turkey’s membership was already taken in 199@nynactors in the EU still
concentrated on the adequacy of that decisionrétla@ on how Turkish accession
should be handled. Therefore, the offer of memiyergin the one hand and
continuing doubts concerning Turkey's place in tB& on the other, is the
underlying reason of the cynical trends in EU- Tayrkelations and the fluctuations
in the pace of Turkey’'s domestic transformationr@dae and Tocci, 2007: 238).

Exclusion of Turkey would be a risky tactic, sintt@s puts EU’s own
credibility at stake, and gives chance to Turkeplaone the EU for unfair treatment
and discrimination (Grabbe, 2001: 1021). Moreovartkey’'s exclusion from the
European project would strengthen the argumentthe@ffundamentalists that the
Muslim world must turn inwards and unite againststVe

Therefore, in order to reverse this “vicious cirdkereversed commitment,
weakened conditionality and stalled reforms” (ReB@06: 6), both the EU and
Turkey should be aware of their responsibilitidspidd be willing to finalize this
process of accession. Hence, the point is thatEldeshould not employ double
standards for Turkey and Turkey should remain cdtechito the idea of full
membership as long as the reforms and their impiMatien continue. As Baban
(2006: 13) argues, “the more Turkey- EU relations faamed by the principle of
fairness and objectivity, the more likely Turkeywaccess in achieving democracy
and human rights becomes.”

In order for its conditionality to be credible aeffective, the EU should stop
giving the impression that factors other than Chygen criteria, such as the

absorption capacity, are determinants of TurkeyJsniembership. Similarly, the EU
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leaders should not apply double standards wheonites to dealing with Turkey on
sensitive issues of freedom of expression and ntynoeghts.

Moreover, the EU should be sensitive to the infedyaamics of the process
in Turkey, since domestic ownership of the proce€uropeanization is very
important. Similarly, EU elites have an importaaterto play in formation of more
constructive debate on Turkish membership in Eurbgeemphasizing the benefits
of Turkish accession rather than just focusing wtucal or religious differences as a
barrier to Turkey’s accession. In this way, an ewed relation of trust between
Turkey and the EU may in the long run contribute Tarkey’'s democratic
consolidation (Misrahi, 2004: 37).

Rehn provides a good summary of what the EU shalddin order to
contribute to credibility of the EU’s conditionaliand, consequently, to democratic
consolidation in Turkey. He states that:

By keeping our word and sticking to the accession
perspective, we can create a virtuous circle ofdibte
commitment, rigorous conditionality and reinforcedorms.
That means a more Europe-oriented Turkey. We maist,
every stage, remain both firm and fair — not jushf(Rehn,
2006: 6).

In sum, “Turkey is the litmus test for the EU” (Rativ, 2007: 2) in order to
become an important foreign policy actor on theldvand to use its most important
foreign policy instrument, enlargement conditiotyalimore effectively. Similarly,
the EU accession process is crucial for Turkeyesithe EU conditionality has had
an important transformative potential on Turkistitpal life and has contributed to
consolidation of Turkish democracy, since the 18f@%sinki Decision of the Union

to grant Turkey an official membership status. réfare, it s crucial that decisions

of the EU on Turkey be universal, impartial and far both the continuation of the
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credibility and normative power of the EU, and #uecess of Turkey’'s democratic

consolidation in the long run.
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