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ABSTRACT

This PhD projectscrutinizes whyTurkish mainstream politicsurned against EU
membershipBy taking into account three mainstream parties (AKP, CHP and MHP)

in comparison with the views of the BDP, a ffordish party, his study seeks to

explain the main determinants of the rising scepticism against EU accession engulfing
Turkish politics since 2002. Accordingly, the stuafyplies the term Euroscepticism to
candidate countries and Turkey in particutyr (i) categorizingdomestic political

reactions based on the complex nature of EU conditionality involving both formal
issuespecific and additional countgpecific pressures; (i) focusingn both

domestic and external factors behind domestic resistance to accessiss;panck

(i) comparingthe Turkish case with other candidate countries fogusin the
negotiation procesbBhe studyargues that Euszepticismin Turkey and candidate

countries in general develops asra@sponse to the complex nature of EU
conditionality comprising both issuespecific and countryspecific accession
conditions Eurcscepticismin reaction to issuspecific conditionsinvolves an

opposition to particular reforms deriving from the BUs for mal me mb e
conditionality Eurcscepticism in respmse to countryspecific conditionality
however, i nvol ves br oader pmdra conditianally r e s i
which targetsa particularcandidate To grasp Turkish &oscepticism, two reform

areas under -spgedifie corditianaly (mirsostyrghts and foreign land
ownership) and two cases of courtrypeci f i c pressures (th
conditionality and the rising Turkish su
membership) are studiedOutlining six hypotheses regarding thieets of party

ideology, strategy, and Edriven factors on the development afrBsceptic politics

in Turkey, the study overall reveals that
attitudes while the governmental approach follows strategy. Sihee partial
suspension of negotiations in 2006, both opposition and government reflect similar
scepticism towards the EU irrespective of their ideology and competition strategies.
Instead, they provide a case &trongEuroscepticism by emphasizing thdeof EU-

driven factorsiespeci al | vy, t he rising uncertaint
Operceived?d rel uct anceiintcomplieatng &wkeyeUT ur ki s

relations.
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INTRODUCTION

TurkeyEU r el ations are in a state of Crisi:
vocation spearheaded by the Justice and Development Party (AKP) genermas

been shattered with the partial suspension of the accession negotiations. Several years
after the initiation of the negotiations,
eventual European Union (EU) accession remains dubides psitive athosphere

in Turkey and Europe regarding the prosp
replaced with pessimism. On-2P2 September 2012, an interdisciplinary workshop at

Til burg University entitled O0Tur key and
Relationsp 6 br ought toget her IEW setiomsdo disotissd e mi ¢
the future of Turkeyds EU member ship que
participants was that Turkeyds EU accessi
The remarks of the aderence participants reflected hothe initial bursts of
optimism for Turkeyds EU accession had f:
made a confession that they have almost reached aedeadl wi t h Tur key 6
2013).

Turkey has always attacthgreat importance to become a member of the EU since the

early 1960s. Initiating the formal association with the European Community (EC)

with the signature othe Ankara Association agreement in 1963, Turkey made its

official membership application in 198and was granted official candidate status in

1999. Throughout this long process, Turkish political elites perceived EU membership

as an ideal for Turkey and highlighted their commitment to the realization of Turkish
accession to the EU. Coming to power 2002, the AKP government took
unprecedented steps pioneering the initiation of accession negotiations with the EU on

3 October 2005. The golden era of TurkEy relations however suffered a serious

stalemate shortly after the curtailment of negotidiondue t o t he EUOG s

conditionality.

On 29 July 2005, the Turkish government signed the additional protocol extending the
association agreement to the new EU members, fulfilling the last obligation for
initiating the accession negotiations. Not ofilty recognizing the Republic of
Cyprus (RoC) as representing the entire island, the Turkish government issued a
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unilateral declaration rejecting to extend its commitments to the RoC, an EU member
since May 2004. However, orhamd pEetburiced the c t e d
Turkish government to open its airspace and harbours to all EU membership including

t he RoC. Af ter Tur keyos firm denial, t h
negotiations by freezing eight negotiation chapt@Esiropean Commissih 2012: 5)

The suspension of the negotiations constitutes a watershed in Jritkeglations as

the reform process has considerably slowed down and the EU membership quest has
lost its popularity in Turkey.

This study investigateshe underlying factordehind the loss of momentum in

Turkish politics towards EU membershifccordingly, the main research question of

t he st Whlyyhave tlse mdin Turkish political actorsbecome sceptad of

Tur key 6 s HithedastdezaPsdi so ni t s o ICgpluy conditiomalitfE U 6 s

that explains the rising Turkish scepticism towards the EU or are there other factors at
play? Accordingly, the changing EU stances of three mainstream political parties; the
AKP, t he Republican Peopl edi Movdment Party ( CHP)
(MHP) will be scrutinized comparatively in order to better understand the main
determinants of the current rise in reluctance towards EU accession engulfing Turkish

politics since 2002.

The AKP was founded in 2001 as a cesmtght paty despite its organic ties to the
pro-Islamic Welfare Party (RP) in the sense that many founding members of the AKP
including the partyleher Recep Tayyip ErdojanTheame fr
1980 militaryc o u p lklad &bolishied all political parties and the military regime
promoted-l ¥ITamk Bg ht hesi s 6thdleft-rigbtrcldse and too e | i
nurture unity within theTurkish public. In this turbulent context, the military junta
encouraged and supported political Il sl am
leftwi ng pol iticso (Ahmad 1993: 214) . Hence
to flourish in Turkeywhich enabled the RP to be established under the leadership of
Necmettin Erbakan. Forming a coalition government in the early 1990s, the RP was
however closed down following the 28 February military memorandum in 1997 on

the grounds that its p#islamic ativities constituted a serious threat to the Secular

1 The frozen chapters are namely; Free Movement of Goods, Right of Establishment and Freedom to
Provide Services, Financial Services, Agriculture and Rural Development, Fisheries, Transport Policy,
CustomdUnion, and External Relations.
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identity of the Republic of Turkey. The successors of Erbakan were divided into two
political camps, namel vy otraditionali st
represented by the Felicity Party (S#gat followed the RP tradition, while the
reformistcadreésa bl i shed t hl€- AK®r (Z2apdeyans) .

Erdoj an, the former mayor of |l stanbul Me
with 50 former RP officialsDefending social conservatism and economic liberalism,

the AKP refused to be identified as@n tbgyt®w a sed | s laadmimedtgpbar t y o
acatchallparty Key man and ¥ nQatkerir) 3404%:of th2 Potl)votes in

the 2002 elections, the AKP acquired 64% of the seats in the Parliament and formed a
single party government. The economic crisisTurkey and liberal rhetoric of the

AKP became the deciding factors behind its popularity in almost all segments of
Turkish society who hoped that the AKP government would bring more economic and
political stability and expand liberties (ibid.). Besides t h e AKPOs suc
Omobilization strategyé forming a 6égrand
centreright, centrel e f t and conservative pol itici
effectivenessodo recruiting 3 mnitskelecoral par t )
success (Saat-iojlu and EI Basani 2013:
victory was interpreted in Turkish acade
functioning democracy after the 1980o up @OK®s alt 200 3: 306; ¥ 2
546).

Once in power, the AKP concentrated on th
The AKP government adopted numerous | aws

criteriaand obbi ed for Turkeyds accession among

EUmember states in a proactive manner . Pr
amateur soccer match with EU statesmen it
scepticb6éb | eaders such as the Austrian <cha

He also waoked in close cooperation with Luis Zapatero, the Spanish Prime Minister
for the O6AlIliance of Civilizations®é proj
and the Islamic Worl d. The AKP&s cosmopo
proved successf for the AKP to convince the EU to start accession negotiations with
Turkey (K-enekK-eard HE®BRMNEy an t h-enthusidsi 0 s EU
faltered after the parti al suspension of
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comply with uskaeditidality.sWhinihg fhree elections in a row,

however the AKP government has hardly returned to its formeEprstance.

The main opposition party, the CHP is the founding party of the Turkish Republic.
Established by Ataturk himself in 1923, tG&IP stands as the oldest political party in

Turkey. Formed as an establishment party of traditionalism, authority, and
nationalism, the CHPOGs economic Left rhet
the early 1970s ai mi ng ottbenefibftom fthe nvelfaret h o s e
system of the society, did not exploit others, could not obtain undue privileges, and
could not defend their -Ayatan2002:11@3e Despitdits and
emphasis on the Left, K e tha then CH® has failedhto k(2 C
reflectthetrue image of a Europeastyle Social Democratic party due to its historical

rol e i n the Turkish pol itical system an
establishment of the Turkish Republic was adopvn processni which the Republic

was Omaded by Ataturk and his aides (ibid
this statecentric modernization and its tajpwn attempt to create an economically

advanced and culturally secular nationd (

Having won two edctions in 1973 and 1977, the CHP faced a similar fate with other
political parties which were all closed down after the 1880 u p luy h@® milgtatry

regime. The posi980 coup period led to the criticisms of statist and s&@ularist
policiesthatc onst i t uted the key principles of t
264). Closed for eleven years, the party waspened by Deniz Baykal in 1992 who

used a similar Left rhetoric to the previous CHP leadership. However, the CHP has

not won any elections i nce t hen. The CHPO6s inabilit
demands of the masses, its failure to treé
unending leadership struggles coupled with factions within the party following its re
opening have led to biglectoral failures; in 1999 obtaining only eight percent of the

tot al votes the CHP even failed to enter
Although the CHP successfully rose be the main opposition in the Turkish
parliament after obtaining 19.38 pent of the total votes in the 2002 elections,
Baykal was gener al |l y h e-pedformmaece ip electonsdor e f or

so long and accused of having detached the party from the masses and polarized the

13



public treating themas b ei ng edularhoe & reliisus fundamentalist;, a
republican or a separatist; a Kemalist o
(i k and Grigoriadis 2010: 267; Ciddi 200

The CHP under Baykal 6s | «Hddagyssdeithp190s oc | a i
(whentheAnkara Association agreement had bee
EU bids as part of the modernization projéicat would consolidate the Turkish
Republic. Baykal (2003) considered Tur ke:
and devoted much energy to the realizatiora glistoms union with the EU in the

early 1990s during his short term as the Minister of igaré\ffairs (Ayata and
Gaomekyata 2007: 223). After the -BUGAN2e el ect
has remained at the rhetorical level since it adopted a highly critical stance towards

the EU and opposed many aspects of theldtlreform process in Turkey (such as
foreignerand minority rights) with the preoccupation to protect the integrity of the

Tur ki sh Republic. Since May 2010, t he |
repl aced Baykal ai med t o hi ghlight t he
abandoni ng B sstckhatdrié and toning dowmita triticisms against the

EU. However, Kél e-darojlu conducted a 6N
September 2010 which put to vote the adoption of Constitutional amendments that
were supported by the EU, showing thatias too early to conclude that the CHP had
becomeaprce U party (¥nik 2012).

The junior opposition party, the MHP was formed in 1969 to spread Turkish
nationalism and o6ward of f the communi st
Representing the faright in Turkey, the MHP initially demonstrated poor
performance in the general el ections of
Besides, it was increasingly perceived as supporting undemocratic and ultra
nationalistic groups who contributed to theigron of countrywide violence based

on aleft-right conflict, which claimed around 5000 lives and led to the 1980 military
coup dA®&lkan 1998: 120; Heper and Knce 20
after thecoup the party was reopened with thenme of the Party of Nationalist Work
(Me-AMi I I i yet - ¢al ékma Partisi) in 1985,;

the 1987 elections. Forming an el ector al

14



enter parliament in the 1991 elections. Theyamas renamed as the MHP once again
in 1993 but failed to enter the parliament in the 1995 elections. The electoral

mi sfortune of the MHP changed after the d

1997. The new MHP | e ad e routrenwnbl elemerBsdrom el i 3
the party, stay away from political patr o
i mage as a |l egitimate political actor ( H

17% of total votes in the 1999 elections and became a pastnthe coalition
government in which Bah-el/ became a dep
factor behind the electoral success of the MHP was its focus on the fight against PKK
terrorism during its election ceamgcai gn (
crisis in Turkey had a remarkable impact in the coalition parties. Held responsible for

the eruption of the crisis, Turkish voters punished the MHP as well as other governing
parties by leaving them outside the parliament in the 2002 elections @kesnd

¥nik 2007) . The MHP returned to the Turk
junior opposition party represented in the Turkish Parliament since then. Although
detached from its extremist attitudes of the 1970s, the MHP is still regarded as a far

right ultranat i onal i sti c party whi ch remai ns
membership considering many aspects of thelétlJreform process detrimental to

Turkeyods national sovereignty (Avcé 2011b

Overall, the study will focus on the ElWlries of these three mainstream political
parties represented in the Turkish Parliament in the last decade and seek to find out
the main determinants of their sceptical stances towards the EU. Basglaswill
analyze the EU policy of a singissueparty, the Peace and Democrd&arty (BDP)
as a control case in order to demonstrate the varying effects of political ideology on
party stances towards the EU. Established in 2008 right after its predecessor the
Democratic Society Party (DTP) was closexvd by the Constitutional Court on the
grounds that its pr&urdish stance incited separatist violenttee BDP entered its
first elections in the 2009 local elections. It won 97 municipalities primarily in the
Southeastern Anatolia overwhelmingly popuddt by Kurds. The BDP enjoyed a
bigger victory in the 2011 general elections. The BDP managed to gain 36 seats in the
Turkish Parliament. In addition to its Leftist and amperialist rhetoric, the BDP is
known for its Kurdish nationalism and close affynivith the PKK listed as a terrorist

15



organization by Turkey, the USA and the EU. It stands as a ssgyle party since its
primary political objective is to promote rights and liberties for people of Kurdish
origin in Turkey. Comparison of its EU pojiavith other parties is important since its
policies remarkably diverge from mainstream politics in key policy areas such as
minority rights and the Cyprus problem. If such a different party as the BDP shows
similar reactions to EU conditionality, this Wwihelp draw important conclusions

regarding the determinants of party contestations in Turkey against EU membership.

In order to grasp the interplay between different factors that explain the dynamics of
Turkish political opposition to EU membershipgetstudy will benefit from théerm
Euroscepticism, which is defined as o6the
well as incorporating outright and unqualified opposition to the process of European

i ntegrationd ( Taggar toscepticBn® B :genedally6used toHo we v
explain party attitudes in member states. Due to its particular focus on the negotiation
process of a candidate country, this stadys to apply Euroscepticism to candidate
countries by(i) categorimng domestic politicateactions based on the complex nature

of EU conditionality involving both formaissuespecific and additionalcountry

specific pressures; (ii) focusg on both domestic and external/Eldven factors

behind domestic resistancettee accession process; duiii) comparingTurkeywith

other candidate countri@gth a speciafocus on the negotiation proce3$e scope of
Euroscepticismin candidate countries is narrower thidne traditional definition of
Euroscepticism essentialljpecause it analyzes party e sponses t o t he
membership conditionality durintpe EU accession process, wherdlas latteraims

to explain political contestations against European integration in a broader sense.

Overall, the study will evaluate the attitudes of selected palliparties in Turkey

towards the EUG6s conditional pressures i

rights, foreign l and ownership and the

comparison with the political reactions to similar EU pressures in otte&ssion

countries. The main objective of the study is to find out: (i) whether political parties

give different responses tesuespecificand countryspecific EU pressures; (ii) to

what extent domestic factors such as ideology and strategy explain tidomes

responses to the EU6s condit i-divemfactonsr e s s u't
16



(such as the EUG6s selectivity in its <co
towards the accession of Turkey) play a major role in party contestations against t
EU; and finally, (iv) whether the critical EU stance of Turkish political parties is

exceptionabr similar to their counterparts in other accession countries.

Accordingly, the study proposes six hypotheses regarding the effects of ideology,
strategy ad EUdriven factors on the development ofirBscepticism in candidate
countries in general and Turkey in particular. The first three hypotheses investigate
the validity of ideological alignments in determiningrBsceptic politics. The study
examines thédeological standpoints of parties by not only looking at their Leftist or
Rightist economic views but also relying on their Libertarian or Authoritarian stance
over social, political and cultural issues, such as individual freedoms and
environmental awaress (Hooghe et al 2002). Accordingly, the study will discuss to
what extent Leftist/Rightist and Libertarian/Authoritarian views of political parties
affect their stance ottne EU accession process. The study will then test the credibility
of political ideology in inducing Eroscepticism when Eidriven factor$ are at play.

The last three hypotheses will inquaboutthe explanatory power of stategic party
competition regarding the development afré&cepticism. The study will examine
whet her easitiop mthdadgniestic goldical system affects its stance over EU
accesion. Therefore, it will focus on mainstream parties as well as marginal/fringe
parties comparing their propensity to raise criticsragainstthe EU accession
process. Moreover, gou@ng parties as well as opposition parties will be investigated
to find out whether Hroscepticism is an opposition phenomenon or whether
governing parties reflectufosceptic reactions as well. Finally, the explanatory power
of strategic party competitio will be tested when Eldriven factors materialize.

Accordingly, the hypotheses are summarized as follows:

H1l. The Left-Right ideological distinction does not have a significant role in

explaining Eiroscepticism.

2 EU-driven factors are summarizedfa® | | ows: the EUOs conditionality |
credible membership perspective; the EU is perceived to be reluctant towards accession.
17



H2: TAN (Traditional/AuthoritariafNationalist) parties in accession countries are

more likely to adopt Hroscepticism than GAL (Green/Alternative/Liberal) parties.

H3: Both TAN and GAL parties in accession countries are likely to embrace

Euraoscepticism as a reaction to Eldiven factors.

H4: Electoral popularity does not explairuiéscepticism because both mainstream
and fringe parties refle@urascepticsm.

H5: Opposition parties in accession countries are more likely to adopsdeptic

policies than governing parties.

H6: Governirg parties in accession countries are likely to embracesEepticism as

a response to Eldriven factors.

This study argues that the explanatory power of domestic factors namely, party
ideol ogy and strategic party cittomaptyeis i ti on
perceived as selective and discriminatory in the domestic arena, and/or the EU is
perceived by domestic political actors as reluctant towards the accession of a
candidate country (Turkey in this study). Therefore, if domestic political aaters

convinced that the EU discriminates against their country or seems reluctant to allow
their countryds accession, al | dohoé st i c |
the EUbds membership conditionalitgofand r
their ideological alignments and their positions in the political system. The study also
assumes that this critical stance is not specific to the Turkish case, since political
parties in other countries unite in resisting similar types of EU pressiltesughout

the thesis, the validity of these arguments will be tested relying on the discussion of
domestic responses to EU pressures in three cases, namely: minority rights, foreign

| and ownership and the EUOGs Cygegulandcondi t
owner shi p i igspespecifitphree seslurses si nce they are
standard membership criteria applicable to all candidates, whereas Cyprus
conditionality is an additional condition that is specific to a particular country
Turkey. Other candidates have also faced additiomahtry-specificpressures of the

EU, which mainly derive from a bilateral conflict between a candidate and an EU
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member state. While both minority rights and foreign land ownership represent cases

of issuespecificpressures, they differ in terms of the domestic perceptions about their
application. The conditionality of foreign land ownership is conventionally treated as

a fundament al part of economic integrat.i
method al |l owing supranational i nstitutions
states (rather than the intergovernmental method that is dominant in the domains of
foreign policy and justice and home aff
minority rightsconditionality hasoften been described as inconsistent, selective and
uneven (Ram 2003). By taking this difference into consideration, the study
investigates whether the perception that
in determining domestiattitudes towards the EU negotiations. Moreover, the

di scussion of the EUO6s additional condi ti
case allows refining the prevailing accounts that focus on solely domestic factors and

neglect the interplay betwa domestic and El¢vel factors.

Findly, the study will also devote a separate chapter to the discussion of an increasing
Turkish perception that the EU remains r
scrutinize whether ( aeidv eidfd sroe !l uhcova)n cteh e s
Turkish political attitudes towards EU accession. This is an important question to
address, because if the EU discourses of Turkish political actors are primarily based

on the EUG6s o6érel uct an c,¢hén theio BlJapolidies cahbbe k ey 6
considered as exceptional or sui generis, implying that Turkish party attitudes are not
comparable to other cases in Europe,the EU stances of political actors in other
accession countries (in particular, the Central Bastern European countries whose
accession was framed as O6return to Europ
EU6s perceived reluctance towards Turkey
attitudes towards EU conditionality, then the findings bea Turkish case can be

applied to other cases as well. Accordingly, the outline of the thesis is as follows:

The first chapter of the study reviews the relevant literature on EU stampesital

parties across Europe and that of Turkish mainstigamies in particular. The notion

of Euroscepticism has particularly inspired scholarly discussions on party

contestations towards European integration and led to the development of different
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models of Euroscepticism (Taggart and Szczerbiak 2004). Howtreegpplication

of the term Euroscepticism to accession countries can be problematic because
political actors in candidate countries primarily focus their criticismgheaccession

process rather than European integration and its trajectory. Studiegntipéoy

models of Euroscepticism in investigating party politics in candidate countries tend to
confound dopposition to Europed with oOo0pp
together as exampl es of Eurosceptici sm.
membership does not give sufficient information about its deeper stance on European
integration (defined in a broader sense) (Szczerbiak and Taggart 2008b). Therefore, it

is useful tore-evaluate the term Euroscepticism orderto betterexplain political

party stances in accession countries that focus on EU membpeeshge The main

objective of this studis to contributeto therefinementof the term Euroscepticissb

thatit canbetterexplain party positions iEU candidate countries in general, and t

Turkey in particular.

In addition, this chapter provides a review of the literature on Turkish political parties

and stresses the fact that existing analyseb@murkish political stance towards EU
membership are either focused on domestic factoch as party competition and
ideol ogy or the Cyprus conflict as an ext
Some studies also claim that a historical distrust of Europe, tteasb | ed S v r e
Syndrome, has been influential in structuring the EU stamdeTurkish political
actors (Yelmaz 2009, Nefes 2013) . Finall
the rising scepticism in Europe against Turkish membership, associating the rise of
Turkish reluctance to EU memi®é§muzhiup 2Wilt2h
This study wil/ di scuss the interaction
critical stance towards EU accession can be better explained by taking into account

both domestic and Edriven factors together.

Chapter Ildiscusses in nre detail Euroscepticism in candidate countpeging a

special emphasis on the changing political party attitudes in accession countries

towards EU membershigdccordingly, the study aims to emphasize the contextual

character of Turkish political partyt ances towards Tur keyo6s

through a special focus on the compl ex
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membership conditionality is complex in the sense that the EU not only imposes
formal issuespecific accession conditions applicalbdeall candidate countries, but

also puts forward additional conditions for certain candidates (generally due to a
bilateral conflict between an EU member and the candidate in question) and is often
criticized for applying some of its political conditioitglin a selective (if not,
discriminatory) manner. Accordingly, the studyrgues that Euszepticism in
candidate countri es debothissoeppecific and coumtsyp o n s e
specific conditionality, reflecting the complex nature and diffetial impact of the

EU6s accessi on cr i-spedfic anditiohality defivieg frolmthee o f |
EU6s for mal membership criteria that ar
opposition is generally limited to particular reforms and tendefieat ideological

differences amongst political parties in the domestic arena. Domestic political actors

resist certain Etled reforms either due to high costs of compliance or the perceived
threats against national sovereignty. However, cotspgcificconditionality triggers

a more intensive political resistance that transcends ideological differences, as
domestic political actors oppose the EUC¢
targets their own country. The chapter will give a detailed accofiandidate

country Eurgcepticismi n  r e s p 0 n s assueésuecific and colnthgpscific

conditionsrelying on examples fromurkey and other accession countries.

Chapter Il explains the research design and provides justifications for the
methodobgical choices based om singlecase study and elite interviewing.
Accordingly, it explains why the Turkish case has been selected as a test case for the
analysis of political party constestations against EU accession. The chapter also offers
justifications on the selection of particular Turkish political actors (the AKP, the
CHP, the MHP and the BDP) and reform areas (minority rights, foreign land
ownership and the EU6s Cyprus conditional
EU conditionality. Fimlly, the chapter discusses why elite interviewing has been used
as a primary data collection technigue and explains the details of interviews the author
conducted with 45 members of the Turkish Parliament between November 2012 and
April 2013.

The empircal chapters (IV, V, VI and VII) provide a detailed analysis of Turkish
responses to the EUO6s accession criteria
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under the EUG6s for mal conditionality (min
two casesofamtryvs peci fi ¢ pressures (the EU6s Cyp
Turkish suspicion that t he E UChapterni\d t acc
studies domestic responses in Turkey to t
Chapter V discusse@flings on the reform of foreign land ownership. Both chapters
demonstrate that in the case of isspecific conditionality, ideological factors such

as nationalistic concerns to protect the integrity of state against foreigners constitute

the basis othe Eurosceptic politics of Turkish political parties. The chapters find that

Turkish attitudes are highly similar to those of political parties in other accession

countries.

Chapter VI di scusses Turkish responses t
chaper argues that all political actors, despite ideological differences, are united in
their criticisms of the EUOS member ship |
of the RoC. This points to a more intensiwe&r@&cepticism developed as a reaction to

the EUOGs extra conditionality arising ou
country and an EU member state. It is crucial to note thataagdhcal stance is not

peculiar to the Turkish case, as political actors in other candidate countfeasu
Macedonia and Croatia show similar reactions to similar extra cespégific

pressures coming from the EU. On the other h@hapter VII deals with a particular
claim peculiar to Turkey about the EUOGS
and nvestigates to what extent the general perception of the EU as discriminatory
against Turkey resonates with the risingr@ceptic stances of Turkish political

actors.

The concluding chapter provides a tentative analysis of the findings derivedhizom
studied cases with the main argument that Turkish reluctance for EU membership is
multi-causal and does not only depend on domestic factors such as ideology or
strategy but also involves a reactionary dimension. In other words, not only domestic
but ako EUdriven factors explain the rise oluEbscepticism in Turkey at different
stages: domestic factors such as ideology and party competition had considerable
explanatory power over Utosceptic responses of the Turkish political elites when
there werecler i ncentives towar ds -2006)r Hoeeyey,s E U
after the partial suspension of the negotiations (2006 to present)ritdn factors
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including the rising uncertainty of me mb
Turkish accession, havcome more crucial in explaining the rise ofd&scepticism

in Turkish politics.
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CHAPTER |

LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter discusses the prevailing scholarly accounts of party contestations against
European integration. Accordinglyt, will focus on the term Euroscepticism which is
predominantly employed to explain contending political attitudes towards European
integration and EU accession in particular. Scrutinizing how Euroscepticism is
defined and categorized in the mainstreanditae, the chapter will also examine the
scholarly discussions regarding the determinants of {maed Euroscepticism.
Finally, the chapter will critically evaluate how scholars explain the contending EU
stances of political parties in accession coestand Turkey in particular.

1.1. Political Party Contestations towards European Integration: Definition and
Classification

The mainstream literature abounds with analyses of contending party positions
towards European integration which are overwhelnyirgtplained with the term
OEuroscepticismé generally defined as OtfF
as well as incorporating outright and unqualified opposition to the process of
European i ntegrationo ( Tagagaradrks offéer€d9 8 : 3
various typologies of Euroscepticism to explain party contestations towards Europe.

The most popular discussion has been introduced by Taggart and Szczerbiak (2004)

who argue that Euroscepticism involves two different forms of opposition to

Ewr opean integration: 0 HHBardEdoseepiidsnmpesf t 6 E u
an 6outrightodéd and o6unqualifiedb rejection
political ter ms. 6Hard Euroscepticso6 rej

neverdesire to be a part of such a Union. Alternativ8lgft Euroscepticisrauggests
a o6contingent and qualified opposition to

Euroscepticéo parties are generally in f.
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particdar EU policies, or exert opposition with the motivation to preserve national

interest on a specific domain (Taggart and Szczerbiak 2004: 4).

The HardSoft typology has been widely used in the party politics literature as a
blueprint for categorising paical parties in Europe. For instance, the PDS/Left Party
in Germany i s deemed as 0Sof't Euroscept.i
Monetary Union (EMU) and its effects on the German economy (Lees 2008: 21).
Moreover, the National Alliance in Italynd the Francophone Christian Democrats in
Belgium could be considered as Soft Eurosceptic since their criticisms exclusively
focus on certain policy areas such as EMU rather than European integration as a
whole (Quaglia 2008; Deschouwer and Van Assche8R0®esides, not only
peripheral parties but also mainstream parties are depicted as Soft Eurosceptic; take
the British Conservative Party which is not opposed to European integration outright
but object to certain EU policies such as the adopticmsnfigle currency across the

EU (Gifford 2006). On the other hand, Hard Eurosceptic parties mainly tend to be on
the extreme edges dhe political spectrum. Extreme Right parties such as the
Northern League in Italy, the Vlaams Belang in Belgium, the Froriohit(FN) in

France, and the United Kingdom Independence Party (UKIP) and the British National
Party (BNP) in the UK are generally considered as Hard Eurosceptics (Quaglia, 2008;
Deschouwer and Van Assche, 2008; Grunberg, 2008; Gifford, 2006).

Moreover, herwood and Sartin (2013:6) categorize Eurosceptic parties into four

in order to locate them in the context of the H8alft typology. Accordingly, singte

issue parties such as UKIP, radical righig parties including the FN in France and

the Austran Fr eedom Party -(ikghH#riies suéhraslitherDamish ¢ a |
Socialist Peoplebds Party and the Swedi sh
while mainstream parties such as the British Conservative party and the French UMP

are seen as Sdturosceptic (ibid.).

However, despite its popularity, the He®dft typology has been criticized mainly

due to the alinclusive nature of Soft Euroscepticism which causes the confusion that

any political party which at some point criticizes the EU migitconsidered as Soft
Eurosceptic (Ri i shR3j 2007; Szczerbiak ar
(2003: 16) offers a detailed account of Soft Euroscepticism in order to prevent
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confusion over its scope. He exgnéa@aians So
number of European policies, a negative evaluation of the European institutional
setting whose reform is proposed, or a negative evaluation of the impact of Europe on
the domestic system that can be sé)ill CQ
states that unlike Hard Euroscepticism, Soft Euroscepticism neither questions the

|l egiti macy of the entire European i nteg
withdrawal from the EU. Instead, Soft Eurosceptics offer solatiorthe problems of

inter ati on t-acbuygébbrodpdibc dIn@nproposals of re

Szczerbiak and Taggart (2008b: 250) refine the term by focusing on both the quantity

and the quality of opposition to EU policies in order to determine who is (Soft)
Eurosceptic ath who i sndt . Accordingly, they rej
parties which only oppose one or two EU policy areas as Eurosceptic (ibid.). They
suggest di fferentiating between &écored a
respect, parties whicoppose core EU policies such as EMU qualify as Eurosceptic,

while those who oppose only peripheral EU policies sucth@€ommon Fisheries

Policy (CFP) do not (ibid.). Similarly, they also distinguish between opposition to the
6deepeni ngon ianmoibBuropeam intégratiot.eAccordingly, Eurosceptics

are those who oppose the deepening of the EU, while opposition to the widening of
the EU (1. e. opposition to further EU e
Euroscepticism (Szczerbiak and Taggd08b: 251).

With the aimof refining the HardSoft Euroscepticism typology, Conti (2003: 17)
introduces neutral and pfU elements to the analysis of party positions towards
Europe. Accordingl vy, he suggesetmsefdraNo com
neutral stance towards European integration. He also offer&preategories which

ar e OFunctional Europeani smb and 6l dent
Europeanism indicates a strategic support for European integration based on domestic
interests, Identity Europeanism involves a principled support aiming for an
advancement towards Federal Europe and European citizenship (ibid.). However,
Conti (2003: 19) admits the measurement problems associated with this classification.
Actually, it is dfficult to decide whether a party is Soft Eurosceptic or Functional
Europeanist based on its attitudes towards European integrdiien.dfference

bet ween o6qualified oppositiond defined as
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implying Functional Etopeanism is unclear. Both Functional Europeanism and Soft
Euroscepticism condition their support for European integration on the preservation of
domestic interests. In a recent contributioracthored with Memoli, Conti, contrary

to his early work, haserf used to | ock Euroscepticism
categorical or typological natured (Conti
to differentiate between Euroscepticism and Eariticism which is more or less

similar to the HareSoft typology (ibid.).

Kopeckl and Mudde (2002) suggest an alte
between Eurosceptics and Eumgects by advancing four new categories:
OEurophil esd vs. OEurophobesd (depending
integrati eom)t,imasdpPd@ELsSmi BtEV6 (depending
towards the current and future directions of the EU as a polity). In this context,
Euroscepticism refers to a -pceosrsbiimiasti soin, o\
OEurejoct s6 are simultaneouplegshbmi Bt OEUEOQOpP Db
are not against the cooperation of European states for greater peace and prosperity in
Europe; but they are pessimistic about the current and/or future direction towards
whichEurog an i ntegration is heading (Kopeckl

Kopeckl and Mudde al so propos+<Utirades. ot her
Accordingly, parties which are both Europhile and-&wimists are considered as
Euroenthusiasts; whereas parties that e Eur ophobe but opt i mi
future (EUopt i mi st s) are deemed as Europr agma
303) . The model advanced by Kopeckl and
Eurosceptics are Europhiles since they favour the idea aipEan integration in
principle; and thus excludes O6Hard Euros
integratriegre/cad Bwr of rom the definition of
popular as the Hard/Soft typology, their model has attracted muckracadttention
(Szczerbiak and Taggart 2008a).

Szczerbiak and Taggart (2008b: 243) however extend certain criticisms to this
alternative typology. They argue that t
(2002), although having merits, does not fit in thestérn European political context

(ibid.). Accordingly, the alternative categorization they offer confines the term
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Euroscepticism o6to a subset of what WO u
attitudesd (i bid.). By intrmnocdyeicng ,t Kepte
Mudde (2002) altered the meaning and the scope of Euroscepticism which led to a
confusion in the categorization of certain political parties such as UKIP as
Eurosceptic (Szczerbiak and Taggart 2008b: 244). Moreover, the category of
OEuropragmati smé paradoxically suggests t
opposition to European integration could support the deepening of the European
integration project (ibid.). According to Szczerbiak and Taggart (2008b: 244), it is

verydiff i cult to find a party in 060l dd EU men

Szczerbiak and Taggart (2008b: 244) al so
too inclusive generating O0Ostrange bedf el
boxd.nsRarn cie, Kopeckl and Mudde (2002) p I
Hungarian Fidesz party in the same box as the Polish Civic Platform and Hungarian
Alliance of Free Demaocrats, although those parties have different views about the
development of Europeam nt egr ati on (i bid.)iMuddEher ef c
classification fails to acknowledge the
integration project as embodied in the EU can be both principled and contingent so
can support f o r Szazertbak gnd Baiggart (2008b:(246&) criticize
KopeckT and Mudde (2002) for attempting
Euroscepticism just focusing on candidate
a partyodos stance 0 mtheough theEU inEptncigleooe aithe i nt e ¢
EU6s current trajectory because most of |

not even considered t hemo.

Another scholarly attempt to categorize passed Euroscepticism is advanced by

Flood and Soborski (2Q). They criticize the prevailing literature for isolating
Oopposition to integration from support
think that &édmost groups described as Eur
complex mixtures which inclled support for some aspects
order to remedy the gap in the literature, they offer a new typology comprising six
categories based not only on the degree
integration in generalorsomeesg i f i ed aspect(s) of 1td (FI
Pro-EU parties include (iIMaximalistsd e si ri ng i ntegration to b
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fast as o0 Retosnstewihd emdorse(fit her i ntegration pro
deficiencies of what hasrale ady been achi eve d@adualists r e me
who accept O6some advance of integration,
Eurosceptics include (iviinimalistswho accept the status quo and aim to prevent

further integration; (v)Revisonistswh o wi sh t o o&éreturn to an
bef ore a treaty rRejeciiopistsohn @ject Eunopbanfintegradion! v (v
outright (Flood and Soborski 2011: 6).

Szczerbiak and Taggart (2008b: 246) bring two main criticisms toyfhagogy. First,
since these categories are not mutually e
|l ocated in more than one of themd (ibid

6compl exgramidndgdet ypol ogy (si mil @i02)t o t ha

necessitates 6a | ot of data in order to
the degree of precision that is required
information is often not av atheir policiesson beca

the key issues on European integration in such detail that we can properly categorize
themd (ibid.).

Finally, Ri i1 -508)Rgffers (aB@ @&xhdustive 3idd &xplaining different
categories of Euroscepticism. He introduces nine typdsuooscepticism including

() IdentitybasedEur oscepti ci sm O6involving a contr e
and Eur opean Cleadagabased Ewyascepticism ifofusing on main

di vi si ons i n a icowonty, wotkygapitaluaidonisaesc Wwlt aarwins mo
Policy-based Euroscepticism ideift yi ng O0r esi stance against
single i ssueso such as t he Common Agr i
Institutionally based Euroscepticism arising out of low level of trust in EU
ingtitutions, (v) National interesbasedEur oscepti ci sm due t o
bet ween common European g 0 BXpeyiencebasdd nat i «
Euroscepticism stemming from unfair and asymmetric accession negotiation process,

(vii) Party-basedEurcs cept i ci sm whi ¢ h -ddaws manrer fromd &6 i n
political parties and c hAdanticlsaseddcaptcismp o | i t i
pointing t o 0a contr adi Amaricamsm amd prdi | e mm;
Europeani smoé, Pecticeba®d Buradcdpticism( due fo differences
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between the EU and candidate countries in the interpretation of the Copenhagen

criteria.

However, this typology is far from offering a robust and parsimonious approach to the

study of Euroscepticism due to a couplerok as ons. First, t he ty
(2007) does not pay much attention to differences between stances towards European
integration and EU membership; some categories he offers focus on European
integration while some others including the praebesedand the experiendeased
Euroscepticism limit their focus to EU accession. Furthermore, it discusses the EU
stances of member states and accession countries together as if they operate in the
same political context. Therefore, it disregards the asymraktetationship between
accession states and the EU, which i mpli
affect the EU decisions and rules that are imposed on them as membership criteria
(B°rzel and Risse 2012: 195¢c)i.s ndHoRMeivsehr3j s(o
offers are only applicable to candidate countries as they exclusively foctlse on
accession process. Moreover, the pradbased and the experierbased types of
Euroscepticism do not seem to be different from each other as theyndatate

scepticism towardghe accession process. Finally, to reiterate the argument of

Szczerbiak and Taggart ( 200 8 b-grained 4t ) , o0t
typology, the more difficult it is to op
isue is also applicable to the typology o

too many concepts and arguments under the term Euroscepticism.

Overall, despite numerous scholarly attempts to classify Euroscepticism, the most
widely used classifideon is the HardSoft categorization; because, despite some
limitations, it offers a parsimonious typology which facilitates the operationalization
and the mapping of Eurosceptic political parties across Europe. However, there is one
important issue with he HardSoft typology. It primarily focuses on European
integration which leads the authors to attach priority to EU member states rather than
accession countries. This is mainly because, political parties in candidate countries do
not tend to elaborate oBuropean integration but rather concentrate on their own
accession process (Szczerbiak and Taggart 2008b: 246). Thenefdresomes
problematic to associateandidate countries with Euroscepticism, bec&mzzerbiak
and Taggart (2008b: 243rgue that attitudes towards EU membership do not
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necessarily explain a partyds O0deeper po
sense. In this sense, there emerges a necessity to formulate a framework to better
explain partybasedEuroscepticism in accessiommantries. As discussed in Chapter I,

the studyappliesthe termEuroscepticisnmo candidate countries bgistinguishing

between opposition to Europe (i.e. objection to European integration as a whole), and

opposition to the ELlccéssianeonditionality). st ance t o

1.2. Determinants of Party Stances towards European Integration

The academic literature is particularly interested in the underlying causes of political

party attitudes towards European integration. The main question is abaut a t
determines a political partyos support f
the prevailing literature, the causes are primarily divided into those that privilege
either party ideology or strategic party competition (Szczerbiak and Tadifiéb:2

254). If ideology determines party politics, then parties are expected to act in
accordance with their predetermined approach even though this proves detrimental to
party interests. Alternatively, if strategy influences party behaviours, then paeies
expected to act according to their interests which rely upon, for instance, voter
preferences, the political agenda of party leaders and political competition with other
parties. The bulk of the prevailing studies dealing with party stances towards
European integration emphasize the importance of party ideology. Alternatively, a
developing literature puts forward party strategy as another important factor in the
explanation of attitudinal variation towards European integration. Finally, there are
studes that reject the O6either/ orb6 approac
reduces explanatory factors to the categories of ideology and strategy. They thus
Obring backdéd domestic cultural peculiari-t

parly stances towards European integration.

1.2.1. Ideology

There are voluminous scholarly works which attach priority to ideological alignments

in order to explain the EU stances of political parties. Accordirigé/.eft/Right and
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Libertarian/Authoritariandivide as well as social and political cleavages have been
introduced as the root causes of party contestations against European integration. For
instance, Aspinwall (2002: 82) claims titae location of parties in the LeRight

spectrum explains theipreferences on European integration. He categorizes
ideological alignments of parties as centre, left and right, and claims that both left and

right parties are likely to reflect sceptical attitudes towards European integration for
different reasons. Le#it parties are reserved about (
potenti al erosion of state welfare insti!H
of national power and the threat to nati
bring (Aspinwall 2002: 87). On the other hand, centre parties tend to take a
6pragmatic view of i nt e g rfa enswing,ecoromie i ng i
prosperity and peaced6 (Aspinwall 2002: 8
centrist ideologies (either cee-right or centrdeft parties) are more likely to favour

European integration while the ones with raamtrist ideologies (either extreme right

or extreme left parties) tend to be against European integration (Aspinwall 2002:

105).

In a more recent anais, Aspinwall (2007) argues that ideology not only determines

the EU stances of political parties but governments as well. Accordingly, leftist
governments are more supportive of European integration than rightist governments
(ibid.). For instance, in # Council of Ministers, leftist governments tend to choose
6coperationdé, while rightist governments
(Aspinwall 2007: 112). Challenging the mainstream International Relations literature
which highlighest Smaandnadi stnti buti on of
government preference, Aspinwall (2007: 112) considers ideology as an important
explanatory factor, because d6égovernments

their ideological predispositien t o gover nment policy choi c

Similar to Aspinwall (2002), Conti and Memoli (2012: 104) find that Eurosceptcism

is mostly associated with extreme right and extreme left parties, while centre parties
are generally supportive of European integration. Teeplain that unconditional
opposition to European integration (Hard Euroscepticism) is largely attributed to
extreme right parties since extreme left tends to express less radical and more
reformist criticisms against the European project (Conti and Me2figR: 105).
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Previous studies that accepted the importandbdefeft/Right ideological divide to

explain political contestations against European integration did not necessarily rely

upon the difference between extreme and centre ideologies. For instixncand

Lord (1997) introduced the independence/integration dimension to better explain the
effects of the oOnati onal sovereigntyo ar
towards the EU project. In other words, the Left/Right division is notcseiffi to

explain party stances towards European integration because, both left and right parties

are internally divided between party members who emphasize national sovereignty

and independence and those who have a more transnational outlook. In thi§ donte

is possible to depict t he EuFrda preeanns i paolail t
including O-ladependence edgnensionj arising from the different
identities and interests of national and territorial groups; and aRigfit dimension,

arising from the different interests of (transnational) secionomic groups (i.e.
classes)6 (Hix 1999: 92) . The independen
political ©parties are positioned on O6a co
1999: 73). Accordingly, there are four possible types of party attitudes towards
European integration, namely; Left/more integration, Left/less integration, Right/more

integration, and Right/less integration (Hix and Lord 1997).

Alternatively, Marks and &enbergen (2002: 883) explain that the mainstream study

of International Relations considers European integration free from ideological
contestations. Realist scholars argue that national leaders formulate their EU policies
according to national interestgjberal intergovernmentalists claim that economic
pressures determine domestic attitudes towards European integration, and
Neofunctionalists believe in the cdstnefit assessments of elite actors (not only
leaders, party officials but also bureaucrats)determine their approach towards
European integration oO0in a dynamic cont
l earningd (ibid.). Therefor e, despite t he
to European integration, they have a common argumé&érdi:ont est ati on [
European integration] is independent of the Left/Right concerns that frame domestic
politicsd (Marks and Steenbergen 2002: :
(2002: 889) claim that EU positions of political actors are cohereintigtared on the

basis of Left/Right ideological alignments since the Left/Right dimension primarily
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determines O0the opinions, stances, and b
political parti eso. Referring hteo 6VMa rbkes t att
aut horitariand di mensi on into the anal y:
Accordingly, libertarian parties are more likely to be -gftd, while authoritarian

parties rather tend to be Eurosceptic (ibid.).

Building upon theindependeng/integration dyad advanced bix and Lord (1997)

and thelibertarianauthoritarian dichotomy discussed by Marks et al (2082)ew

ideological category has been introduced by Marks et al. (2006: 157); namely, the

GAL (green/alternative/libertarian)- TAN (traditionalism/authority/nationalism)
distinction that is informed by party preferences on-eoconomic issues such as
environmental protection, traditional values rooted in segelagious divide and/or
immigration and preservation of national comityn(ibid.). A political party
categorized as TAN party is likely to defend nationalism, conservatism and traditional
cultural values; oppose immigrants and minority rights, and remain indifferent to
environment al degradationicppafieonoader it
claim that 60t he government should be a f
(Hooghe et al 2002: 967). Alternatively, a political party can be qualified as a GAL

party, if it supports equal chances for everybody regadbdsreligion, ethnicity,

gender and race; supports abortion, deessisted suicide, sarsex marriages;
favoursincreased democratic participation and freedom of speech; gives priority to
environmental concerns and urges expansion of rights for imnggasud minorities

(ibid.). Marks et al. (2006) argue th&®AL parties tend to be pfaU while TAN

parties show more Eurosceptic reflexes in both Western and Eastern European
countries. It is actually not surprising for GAL parties to support European
integation, because the main principles of the European integration project (in
particular, the oO6four freedomsd promoting
and services) emphasize the notion of human rights and social, cultural, economic and
political exchange at the expense of national boundaries, much in line with the liberal
outlook of GAL parties. Likewise, TAN parties are expected to reflect Euroscepticism

as they tend to oppose supranational decisiaking which undermines national

sovereignty.
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Similarly, Hooghe and Marks (2008: 15) explain that the Left/Right contestation can
structure party competition on European integration; yet they admit that economic
Left/Right approaches are not sufficient to determine the EU stances of political
partie s . For instance, it is not possible
party attitudes towards Europe by only relying aheft/Right distinction (Hooghe

and Marks 2008: 17). Therefore, they suggest employing the GAL/TAN distinction in
orderto identify the effects of neeconomic determinants of party positions towards
European integration (ibid.). For instance, TAN parties (such as the FN that represents
the extreme right in France) oppose European integration which allegedly weakens
natioral sovereignty and damages national identity (ibid.). Conservative parties only
reflect a moderate TAN stance since although they defend national sovereignty and
identity, their economic neliberalism supports pooling national sovereignty to
achieve moreeconomic integration (ibid.). Therefore, conservative parties, including
the British Conservatives, the French Gaullist party and the German Christian
Democrats often face a dilemma between nationalist and neoliberal elements sending

mixed signals regarditheir EU stances (ibid.).

For their part, Left/ GAL parties find
policies incompatible with Leftist economic policies (Hooghe and Marks 2008: 17).

Nevertheless, Left/GAL parties such as Green Parties mostly ssndéuropean

integration due to its suppgudtural Eufopean t he
societydo not withstanding i ts d rcéllede r e nt

t

t

C

i

6democratic deficitdo it suffers from (ib

their support for European integration although their Leftist economic approach
contests the economic liberalism of the European integration project. However, this
often leads to internal divisions within Left/ GAL parties as in the example of the 2005
Frent and Dutch Referenda on the European Constitution which led to the creation
of ONOG6 camps within Social Democr at
stances towards European integration in the CEECs are more clearly polarized

O0because GA eft/Right hbosinonsdreinforce, rather than crosscut, each

P i

otherdé (Hooghe and Mar ks 2008: 1t8e) . For

unreformed Communist parties, tend to be TAN, and TAN parties, including agrarian
and populist parties, tend to be Léibid.). Therefore, in the CEECs, Left/TAN
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parties tend to be Eurosceptics while Right/GAL parties are likely to bdlgro
(ibid.).

Flood and Soborski (2011: 22) believe that the GBAN model is valuable in the

anal ysis of party eihardgedgédolgsyg fuzzy amat aapahdei of I S

covering much | arger numbers of <cases in
criticize it for overlooking significant factors that may explain ideological variation

within and between parties, and thus can haviengortant bearing on their behaviour

(i bid.). For i nstance, the significant [
politics make both rightist and leftist parties adopt TAN ideology disproving Marks et

al (2006) who cl| ai nerntEtrgpe TAB valuesCarplatevath an d
left-wing positions in favour of state economic control, and GAL values with

economic | iberalismdé (ibid.).

To further elaborate on party ideology, some scholars emphasize the importance of
long standing cleavages withsocieties which shape political ideologies and structure
party positions. For instance, Marks and Wilson (2000: 433) rely on social and
political cleavages to explain the determinants of party attitudes towards European
integration. They investigate tohat extent the response of political parties to
European i ntegration i s 6filtered by hi
cl eavages that structure political compet
Benefitting from the cleavage theory lopset and Rokkan (1967), they explain that
the era from the Protestant Reformation to the Industrial Revolution in which modern
European party systems were shaped throu
state building, reedl iigntoon tahned ccrleaastsido n roefs
durable identities, soci al i nstitutions
According to Marks and Wilson (2000: 434), these long standing ideological stances
deter mi ne how t odeesdt® newassues suchads Eypopeart i e s
i ntegration. They dondét consider politic:
positions ar e pour ed I n response to ele
organi zations with 01 thatigwde theradspoyse to newt e d
i ssuesod6 (ibid.). In this |ine of thinkin
strategic party competition which primarily govern the EU policies of political parties.
Marks and Wilson (2000: 439) give examplge of party positions towards the EU
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stimulated by (class, religious and cgreriphery) cleavages. European integration

has both an economic and political character which creates tension for political parties
competing on the class (or Left/Right) cleavdlyarks and Wilson 2000: 437). For
instance, social democratic parties are challenged by the fact that economic
integration threatens their regulatory economic approach for their own country, while
political integration offers a prospect for establishingharitative regulation at the
European level (ibid.). For right wing parties, it is the same logic in reverse. European
integration is economically advantageous since it promotes free market economy but
politically it 1 s untdoeate a sagrdnaiondl gogeanmene i t
for the EU as a whole that can regulate markets while negating regime competition
among i ndi vidual stateso6 (Marks and Wil
integration is both desirable and irritating at the same ton¢hese political parties

having contending ideological stances.

Moreover, religious cleavages can structure party positions towards Europe as well.

For instance, a Catholic party can support European integration because it is
6consi st ent atwnaltabpiratiomseof thkeuGathaicnChurch and the-anti

nati onal bias of Catholic parties?o, wher
churches is likely to lead Protestant parties to be rather sceptical of European
supranationalism (ibid.). Finallthecentré periphery cleavage is useful, in particular,

to explain the EU policies of peripheral minority parties. Peripheral parties oppose
centralization of authority; therefore, they are more likely to support European
integration which facilitates @entralization (ibid.). On the other hand, nationalist

parties are more likely to oppose European integration as it diffuses central authority

and undermines state sovereignty (Marks and Wilson 2000: 439).

Similarly, Marks et al (2002: 585) stresstheanpt ance of ¢l eavages
to ideological commitments or #Aprismso t*h
European integrationd in Western Europe.
conformity wi abtitrhged r p sdlthetfoge shé idealggeal d a
location of a party in a party family stands as a crucial determinant of its position
towards European integration (Marks et al 2002: 585). Accordingly, liberals,
conservatives, Christian democrats, social democrats, greegegiodalist parties are

listed as Europhile parties; while agrarian, extreme right and communist/extreme left
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parties are generally considered as Eurosceptic (Marks et al 2002: 590). Similar to
Aspinwal (2002), they point out that parties on the opposiges of ideological
spectrum tend to oppose European integration while centre parties tend to be more
supportive of the EU project (Marks et al 2002).

1.2.2. Strategy

On the other hand, it is claimed that party stances towards European integmation ar
rather strategic choices of parties due to stiff domestic competition with other parties

and changing voter preferences. For instance, Sitter (2001), relying on the cases of
Nordic countries, attributessgreater role to party competition in the analydiparty

based Euroscepticism. He <c¢l aims that Eur
Being in government or opposition, according to Sitter (2081gkes a significant

di fference in the EU polici ealparfieswhen it i ca
in opposition experience difficulties in pursuing &Y policies, especially if party
electorate is divided over the issue of European integration creating opposing factions
within the party (Sitter 2001: 25). According to this argument,pagy is relegated

from government to opposition, it tends to pursue Eurosceptic policies. On the other
hand, Sitter (2001: 27) al so argues that
avoid Eurescepticism to the extent that they aspire to or dgtyadrticipate in
governing coalitionso. Theref orbeau,i | ds nNigdt
change the dynamics of Euroscepticism and Sugportiveness in party politics
(ibid.). Overall, Sitter (200ibglecdhérent doe s
stance on the EU as a polityod, bec-ause n
making due to governmenpposition positioning contributes to the development of
Eurosceptic party politics. Similarly, Gaffney (1996: 19) downgradesntiperitance

of party ideology arguing that 6t he EU
hostility from any ideological perspect.i
political parties turn out to be more supportive of the EU project; for instance the
French Communist Party toned down its critical stance towards the European
Community after securing a place in the coalition government of 1981 (ibid.).
Likewise, Taggart and Szczerbiak (2013:=28), although highlighting the fact that
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not only opposition arties but also governments pursue Eurpsceolicies, explain
how some Eurosceptic parties, such as AKEL in Cyprus, the Centre Party in Estonia
and the Green Party in Sweden, moderated their Euroscepticism and decreased the

salience of the European ugswhen they were in government.

Kopeckl and Mudde (2002) argue that bott
political party attitudes towards European integration. They suggest distinguishing

those who support 0t he i doepaesa nu nidnetrelgyriantgi ¢
criticize Othe current and/or future dir

the ideas behind EU integration and the current state of the EU (including EU

institutions and policies).panmtybei suppon
the ideas underlying the process of Eur oy
a party wild@ support the current EU polii
320) . They argue that the | i &eflEurdpeand of

integration can be inferred by looking at which party family it belongs to. Beyme
(1985) identifies nine party families including liberal/radical, socialist/social
democrat, conservative, communist, Christian democratic, agrarian, regiumal/et
extreme right, and ecologist. Accordingly, parties that are affiliated with social
democratic, conservative, Christian democrat, regional/ethnic and liberal traditions
tend to generally endorse European integration whereas extreme right and extreme
left/communist parties tend to reject the idea of European integration outright
(KopecklT and Mudde 2002: 320). However,
understand their attitudinal variation towards the EU institutions and policies by
simply looking & political partiesd ideological
consider the factor of strategy. For instance, in support of Gaffney (1996) and Sitter
(2001) , Kopeckl and Mudde (2002: 321) ¢
government influences partgtances towards the EU. Accordingly, those in
opposition tend to be more sceptical of EU policies and institutional rules than

governing parties.

Hooghe and Marks (2008: 19) stress the fact that party leaders may extend strategic
support for European fegration if it carries an important potential to provide

el ectoral popularity (ibid.). However, t |
chase votes by strategic positioning is constrained by reputational considerations and
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the ideological commite n t of party activistsodo (ibid
Marks (2008: 19), political parties have letegm ideological commitments which

6constrain strategic positioningod; there
party, becausley Ordeidsuucneist ya npoatr toynbs el ect or

frequent cause of party deat h©o.

Szczerbiak and Taggart (2008hb) approach
different angle. They stand against the arguments presenting the effects ofyideolog

and strategy in dichotomous terms (as Oe
the significance of both ideology and strategy as the key determinants of party
Euroscepticism (Szczerbiak and Taggart 2008b: 239). Accordingly, party preferences

on the BJ project are determined by two underlying factors:@p)ar t yos i deol ¢
profile and values, and (2) the perceived interests of party supporters (Szczerbiak and
Taggart 2008b: 256). Which factor plays a greater role in party preferences depends

on whehertheparty under scrutiny o6is -hpsed mar i |
goalseeking or a more pragmatic offisee e ki ng par t ysdeking paoty d . ) .
will base its actions on its ideology wherehsoffice-s e e ki ng party wi |l |
crudereconomic co$tbenefit analysis of how European integration is likely to benefit

its supportersod (ibid.). I't i s not an eas
i ntegration] from whatever ideol ogs$cal f
act in accordance with their ideological traditions (Szczerbiak and Taggart 2008b:

257). Overall, contrary to the expectation of Hooghe and Marks (2008), there is no
6straightforward | inear relationship betw

on Europed (Szczerbiak and Taggart 2008b:

1.2.3. Other factors

Ideology and strategy are not the sole determinant factors influencing party
behaviours towards European integration. National specificities are also depicted as
important triggers of Bwscepticism. For instance, Gaffney (1996: 5) highlights the
onati onal characterdo of political parti es
attitudes towards European integration. He argues that numerous parties which are

considered within theasne party family, such as the German SPD and the Spanish
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Socialists, turn out to be very much di

specificitiesd (Gaffney 1996: 4).

Similarly, Flood and Soborski (2011: 3) find that positive and negative pgeneewf

EU integration in general, and of specific EU policies in particular, cannot be directly
explained by 6the broad ideological or i
or i ts characteristic | ocati on Buatish t he
Conservative Party, the French UMP, the Polish PO and the PiS are all considered as
centre right parties but they demonstrate varying degrees of support for and
opposition to European integration (ibid.). Flood and Soborski (2011: 4) believe that
domestic specificities such as factions within parties, varying degrees of nationalism
and the role of religion in domestic politics are influential for parties to prioritize their
policy choices regarding the ¢&ormdtande,i v e
although the UMP in France was largely a-ftd party, the emergence of a

nationalist faction against the adoption of the Treaty of European Union (TEU) in

f

er
|

C(

1992 constituted a significant chall eng

integration(Flood and Soborski 2011: 9). Moreover, the strong attachment of the PiS
in Poland to traditional Catholicism jeopardizes its support for European integration
due to the secular character of EU politics (Flood and Soborski 2011: 24).

Finally, Conti and Meoli (2012) argue that party attitudes to European integration
are different in new and old member states. They claim that parties in new member
states (including mainstream parties) rather remain cautious to further advancement in

the EU projectand gromor e r el uctant than parties

n

supranational mode of decisioma k i ng 0 , as they are Omore

defence of national identityd (Conti and

Overall, the extant literature focuses on ideology atrdtegic choices as well as
national character and religion as the underlying factors which determine whether a
political party supports or opposes European integration. However, these factors are
all domestic in nature and fail to offer a definitive kxgation to the changing party
positions towards the EU especially in accession countries. This study claims that not
only domestic factors such as ideology and party competition but also external factors

(caused by the EU) determine party stances in datelcountries towards the EU and
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their EU accession in particular, because, as elaborated in Chapter Il, opposition to the

EU often materializes as a reaction to t
perceived as selective and discriminatory in asioescountries. For instance, the

EUOsSs selectivity in the application of i1
parties in different candidate countries to revise their support for EU accésaion

2001; Jovic 2006; Koinova, 2011

1.3. Euroscepticism in Accession Countries

As elaborated in Chapter II, concerning parased Euroscepticism, Szczerbiak and
Taggart (2008a: 242) attach prioritg to 6
European integration prdj datttasudmbodioaa
actual or planned extensions of EU compet
opposition to their countryoés member shi g
between opposition to European integration and oppositiokUWomembership,
because it I s not possible to trace a pal
from its attitudes towards EU membership (Szczerbiak and Taggart 2008b: 243).
Therefore, it is difficult to apply Euroscepticsm to candidate countrexsause

domestic political actors are not much interested in broader discussions on European
integration; they rather focus dime membership process (Szczerbiak 2008). The most

popular exception is the Civic Democratic Party (ODS) in the Czech Republsewho

|l eader Vaclav Klaus denounced the EU as
interventionist as a result of its origins in the pear West European social and

Christian democracyo6 (Hanley 2008: 255).

Szczerbiak and Taggart (2008a: 4) emphasizeothmte 6 must be wary of
tough negotiating positions of parties when in government and engaged in the
negotiations for EU membership with AEur
literature is replete with analyses which fail to differentibétween opposition to
European integration and opposition to EU membership, andthesélardSoft

typology for candidate countries. For instance, scrutinizing Polish political parties
during the accession process, Markowski and Tucker (2010) treat amgatstance

against Polish membership process as an example of Euroscepticism. Ladrech (2009:
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11) depicts critical party responses to EU accession conditionality in Croatia,
Montenegro, and Serbia as Soft Eurosceptic AgapionJosephides (2011: 169)
disausses the EU policies of Cypriot political parties in the context of a transition

from Hard Euroscepticism to Soft Euroscepticism, implying a shift from opposing EU
entry to odaccepting EU membership but [r
(2008) applies the Har®oft typology to Hungarian political parties based on their
critical stance towards their countryos
considers the Justice and Life Party (MIEP) as Hard Eurosceptic since the MIEP
rejects EU membelngp outright; on the other hand, the Hungarian Fidesz party is Soft

Eurosceptic due to its criticisms against the negotiation process (ibid.).

Moreover, Rohrschneider and Whitefield (2006: 143) explain the increasing number
of party contestations againgU membership in accession countries as the
accumulation of Euroscepticism triggered by both nationalism and domestic cost
benefit calculation. This argument supports Lindstrom (2002) who claims that
Euroscepticism in Croatia is essentially triggered btionalist sentiments while
political contestations against EU membership in Slovenia are mainly of pragmatic

nature.

Finally, Hughes et al (2002) discuss party contestations in the CEECs and tend to use
opposition to European integration and oppositiado EU membership
interchangeably. They define Soft Euroscepticism mes&ion countries as a critical
position against 6t he i mpact o f EU memb
interests and policy areas, (b) the purchase of land by foreigners, oati@)ah
interests and | oss of sovereigntyé, Owith
al 2002: 334). They nevertheless revise their approach to Euroscepticism in a recent
article admitting the fact that critical stance in accession countries fadaihs
membership negotiations is prone to be confused with Euroscepticism (Hughes et all
2008: 190).

The application of Hard and Soft Euroscepticism to candidate countries is observed in

scholarly works on t he-Aydta 2003; Spiengc2@03;e as
G¢el mez, 2008, GG d Immeez ,anad00Buhafdar akt ak, 2
2008; Avceée 2011b; Celep 2011; Verney 201
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party in Turkey, the CHP has often been depicted as a Soft Eurosceptic party due to

its had-line position against Edled reforms despite its traditional pEdlJ) orientation

(Spiering 2007G¢lmez 2008;G¢lmez & Buhari-G¢lmez 2008; Celep 2011; Verney
2011; Yél maz 2011) . The MHPOGSs EU stance
controversial due tag far right nationalismG¢n eAyata (2003: 212) and Spiering

(2007: 176) consider the MHP as a Hard Eurosceptic party since party officials had
called for the withdrawal of Turkeyds EU
for Turkey to seek new alances outside Europe. Avceée |
(2011: 195) explain that the MHP often navigates between Hard and Soft
Euroscepticism due to strategic considerations: it becomes Soft Eurosceptic when in
government and Hard Eurosceptic when in oppasit@n the other hand, the AKP
government and the pidurdish BDP have been considered as the only truéepro

parties in the Turkish parliament (Yél maz

The HardSoft typology has become so popular in Turkish academia that it has even

been used t@xplain the EU stances of public opinion and trade unions in Turkey
(G¢emmgrata 2003, Yél deé r-Ayaa (2003: 206) depi€ithe8 ) . G¢
Turkish public as Soft Eurosceptic due to its tendency to oppostedkforms

despite its traditionally high e v e | of support for member sl
consider Turkish trade unions as Soft Eurosceptic relying on their official statements
finding particular EU reforms (such as reforms of minority rights) detrimental to

national sovereignty.

Overall, the relevant literature tends to apply the typology of +{%aid
Euroscepticism to accession countries despite the fact that party contestations against

EU membership do not necessarily qualify as Euroscepticism. Some scholars seek to
escape this talency by emphasizing the difference between opposition to European
integration and opposition to EU accession. For instaRakkova (2004) highlights

the distinct context athe accession process which makes pédged Euroscepticism

in candidate counies completely different from Eurosceptic attitudes in EU member

states. She states that political parties in accession countries take a critical stance
against their own EU accession process rather than European integration as a whole
(Rulikova 2004: 34) As the accession process dicta
most , i f not all, external out puts to it:s
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tend to react to such tagown reforms (ibid.). Accordingly, most political parties
officially supppr t me mber shi p but d&éschi zophrenical
which would allegedly O0damaged the countr
(2004)does not elaborate on how pabigsed Euroscepticism in candidate countries
develops as a reactida the complexitiesleriving fromt he appl i cati on o
membership conditionalityStojic (2011: 4) admits the fact that it is difficult to

identify Serbian political parties as Euroscegltees no Serbian party shares any views

on European integnato n ; Il nstead, they all concentr
process (ibid.). However, Stojioes not offer dramework toapply Euroscepticism

to candidate countriesThe main objective of this studys to fill the gap in the

literature bydeveloping a imework based oBuroscepticisnthat better explains the

case ofaccession countries and Turkey in particular.

1.4. Party attitudes towards European integration in Turkey

Opposition to EU accession had penetrated into the rhetoric of political foozded

on the fringes othe Turkish political system sinadhel 96 0s ( Yél maz 2009a
l eftist groups perceived Turkeybés EU mem
i mperial i smod, |l sl ami st groups oppomred it
clubdé, and finally radical r i gihegralgtheups r
Turkish Republic (ibid.). For their part, mainstream political parties rather praised EU
membership as the fulfil ment of Ateat ur k6
economic and democratic developments Turk
2008; Celep 2011).

Initiating the formal association with the European Community (EC) through the
signature ofthe Ankara association agreement in 1963, Turkey sought tonbe@

part of the EC ever since. Although the 198® u p j@dp&@dizadt its European

vocation for a brief period, Turkey made its official membership application in 1987

and was granted the official candidate status in 198 ( k and Grigori a
264) The AKPOs rise to power in 2002 remar
prospects. Shortly after its electoral victory, the AKP government devoted much

energy to comply with the Copenhagen criteria through a series of economic and
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political refoms which triggered the golden age of Turgly relations resulting in

t he initiation of accession negotiati on
Europeanism divided the scholarly literature. On the one hand, some scholars
expl ained the ARKsHibemal agebda pimihgitocdgmoaevatize Turkey

more than ever. The AKP wadepi ct ed as a 6conservat.i
successfully mobilized the masses to achieve democratization through EU
membership (¥nik 2007). | t ngev af Kantzah se@ce pr ai s
to Turkey that had | ong been struggling
Accordingly,-EUhpolAIKPibss pcadarried a great |

Turkeyd which is conservative er2008. mor e de

On the other hand, numer o uBUstamcbwak purely ar g u
strategic. As a prtslamic political actor, the AKP approached EU accession process

as asurvival strategy through whickt aimed to gain political leverage agsin

Kemalist veto players including the Army, the Judiciary and the CHP that had closed
down the Welfare Party ( RRar2008tYdvez 2@09;,e d e c e ¢
¥nik 2010; Saat-i1o0o]Jlu 2010; Baudner 2012,
2013). The AKP government supported EU membership as long as the accession
criteria aligned with its political preferences and survival strate@ieis r i K C i 200 ¢
Kubicek 2011; Baudner 201B°r ze|l TRO® 1RAKP6s commit ment t
is often amrhbittircarzyedama féounctional 6 (i f no
mar k over whether the party i s ever devo
and rul es, or p ol iAghgan 20&lo 441 Aftardhe suspenSion(ofRa h i ¢
negotiationsin20®, t he AKP resorted to 6l oose Eur
EU will be no longer atthe centert aged of the AKPO6Enifioreig
and Yélmaz 20009: 20). According to Avceée (
Opassive activismd involving a minimum s
AKP, since abandoning the EU quest mi g ht
and even tye credit to the accusations of its secular rivals that the AKP had a hidden
agenda to Islamize Turkey. On the other hand, others claim that the AKP no longer
needs to hide its prlslamic political agenda and it no longer requires aHldo

outlook in itspolicy making, since it has already consolidated its authority and power
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at home neutralising its secular rivals including the Turkish army and the Judiciary
(Baudner 20183; Kubicek 2013; Saat-iojlu a

The EU policy of the CHP, the main opposition party is rather contradictory. The

party has long been supporting EU membership with the justification that EU
accession will help the realizatiof o Ke ma | At aturkds ideals
Westernized Turkey. However, its seloclaimed historical legacy to preserve

At aturkds Republic f orledeeformtphoeessthdtfhaveé o r e s
sought to empower domestic rivals of the Kemalisa@dghment, including the

Kurdish minority and politicallslamist groups( Ke y ma n and ¥niKk 20
Therefore, it is the Kemalist principles which make the CHP support and criticize EU
member ship at the same t i 4ne appr@eh tevards2 01 1)
Turkeyds EU member ship pr oc easlashiha Benib e c o me
Baykal whose seltleclared duty was to protect the integrity of the Turkish Republic
against internal and external threats (Yeé
CHP as well as other secular political elites in Turkey supgdtté membership in

order to consolidate the secular and modern character of Turkey and prevent the
Islamsat i on of Tur ki sh society, but they we

prol sl amic AKP governmentdéds reformist poli

The literature offere wo main expl anations (strategy
critical stance towards EU membership. For instance, Celep (2011) explains the
CHP6s <critical stance t eoppasitichsdynamice HEEU wi
argues that the CHP adopted a criticakipon against EU accession in order to
chall enge the AKDP pdiay ane weaker istel@csoralpgopalarity
(Celep 2011: 424) . Li kewi se, Baudner (20
EU policy did not necesnaxfniimigi sgemtiaommg
rather based on a more comprehensive strategy to delegitimize and even overthrow

the prelslamic AKP government.

On the other hanK ey man and ¥nik (2007: 214) high
commi t ment to Republican principles whic!
EU membership. Although the CHP proclaims to be a Social Democrat party, its

historical attachment to the protexti of the Republic constrains its liberal rhetoric
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and restricts its prle U st ance (i bi dline stancd againstGhe EO s h a1
further intensified with the realization
balance of forces in Turkish politice the direction of strengthening religious
conservV&Eniwve2®10: 369) . Accordingl vy, t he
climate in Turkey whereby the pislamic AKP established itself as a vigorous
supporter of EU accession, while the 0S¢

6defensive nngthekJhatli sedDormspeocess (¥niKk

Contrary to his predecessor (Deniz Baykal), the new leader of the CHP (Kemal

Kel é-daroj !l u) embraced a | iberal rhetori
perspective (Celep 2011; Baudner 2012; Kalibef33(He refrained from resorting to
Baykal 6s nationalism during hi s first e
domestic economic problems and fight against corruption (Cengiz and Hoffmann
2012: 261). He al s olineaHJastardoanctdh reBegiajed thd 6 s h ¢
CHPéommitmentt o Tur keyds EU accession. Many s
leadership change initiated a reform process within the CHP to abandon its
conservative and nationalist rhetoric; yet they find it too early to talk abliogral

and preEU transformation of the CHFRC(e |l ep 2011 ; Baudner 201
¥nik 2012; ¥zipek 2012; Yanék 2012; Kal i b

The MHP, as a faright ultranationalist party, approaches EU membership with
suspicion. Europeanization has neverrbes objective for the MHP since party

officials rather consider Turkeg U r el ati ons as 6éa matter of

securityr el at ed alliancesd (Canefe and Bora 2
consi der t he MHP as 2Hdar0d BWr9g s csetpattiecs, t¥h
opposition is O6not to the idea of a EU

attached to a membershipd (si mbtandimg t o t
di smi ssal of Turkeyos Kur di s h-ledprefamsl e m arr
granting more rights to Kurds will ensure the partition of Turkey mainly structure its
critical stance t owaaaes sT u(rAXvecyé,s 2ZE0QL labc:c eds
45). During its term in the office as a coalition partner between 1999 and 2002, the

MHP opposed many Elgéd reforms such as the freedom of speech and the abolition

of the death penalty in order to protect the Turkisates against Kurdish separatism

( Aveceeé, 2011b: 440) . Neverthel ess, t he MH
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nationalist ideology but it also follows strategy. As previously pointed out, the MHP
adopted a softer stance towards EU membership when inrgoget (19992002),

whereas it has demonstrated aHard ne st ance when in opposit

Finally, the preKurdish BDP has often been taken for granted as eEprgarty
without much el aboration (¥ni ke afelalev; Yél |
scholarly works scrutinizing the EU policy of the BDP in detail. A recent study by
Balcée (2013) argues that it i's the c¢comb
strategic party competition whibeh wbansod fc
postion towards EU membership. Accordingly, since the party is ideologically
affiliated with the PKK that is accepted as a terrorist organization by the EU, the BDP

had to revise its pr& U st ance after the PKKG6s recel
accession (iin.). However, the BDP did not totally abandon its support for EU
accession and party officials did not desire to be identifieBuaesceptic because

they had no intention to be considered in the same camp with their traditional
Kemalist rivals including he CHP and t he MHP (Balcée 201:

The Cyprus problem and the EU6s Cyprus coc
some as important external triggers of party contestations against EU membership in
Turkey (Eyl e meSpieriagh2007,¢ & lemaBdoBuhvasG¢ | mez 200 8
¥ni k and Yélmaz 2009; ¥nik 2010; Ojuzlu
consensus among Turkish political parties
over EU member shi pGglGuad 2zme 2 0 (a&)d. r Bilunfiteea t ASKSP
support for the Annan Plan changed the traditionally conservative Turkish approach
towards the Cyprus problem anésfaced with strong resistance at home mainly led

by the opposition parties, the CHP and the MHP (ibid.). However, the failute of t

Annan Plan and the partial suspension of accession negotiations in 2006 due to
Turkeydés failure to comply with the EUOG
enthusiasm of the AKP government not only to solve the Cyprus problem but also

work forthereal zat i on of Turkeybdébs EU member shiop
2010; Ojwuzlu 2012).

Anot her explanatory factor t hat i's empha

Syndromedé which may structure the critic
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The 68 ®Yyndebemedé to o6fear of pl ots by ex
Western countries, and their alleged internal collaboratetbnic and religious

minorities in Turkey to weaken, carve up and terminate the existence of the Turkish
Republ i <2013:(2b2¢. fFear of division is wahtrenched within  Turkish

society. Recent studies indicate that an important portioth@fTurkish public

believes in the existence of foreign conspirad¢@slismantle the Turkish Republic
(Guida 2008; Yéelmaz 2006 and 2009a) .

The 6S vr e bas 8spm deligmus ednnotation as it secures a-skpd

conviction that the West (in particular, Europe) acts with a Crusader mentality to
sweep Muslim Turk away from Anatolia and return those lands back to their rightful
owner s, i . e. t he CHT).iTherefom,ntds ngt ¥ndylemmazed 2 0 0 6
by Republicans but also conservative Muslims who fear the reincarnatitme of
Crusader spirit to desyo t he Musl im presence in Anat ¢
2008). The recent murders of several Christians in Turkey including a reverend in
Trabzon have been explained in the Iliter
compl exd6 1 n t heignggsuwhd are often gseen assntissionavies eand
conspirators against Turkey (Guida 2008:425.

The CHP and the MHP are depicted in the literature as the primary political actors
reflecting the S vres Syndr omblicad iegimet o t h e
and their selproclaimed duty to protect it against foreign conspiracies (Guida 2008;
G°-ek 2011; Nefes 2013) . According to thi
grow sceptial of EU membership because they inherited a historical l&dkuet

against Europeans. On the other hand, the AKP government is often considered

6i mmuned to the S vres Syndr ome, since i
ideol ogy and its policies are mostly ref
Nefes D13).

Finally, the literature points to the burgeoning Tursegpticism within the EU as an
i mpedi ment to Tur k dllitasan awcerms tsucka dspossible e s s i 0
rise in unempl oyment and inflations in Eu

large population and ailing economy; as well as its alarming human rights records,
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Kurdish problem, its exgsure to PKK terrorism, proximity to the troubled regions

such as the Middle East are emphasized as the main justifications behind the growing
reluctance of public and political elite in the EU against Turkish accession-(Ruiz

Ji m®nez & Tor 13,eVbeksa etcah, , 2008 813, 7Tar&ktas, 2008: 254).
Moreover,accor di ng t o s oeAyeat autzhOolr3s; (Y&Einneakz 2
Sokullu 2011), Turkey is not desired in the EU because it is not considered European.

G ¢, n-Ayrta (2003: 218) argues that throughout history, Europeans always perceived
Turks as brutes and iavd e r s and European opposition
stands as the reincarnation of Tutkeyss ment a
treated as an O6otherdéd in the ment al maps
do not share the Christiaratlition. A common fear within the European public is that

Turkish membership will result in a step towards the Islamisation of E@gean

Sokullu 2011: 484)Overall, it is increasingly assumed that there is a significant trend

of political oppositionwi t hi n Eur ope against Tur keyods
works associate the risinguroscepticismin Turkish politics with the increasing
guestioning of the very basis of Turkish membership by important European political
figures such as Nicholas Sarkazyn Fr ance and Angel a Mer kel
Yél maz 20009; ¥nik 2010 and 2012; Ojuzlu
fails to discuss to what extent the EU stances of Turkish political actors can be
associated with 06 ongfransathinitheBW t o Tur key co

Overall, this chapter discussed the prevailing literature about political contestations
against European integration as a whole #recdEU membership process. There are

two problematic tendencies in the relevant literature. Fistholars use
Euroscepticism to discuss party politics in accession countries although political
actors 1in candidate <countries primarily
accession process rather than European integration and its trajectory. Sheond,
difference between opposition to Europe and oppositiothédoEU membership

process often go unnoticed, since scholars lump them together as Euroscepticism. The
Turkish case reflects a similar tendency
EU accession only. Hence, the scholarly works use Euroscepticism to explain Turkish
opposition to EU membership, because of the general indifference in Turkish politics

to wider discussions about European integration. However, opposition to EU
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membership doesot necessarily qualify as Euroscepticisna broader sensence it

does not give a <clear i dea about a part:
Therefore, it is necessary to develop a framewbekt explainsEuroscepticismin

candidate countriedydistinguishng between opposition to European integration and

party opposition to the membership procédereover, the scholarly works focusing

on Turkeyds EU membership primarily expl
parties with domestic factorsjamely strategy and ideology. Some studies also
highlight the Cyprus conflict as an external trigger of political scepticism against EU
membership in Turkey, while others emphas
the Euroscepticisnof Turkish political parties. However, the prevailing tendency is to

discuss domestic factors as if they are independent from external develogEvents.
thoughthere is a growing literature that seeks to take into accoure¥l factors

such as Europeand®r €l uk ¢, s o@xplhi®wshstheo n

or how such Oreluctanced in Europe influ
suggests considering the interaction between domestic and external factors by
discussing their effects on Turkish palal parties comparatively. The study thus
investigates whether Turkish political elites perceive an emerging opposition to
Turkey in Europe and (if so), whether or how this perception structures their stance
towards EU membership. Finally, the prevailinigrature often offers only single

party studies in the discussion of Turkish EU membership with a clear omission of the
BDP6s EU policy. I n order to remedy this
EU stances of all four political parties represeritethe Turkish Parliament relying

on original primary data gathered through elite interviews conducted by the author.

The next chapter will offer a detailed discussion of the teumoscepticisnio explain

political party contestations in candidate coigstragainsthe EU accession process.
Identifying Euroscepticismreflected by political actors in accession countassa

critical stance against EU membershim r esponse to the compl e
membership conditionalityfconsisting of both issuespecific and countrgpecific

conditions) the chapter will finally specify six main hypotheses in order to find out

the main determinants of &osceptic politics in accession countries and Turkey in

particular.
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CHAPTER Il

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK:
EUROSCEPTICISM IN CANDIDATE COUNTRIES

This thesis follows the suggestion that there is a need for a different analytical
framework for the study of political party positions towards European Union (EU)
membership in candidate countries. It demonstratestiigaexplanatory power of
models based on Euroscepticisaefined as opposing Eurdpdiminishes when the

focus of the study shifts from member countries to the accession countries and from a
holistic view of European integration process to the particukgesof accession
negotiations. A critical stance embraced in candidate countries does not necessarily
qgualify as opposition to Europe as a whole, but it rather tends to target EU
membership conditionality and its membership negotiations. In order toghgthis

point, the studysuggests applyinghe termEuroscepticisnto candidate countries
emphasizingthe domestic resistancagainst EU membership in reaction to the
complications and the uncertainty that arise from bilateral negotiations over EU
membeship. Euroscepticismin candidate countriexan be distinguished from
Euroscepticismin member statelyy its specific focus on accession negotiations and a
strong emphasis on the reactionary nature of sceptical attitudes in candidate countries

as opposetb a broader perspective that is applied mostly to member states.

In this context,Euroscepticismn candidate countriestresses the rise of negative
reactions during accession negotiations, deriving not only from domestic
considerations (domestic cdsnefit calculations and threat perceptions) but also
from the EU6s perceived selectivity in tI
application of conditionality is perceived as highly selective when it expands its
membership criteria by introdung additional conditions or applies its conditions in a

selective and discriminatory manner. This sparks negative reactions because of the
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uncertainty it generates. Assuming that different degrees and forms of uncertainty
create different types of reaati® in candidate countries, this study will examine the
reactionary nature dturoscepticismand t he signi ficance of th
accession conditionality as a key determinant factor in explal&urgscepticparty

attitudes.

Developing six hypotheses concerning the effects of party ideology and party
competition (governmerdpposition positioning and electoral popularity) on
Eurosceptigarty behaviour, the chapter suggests that gaagedEuroscepticismn

candidate countriess only party explained by political ideology and party
competition. The explanatory power of these factors tends to diminish as the
perception of selectivity i n t he appl i«
Accordingly, dissimilar parties (with different ideolegi and positions in domestic

political system) in candidate states tend to take a common stance towards EU
membership process: they resist the EU accession process by claiming that the EU
treats their candidacy unfairly. In this regard, focusing on palitatitudes of a

candidate country during the accession negotiations with the EU, this study aims to go
beyond the prevailing accounts that explain scepticism towards the EU as merely
reflecting domestic dispositions (like ideology or strategic choi¢tes)rder to grasp

the reactionary nature of scepticism towards EU membership in a candidate country,

it is necessary to consider the context in which the candidate country and the EU
interact and how the EUG6s tr e atdrmethet of P>

candidate country.

This chapter will firsielaborate oEuroscepticismin candidate countriesvhich seeks

to emphasize the interactionary context of the accession préaasscepticisnis
embraced by political actors against two types of Ebdamnality (issuespecific

and countryspecific) Then, it will discuss the main determinants of party attitudes
towards the EU in accession countries during membership negotiations under two
categories: ideological and strategic. It will propose sixoltypses based ateology
(Left-Right and GAL/TAN dimensions of party ideology) and on strategy (party
competition based on mainstrednmge and governmesgpposition positioning). The

main innovation of this research is to consider the effect of thdrign factors as a

key determinant in explaininguroscepticisnin accession states.
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2.1. A particular focus on the stage of EU accession negotiations in accession

countries

As previously discussed, the prevailing literature mainly explains party pwsitio
towards the EU with reference to the ter
contingent or qualified opposition, as well as incorporating outright and unqualified
opposition to the process of European in
abundance of scholarly efforts to catego
2002; Contii 200 3; Ri i shfj 2007; FI ood a
classification has been introduced by Taggart and Szczerbiak (2004) who argue that
Euroscepticism inviwes two different forms of opposition to European integration:
60Harddé and 6Soft b EErud Dseetpitdicd mdnsi. mplHiae
ounqualifiedd rejection of European i ntec
a O6contingthed aaodpaogsuiatiiion t o European [
Euroscepticisrbased categories have been mainly designed for EU member states.
Scholars often replicated the same categories in candidate countries rather than
developing new models (Taggart and Srbek 2004: 2). This suggestome

i mitations. For instance while defining
(2008a: 2) more specifically refer to 06p
withdraw from member s hispate.not et BLE memizess,n di d a
rather than demanding withdrawal from membership, hard Eurosceptics would be
inclined to campaign for the withdrawal of their candidacy for EU membership.
Application of the Kopeckl and Mtobde typ
more problematic. For instance, Eurosceptics defined as both Europhile and EU
pessimist do not make sense for a candidate country (Batory 2008: 267). If you are
pessimistic about the EU6s current or f u:

the BUJ in the first place?

In response to critics, Szczerbiak and Taggart (2008b) refined their typology, which in

the end better emphasized its focus on member states at the expense of candidate
states. Accordingly, t h e pport fororopppsitions t o
totheEur opean integration project as embod,i
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further actual or pl anned extensions of
support for or opposition t o t hme 0 cou
(Szczerbiak and Taggart 2008b:242). In other words, Euroscepticisambroader

sensdas essentiallyused to categae parties which oppose European integration, not
necessariyt he parties which only oppose their
The publications of other prominent scholars on European studies support Taggart
and Szczerbiak as they associate Euroscepticism exclusively with opposition to
European integration, not EU accession and they focus on member states, not
candidate countriegHix 2007). Hence, numerous academiorks which used the

same typology for analysing party reactions during the accession negotiation process
have proven limited. An important reason is that, rather than the idea of integration or
particular policy fieldsit is the membership prospects which gather much attention in

the candidate states (Szczerbiak 2008). Overall, this chapter aims to go beyond the
mainstream literature by studying party attitudes towards EU membership in
candidate countries and thus, tisthg onthe accession process rather ththe post

accession phase. In so doing, stady will use the concept oEuroscepticisnto
specifically scrutiize party attitudes in candidate countries towards EU membership.

The next section explains the conhgive elements and varieties Bliroscepticisnin

candidate countriethat distinguish it from Euroscepticisin member states

2.2. Why is Euroscepticismin candidate countriesdifferent from Euroscepticism

in member state®

Existing frameworks basedchdEuroscepticism investigate domestic attitudes towards
overall European integration and its trajectory in member states, while neglecting the
fact that the main concerns of political parties in candidate countries concentrate upon
the prospects for thec ount r yés me mber shi p. Il n this
differentiate between opposition to Europe and opposition to EU membership as they
imply two distinct phenomena. Therefore, in order to better evaluate party positions in
accession countries, thisudy suggests differentiating betwedturoscepticismn
candidate countries and Euroscepticism in member statd@scordingly,

Euroscepticism in candidate countriesolves criticisms of, and reluctance for EU
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accession reflected as a reaction to EU mesfhiyerconditions.Euroscepticismn

candidate countriediffers from Euroscepticisim member statelBecause its focus is

limited to the temporal phase that follows the offisalt i on of a count
candidacy until its accession to the EU. Hence, iutsazes the process through

which a candidate country makes active efforts to comply with EU membership
conditionality and negotiates the terms of its membership in line with the EU

membership criteria.

Overall, Euroscepticismin candidate countrieassunes that (1) domestic political
actors are more likely to concentrate their energy on membership conditionality rather
than general issues of European integration; and (2) as compliance becomes costly for
the candidate, and/or the EU fails to give enougtemtives for membership, the
political actors tend to react against #dd reforms and show reluctance for
membership.

What essentially separatBsroscepticisnin candidate countrisom Euroscepticism

in a broader sensé its focus on a different pea of European integration.
Euroscepticism explains a broader process (European integration as a whole), while
Euroscepticismn candidate countrieslaborates on a particularage(EU accession)

of this process. Therefore, while Euroscepticism dealsavitbpposition to European
integration in generaEuroscepticisnin candidate countrigsrimarily aims to explain
opposition t o t he EUOG s member ship cond
Euroscepticismin member stateseflects a view from the inside si@ it evaluates

European integration through the lenses of member states. On the other hand,
Euroscepticismin candidate countriedrings an outsidén approach since it
particularly examineghe EU accession process through the lenses of candidate
countres.

Euroscepticism often signifies an opposition due to certairexigting negative

Vi ews about what OEuroped and/ or ouUni on
collective memory or domestic ideological standpoints. Therefore, technically, not

only political actors in member states but also candidate countries may reflect
Euroscepticism, because negative preconceptions fuel nationalist sentiments and thus
trigger strong reservations towards joining the EU in the first place. Here, opposition
doesnotsm from ¢t he EUbG s member ship conditi

57



experiences of a country with Europe, Europeans and/or other Unions. The main
focus is opposition to European integration rather than the EU membership. Naturally,

if you are already opposed tEuropean integration, as a Ro®mber, you
automatically stand opposed to accession as well. Such negative memories are
essentially entrenched withthe public which is mostly not welinformed about the

European integration project, and tends to oppbséth reference to the negative
collective memory they had against Europe, Europeans or other unions. For instance,
due to their past experiences with the Soviet Union, public opinion in Baltic States

and Estonia in particular, was negative towardsdba of joining another union, i.e.

the European o6Uniondé (Mikkel and Kasekam,j
that the feeling of inferiority against Germans and the fear of Germanization led the
Estonian public to f or gassimiationbundenthe EW e i d
umbrella. Moreover, the Munich Agreement of 1938 which resulted in the
dismemberment of Czechoslovakia and the fall of the country into the hands of Nazi
Germany under the appeasement policies of Britain and France constliigesiaal

justification for the Czech hesitation to identify themselves with Western Europe
(Hanley 2008: 244).

Political parties on the other hand are less reflective of ancient hatred against Europe
but there were still political actors during acceasprocess who stood opposed to
European integration with similar justifications. For instance, the League of Polish
Families (LPR) reflects a negative preconception towards European integration
depicting the EU as reinforcing the Gernsation of PolandThe LPR leader Roman
Giertych dismissed the EU as the unwanted realization of a hundred years old plan of
Bismarck and claimed that with the Polish membership, Germany would finally re
access Polish lands which Poland had liberated from Germans fifty ggars
(Lindstrom 2002: 16). Therefore, past experiences with Germany constitute the main
basis of t-BHUepolityPTRedparty @aultl be deemed as Hard Eurosceptic
since it criticized all aspects of the EU, economic, political and ideological (Zuba
2009: 334). The LPR campaigned against the 2003 membership referendum and even
demanded the rejection of the accession treaty (Ibid).
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Based on the above examples, critics might argue that negative preconception could

only explainHard Euroscepticism and/dEuro-rejection. However, negative views

about Europe and Union do not necessarily culminate into Hard Euroscepticism. It

also triggers Soft Euroscepticism. As an example, Vaclav Klaus, the leader of the

Civic Democrats (ODS), even before the Czech Repulstarted accession
negotiations, defied European integratior
economically interventionist as a result of its origins in the-p@stWest European
social and Chri sti an -858)mKaugs basedhstriti¢isktham | ey 2
the claim that after the signature of the Maastricht Treaty, the EU deviated from its
original objective of economic partnershi
feder al European Super st Havetheless, hea heler n g t
guestioned the necessity or desirability of the EU membership for the Czech Republic
(I'bid). Hi s party, especially while in go
EU bid (Ibid). Klaus specifically opposed certain EU policiesirdu the Czech
Candidacy such as the European Defence (
i mpractical and wunder mi n4i528)yg Bedidks Oapative Ri i s h
preconceptions towards Europe or/and Union however might not be automatically
translate i nto Euroscepticism. As coined wi t
Kopeckl and Mudde (2002), political part
European integration with strategic motivations, for instance, to guarantee the survival

of the party and theghts of its supporters (e.g. regional parties).

By assuming that opposition to European integration encompasses opposition to EU
membershipseveral studies treat negative attitudes in candidate countrssiées
to Eurosceptism embraced by membetates Such studies overlook the fact that
party programmes, policy documents, speeches and press statements in candidate
countries do not reflect much interest in the overall integration project during the
accession process but rather focus on the candda s me mber shi p p
Szczerbiak (2008) suggests that after they refined the concé&ptra$cepticismit
became nearly impossible to identify who was Eurosceptic in candidate states;
because, for instance, Polish political parties primarily focoseolish membership
prospects during the Polish candidature rather than European integration and its
trajectory.Such a pragmatic stance is not only applicable to political parties but also
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to other sulnational actors inthe economic domain. Rather thaa normative
commitment to European integration, they are more concerned with the potential
benefits of membership such as free trade and economic cohesion (Hughes et al 2002:
335336) . Hence, t heir reactions to the EU
process rather than the more elaborate discussions on the deepening or widening of

the EU project (Ibid).Therefore,since Euroscepticism in candidate countries is

different from Euroscepticism embraced Inyember statesthere is a need to

elaborate moren how political actors in candidate countries reflect Euroscepticism.

Euroscepticismn candidate countriest r es s e s the emerging r
accession conditionality in candidate countries during the membership negotiations. It
explains thatrather than the withdrawal of candidacy, the main motivation behind
Euroscepticismn candidate countrieis to guarantee membership with full benefits.

In this respectEuroscepticismin candidate countrieemerges out of candidate

count r vy 6 s lateddontlee complated eegotiation process with the EU. It is
basically a domestic reaction to the uncertainty arising out of the accession

negotiations with the EUPolitical actors remain uncertain on what terms their

country will be admitted to the EU That 6s primarily the re
resistancetanEU-l ed ref orm process. They dondét de
oconcessions6é to the EU in areas deemed
sovereignty. They rather aim for mem§@p in their own termsB e s i de s , t he |

failure to provide concrete and credible membership prospects increase the
uncertainty and give national political parties more impetus to react against the EU

led reforms in candidate countries (Rulikova 2004:33% None of the candidate
countries in the Central and Eastern European Countries (CE&Espt for the LPR

(Zuba 2009) witnessed the rise of an explicitly afuropean party during the pre
accession process (Rulikova 2004: 40). Instead, most pbliparties officially
support member ship but 6schizophrenicall
would allegedly 6édamaged the country (1b
Euroscepticb6 because their maitheowemenda i
European integration project. They do not necessarily challenge the main tenets of
European i ntegration or its trajectory;

membership conditionality towards their country. Neumayer labels this typenoésta
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observed in the CEECs as OEuroreal i smb,
accession without any risk of facing-tigitimization or marginalization (Neumayer
2008: 142143). Eurorealismis very muchsimilar to Euroscepticism in candidate
countries in terms of narrowing down the scope of the study into the sceptical
reactions arising out of the accession negotiatidinerefore, there is no need to
formulate anewterm, especially when critical EU stances of candidate countries can
already beexplained with the term Euroscepticism. Besides, unlike Eurorealism,
Euroscepticism used for candidate countrniesonly reflects domestic calculations in
response to EU conditionality biitalso highlights the domestic responses arising out
of t hseperdeidedl selectivity and discriminations in the application of its
conditionality. Moreover, Euroscepticismin candidate countriess likely to be
reversible. More credible membership prospects coupled with the dissipation of the
perception of bias irthe application of EU conditionality can help to dissipate

negative reactions that arise during the accession negotiations in candidate countries.

2.3. What drivesEuroscepticismin candidate countrie®

The EU accession process is essentially depiateithe literature as an asymmetrical

top-down process, in which a candidate country carries out the reforms and adopts the

norms that the EU dictates for the sake of membership. During this process, according

to Schimmelfennig (2008: 921), the success difipal conditionality is contingent on

three factors: (a) credible membership conditionality in which the EU promises

eventual membership provided that a candidate complies with the accession criteria;

(b) normative consistency which dictates thatthesEboul d be o6gui ded

democratic and human rights perfor mance

discrimination based on nationality or culture; and finallyléey political costs of

domestic compliance with the EU. He argues that most ofittest (a) and (b) are

met but the fulfilment of (c) has proven problematic; in other words, the main reason

for noncompl i ance wi t h EU criteria i s t he

compliance with the EU is too costly. Therefore, Schimmelfennig putsafd

domestic cosbenefit calculations of candidates as determining domestic attitudes

towards EU conditionality. On the other hand, Schimmelfepuigan emphasis on

the di minishing credibility of t he EUOGS
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sekctive actions such as the introduction of absorption capacity which led to further
uncertainty for Turkish membership (Schimmelfennig 2008: 933). Building upon the
last point, the study aims to emphasize that domestic opposition not only stems from
domest c considerations but also devel ops
application of its accession criteria. It is necessary to avoid considering the EU as a
unified body. On the contrary, it could rather be considered as a multiplicity
composedof (clashing) multiple actors, societies and cultures; thus it is prone to
contradictions in its course of actioBi¢buyck and Rumford 2012The existence of
multiple EU institutions with different agendas and capabilities, and numerous
member states Wi differing cultures, social and political structures and interests
supports the thesis of multiplicity. The unanimity rule behind the EU enlargement
policy contradicts the depiction of enlargement as a solely technical process and
emphasizes its polititanature. The differing agendas of both member states and
institutions complicate the decision making over the accession of nhew members
hampering a standardized EU approach
Therefore, norcompliance in candidate cousts also develops as a reaction to the

EU6s failure to meet the conditions (a)

Overall, there are both domestic and externall&dJdeterminants dturoscepticism
Accordingly, first, it develops as areactarg ai nst t he EUO6s condi
to domesticconsiderations including, domestic cosnefit calculations and/or threat

perceptions (the <criterion 06cd i nizesSchi

t o

a

t

mm

against selectivexternalpressuresfromhe EU and i ts member st

and Obd according to Schi mmel f e rriveng) .

determinants oEuroscepticisnare outlined in more detail below:

2.3.1. Domestic factors

Costs of adjustmenPolitical actorsare likely to resort t&euroscepticisnif they are

convinced that social, economic and political costs of compliance with EU

conditionality outweigh the benefits associated with membership. During the

negotiation process, candidate countries suffer imrtedegconomic costs (e.g.

budgetary costs) in return for potential benefits in the medium and long term (Hughes

et al 2002: 333). These shaogrm economic costs might also be translated into
62
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political costs since domestic electorate may punish politicidms a@nsented to the
economic burden of the accession process (lbid). Accordingly, domestic political
actors take position against the reform process focusing on the costs it will bring to
the national economy. For instance, in several accession coumtcdkesling Poland

and the Czech Republic, domestic opposition to the reform of foreign land ownership
stemmed from economic concerns that foreign ownership would increase land prices
enormously at the expense of local buyers (Tesser 2004: 214). Hungaitaralpol
actors justified their resistance with the claim ttmatforeign purchase of land would

create land scarcity (Burger 2006).

Threat PerceptionsPolitical actors are also likely to adoptiroscepticismif they

believe that compliance with EU wditionality will threaten the integrity of state,

domestic culture and identity. For instance, the-I&dl reforms conferring greater

rights to minorities were opposed by many political actors in accession countries with

the justification that such laws wial endanger national integrity and sovereignty

(Morris 2004; Kelley 2004; Solska 2011). Especially, far right parties dismissed the
EU6s membership conditionality as a thre
independence (Neumayer 2008: 147). Thegdanr i an MI £€P ( Hungari a
Life Party) even associated the EU membership conditions with the terms of the
Trianon Treaty that had resulted in the division of Hungarian lands after the First
World War (Neumayer 2008: 147; Tunkrova 2010: 99).

2.32. EU-driven Factors

Uncertainty of membershigolitical actors are likely to resort turoscepticismif

there is an uncertainty of membership in return for the fulfilment of accession criteria.

The EUOG s selective condi trdingntlael teringy of cr e at

accession. However, this does not necessarily translate into uncertainty of the entire

accession process. I n some ot her i nstani

situation where domestic actors remain uncertain about the prospewtsnbership.

It is acknowledged that new candidates face much more uncertainty in their accession

process than the previous EU applicants since the institutionalization of the

Copenhagen <criteria (Schimmelfennig 2008:
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G ntegration capacityo coupled with the
referendum creates even higher uncertainty about admission even after full
compliance with membership criteria (Schimmelfennig 2008: 933). Moreover, the

lack of clear membershiperspective due to a clash between a candidate and a
member state stimulat&sirosceptiaeaction. In the cases of Macedonia, Croatia and

Turkey, bilateral problems with an EU member state prevented the EU from
guaranteeing accession. Domestic politicdl acr s f ound t he-viEUGOS p «
the bilateral conflict as discriminatory, and grew further reluctant for EU accession

(G¢l mez a+g| Bez&@iD08ya 2011; Zoril 2008).

The EUG6s selectivity in ap@oliycal acgporsiare s men

likely to reflectEuroscepticism i1 f t hey find the EUOS conoc
di scriminatory. The EUOGs conditionality
targetd which incorporates mor eanddates mor e
over time (Hughes et al 2002: 333). Besides, it is no longer sufficient for the EU
candidates to simply adopt thecquis communautaire The EU has 60sh
emphasis from the adoption of the a@acqui s,
a vaguely defined notion of O6capacityo6 f
consideration of strategic or economic goals can result into an inconsistent approach
adopted by the EU in pushing for domest.i
2012). For instance, while the EU is less inclined to put pressure on candidate
countries having resources (oil, gas) that the EU needs; it tends to put extra pressures

on countries which are prone to illegal immigration and ebossr der cr i me ( E
2012: 1). Finally, on certain issues such as minority rights, the EU fails to force its
member states to comply with its conditionality it started to apply to new candidates.

This differential treatment of members and candidates draws negative reactions in
manycandidate countrielk(am 2 00 3 ; Schwel | n.uerin&anhces ; Yél
political actors in Poland, the Czech Republic, Macedonia and Croatia explicitly
justified their reluctance to proceed with the reforms of minority rights on the ground

t hat t he EUOG s aripypidhts ccantditiomality hadf beemi highly
inconsistent and constituted double standards (Fawn 2001; Koinova 2011; Tesser
2003).
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The EUbG s Operceivedbod reluctance t owar ds

Political actors are likely to becongiroscetic, if they perceive a remarkable lack of

will in the EU concerning their accession. There are two main determinants for the
spread of domestic perception about the E
additional preconditions either targetisgecifically the membership of a particular
candidate country or slowing down the overall EU enlargement process. Second,
political statements of leading European figures against the accession of a particular
country or propositibobmser shiiché aisn Olpirew i ¢ f
provoke negative reactions in the candidate country in question. The Turkish case
indicates that domestic political actors perceive a strong opposition within the EU
against Turkish accession. The introduction of @oigal preconditions such as
6absorption -ermdpad i ngdot ibaotpieaans d and O6pern
of ficial EU documents of Tur keyos me mb e |
protests in the country as it has generally been perceived asdanic at i on of t h

reluctance againskKi Muk kKiey®d8)0membreiris h2 0 §

2.4. Varieties oEuroscepticismn candidate countries

It is possible to distinguish two types ofifesceptic attitudesn candidate countries
depending on the nature of .Thb érst gdédbdss me mi
limited to certain issue areasgpnsising of negative reactions against particular

reforms deriving from the formal EU conditionality. Second, political actors also react
negatively when the EU applies extra conditionality which specifically targets their
country. Domestic political actors reject the additional conditions that are designed

specifically for their own country.
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2.4.1.Euroscepticisnas reaction ta h e iEsUeSpecificconditionality

Euroscepticismin candidate countries primarilgevelo during the negotiation

process whereby domestic political actors oppose particular EU reforms, either due to

high costs of compliance or to the perceived threats that those reforms pose to
national sovereignty and identity (Schimmelfennig 2008; HoogldeMarks 2008).

This issuespecific reaction is frequently witnessed in most candidates having to fulfil

the Copenhagen CriteriaCertain EUsponsored reforms may be perceived as
threatening to a countryds soverdengnty
challenge domestic social and political norms and practices, and thus have the
potential to make significant changes in
and the Czech Republic, a common negative reaction among political parties was
obsew ed against 60t he sale of real estate
subsidies and the free movement of | abou
sovereignty and Catholic values (Henderson 2008b: 122). In such case, high costs of
compliarce draw domestic reaction and render the fulfilment of EU conditionality in
particular sectors problematic. Besi des,
perceived inconsistency in the application of its conditionality to different candidates

further triggers Euroscepticism Accordingly, domestic political actorBequently

point to the EUbs differential t(REamat me nt
2003; Schwellnus 2005; Yélmaz 2012) .

Overal,d omesti ¢c r eact iissuespecificaanditionalityis aferm BfU 6 s
Euroscepticismobserved in many (if not all) candidate countries against particular
EU-led reforms deriving from the Copergen criteria. Political parties tend to resort

not only to domestic factorsuch as national sovereignty and pride, national and
sectoral interests or idenfitpput alsotosuchEll ed f act ors as t he E!
and unfair treatment of a particulpolicy area in order to justify their issgpecific

opposition. One of the reforms that drawuch Euroscepticismis the reform of

foreign land ownership (FLO). Domestic factors mainly play a prominent role against

the reform of FLO ranging from purely @@womic fears that foreign ownership may

increase land prices enormously at the expense of local buyers, to patriotic concerns
over the | oss of nat i oGearl masnoi ($emsesi POG4A0t v an
214). For instance, in the Polish case, mogtosfiion parties stood against this
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reform. The Polish Peasant Party (PSL), an agrarian party with 9 % popularity in the
2001 elections supported Polish membership to the EU but it strongly opposed the
foreign acquisition of land, forests, or areas comtgirwater sources (Tesser 2004:

220). Party officials demanded an -y8&ar prohibition on foreigners purchasing
agricultural land in Poland (Zuba 2009: 332). The cengjet Solidarity coalition

(AWS) also opposed land liberalization because of the feartoe 6 Ger man r et
Poland (Tesser 2004: 220). Similarly, the Law and Justmey (PiS) proposed a

6l and turnover |l awbdb in order to protect
(Szczerbiak 2008: 232), and party officials threatened to votenNBe referendum

unl ess the OOmembership packaged offered
(Ibid.).

Hungary is another example of a state Vitirosceptigolitical parties opposing land
liberalisation during accession negotiations. The Hungariarc Glarty (Fidesz), a
mainstream rightwving party with 41 % popularity in the 2002 elections, was one of
themostEure nt husi ast political actors in Hung
motto. However, its eagerness shiftedtooscepticisnas the ountry started the EU
member ship negotiations. Defending 6hard
declared itself the protector of Hungarian land, and proposed a referendum to prevent

the EUled reforms that would enable foreign land ownership in Hung@ayory

2008: 276271).

Another issue that raises tension in candidate countries is the question of agricultural
subsidies. The EU offered its recent candidates only 25% of what farmers in older
member countries received. In particular, the countrias tieavily rely upon the
agricultural sector, such as Poland, Estonia and Czech Republic, protested against
this. In Poland, the PSL, the main party defending the rights of local farmers, strongly
opposed the EUOGs offer t o sBbsitlies on thema r me r
(Szczerbiak 200 8: 237; Ri i shRj -Defedde 7 51
(Samoobrona), a nationalist rigiving party with 10% popularity in 2001 also
prioritized agricultural subsidies in its EU policy. Denoting the negotiations as a
threat to Polish farmers, party leaders claimed that with the deal offered by the EU,
Poland would be permanently relegated to the role of a sextassl member (Zuba
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2009: 333; Szczerbiak 2008: 2289). Instead, the party explicitly demanded that
Polishmembership be based on equal rights (Szczerbiak 2008: 230).

Other issues that trigg&uroscepticismnclude identity, human rights and minority

rights whose reform has proven problematic in candidate countries. In Slovakia, even
pro-EU parties, the Chstian Democratic Movement (KHD) (8.3%) and the Social
Democrat SMER (13.5%), criticized the EUC
the KDH attacked particular Eléd reforms, such as sarsex partnership and

abortion (Henderson 2008a: 287), SMER dd#zh in its election campaign the
preservation of the Bohunice nuclear reactor, standing firm against the EU pressures

to close it down, and depicting it as 06a
(lvanov 2008: 161). BER also demanded the -openirg of various negotiation

chapters that had already been closed in order not to accept EU membership at all
costs (Henderson 2008a: 288). The reform of minority rights has been a source of
intense opposition in Romania. The -faght nationalist Greater Rcania Party,
although giving strategic support to Rom
reforms on the rights of Hungarian and Roma minorities. Its leader, Vadim Tudor,
even demanded that al |l 0Gypsiesb6b be put
(Goldston 2002: 155).

During the accession process, political party views towards EU integration in
candidate countries were mainly formed through the prism of membership
negotiations and there was no tangible reference to the European project and its
trajectory (Szczerbiak 2008: 237). The criticisms discussed above therefore qualify
for Euroscepticismapplicable to candidate countrie§heir reactions can be
categorized asssuespecificbecause opposition against EU conditionality is limited

to particulampolicy issues.

2.4.2 .Euroscepticisnin response td h e E U 6 spedfio eomditianality
The second type dEuroscepticisnderives from a general resentment in a candidate
country against the introduct i ®atcessibn addi f

to the EU. Additional membership preconditions on a candidate country usually
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derive from an ongoing bilateral issue between the candidate country in question and

an EU member state. The EU either remains indifferent to the constraints dnflicte

upon the candidate in question by an EU member state or puts extra conditions on that
candidate country to solve the bilateral problem before joining the Union. The main
reason for thisistheme mber stateds veto powernto bl ¢
negotiations or even freeze an ongoing negotiation process by blocking certain
negotiation chapterdhis triggers resentment in the political parties of the accession
country towards the EU, which they criticize for failing to be an impartial arbrter. |

this contextEuroscepticisnemerges as a particular reaction to the instrumentaliation

of the EU6s accession negotiations by an
concessions from a candidate country on a bilateral issue that is not diredtd tel

EU6s for mal me ihe enttigation qf suctiEuiodcepticisnas.directly
contingent upon the solution of the bilateral issue either through unilateral or

reciprocal concessions in return for the

Unlike the fist type ofEuroscepticismEuroscepticismas a reaction tot he EUOG s
countryspecific conditionality indicates a much bigger uncertainty in the accession
process because failure t o caumrggpdcifc wi t h
conditionality threatens tsuspend all membership prospe@ssides, the member

state which is party to the ongoing bilateral issue can block the initiation of accession
negotiati ons by using its veto power b a
enlargement policy. Correspondiggldomestic political actors in the candidate

country, which faces such additional pressyrgow increasingly reluctant towards

EU membershipFor instanceMacedonia, a candidate since 2005, has been put under
pressure by Greece, an EU member since 188ich has a historical claim on the

name OMacedoni ab. Greece has been bl ockir
2009 despite the European Commi ssionds r €
with the country. Political actors in Macedonia havacted strongly to Greece and
condemned Brussels for being eme d e d and precluding Ma c
(Marusic 2011). Accusing the EU of inflicting douldtandards, the officials of the

ruling paty VMRODP MNE even | ikened the Ehdb6s Mac
Hol ocaustdo (Balkan I nsight 2011).
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As previously stated, a member state in conflict with a candidate country can even
curtail an ongoing negotiation process by blocking the negotiation chapters. For
instance, the Exclusive Economic Zone issue betweeati@ and Slovenia caused

the curtail ment of Croatiads EU member shi
a Slovenian veto. Correspondingly, reluctance towards membership rose among all

Croatian political actors, who felt threatened by the SlovelddnEU pressure to

choose either the fisheries zone or membership ¢ i | 2008) . The Cr c
Mi ni ster | vo Sanader accused Slovenia of
did not intend to O6buy the EU membership

2008). The Croatian accession negotiations resumed &irlyGroatia and Slovenia
agreed to the EU plan of referring the issue toadnhocinternational arbitration
court. Croatia consented to the plan since the isstigedisheries zone had become

the final obstacle to Croatiads EU member

In the Turk sh case, the EUOs additional cond
Turkish harbours and aerospace to the Republic of Cyprus and other new member
states since May 2004 as part of Turkeybo
protocol. Turkey defiedte EUG6 s pressures, Si nzzethe it do
Republic of Cyprus as the governing authority of the entire island. Correspondingly,
the EU has partially halted the Turkish accession negotiations by blocking eight
chapters. Led by the Frenamd Cypriot vetoes, 18 negotiation chapters of Turkey
remain frozen and this has practically halted the entire accession process. The
suspension of negotiations with the EU due to the Cyprus question has sparked a
significant amount of negative reactionboth the government and the opposition in
Turkey (G¢gl megl menad Buh&)y. Both c¢cl ai med th
was illegitimately introduced due to the political pressures of the Republic of Cyprus,
which becamen EU member in May 2004 despitee ongoing political conflict in
Cyprus. The main opposition party in Tur |
criticized that the Cyprus problem took Turkeyd r el ati ons Ohostag
Turkeyods eventual EU membelrsdader dleaii me d
Turkey fails or is prevented from becoming a member, this is not the end of the
worl doé (He¢grriyet 2005) . The governing pa
( AKP) , accused the EU of O6sacri fiedts ngd T
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relations with the EU for six months after the Republic of Cyprus was granted the EU
Presidency (Vatan 2011a).

Euroscepticismalso emerges when domestic political actors perceive strong
reluctance or indecisiveness within the EU towards their coynb s me mber s h
Political actors in candidate countries often show reluctance for membership because

of the perception that the EUOs strategy
The ultimate example for sucEuroscepticismis the Turkish case Tur k ey 6 s
Euroscepticisnsignals that there is almost no membership incentive for the candidate
country and the future relations with the EU are in danger. Turkey stands out as the
only candidate country whose political actors reflect such extEemesceptismdue

to the increasing Turkish perception that the EU remains reluctant towards Turkish
accession. As previously discussed, the EU introduced additional provisions such as

Oabsorption -empaci hgdot idaotpieans d anhk dpern

of ficial documents regar di rsigns doostitikeel \adb s ac
novelty for the EUOSsS enl argement policy
(Kirikeci 2004). Another novel%overlyis®odt hat
against Turkeybs accessi on dfolldnerabershgor ed i r
such as O6privileged partnershipé. I n the
open its harbours and aerospace to Cypru

frozen. Additional preconditions and the lack of clear membershjgetus derease

the EUGs political | everage on Turkey ( YE
postponement of the accession negotiations, the Turkish government has become even
less motivated to continue with the H&H reform process. Government officials

accused the EU of being indecisivis-"-vi s Tur keyods me mber s hi
Mi ni ster Tayyip Erdojan argued that the |
for more than fifty years and he urged EU officials to clearly announce whether they
really want tr key in or not (Herriyet 2011a) .

3 British accession process may bempared due to French successive vetoes, but there are two
essential differences: 1) the EU was nd®ditical Union back then and had not institutionalized its
accession conditionality, 2) the UK did not perceive the cultural and religious oppositithe of
European Communities. Instead, it was a strategic rejection of the French President Charles De Gaulle
who resented Britain as a primary rival to France and grew suspicious of British ties with the USA
(Bhagwati 1993: 157; Dinan 2004: 6).
4 such as thdormer French President Nicholas Sarkozy, German Prime Minister Angela Merkel,
Austrian chancellor Wolfang Schussel and the EU President Herman van Rompuy.
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candidate country had faced such unfair treatment Turkey had been suffering from
(Vatan 2011a) and accused the EU of becc
accessi on ( Er dotheaHP |Rafet, trifticized Bhae pperaéed,nature

of the negotiations, the absorption capacity of the EU and permanent safeguard
clauses against Turkey. The CHP leader claimed that such expressions were proof that
the EU had never comsihd @or esder Twruksd wo s( Hype
Contrary to other cases, such as Croatia and Macedonia in which the end of
uncertainty for EU accession is primarily contingent on the solution of the bilateral
problem;t he wuncertainty towar dstherTmultifkceteddits EU 1
thus reinforces the pessimistic opinion that even though Turkey successfully fulfils

the accession criteria (including the Cyprus conditionality), it will never be admitted

to the EU(Schimmelfennig 2008: 933)

2. 5. 0l deategyover $Sur e r Epedfying hevmaino t he
hypotheses

So far it has been established tlatroscepticismin candidate countriegvolves
domestic resistance tthe EU accession process whereby political parties either
oppose certain Eded rdorms which contradicthe domestic economic and political
status quo, or stand against the EUOGs add
country in question. Both domestic and H#8d factors have been considered as
constitutive elements of pgrbasedEuroscepticismin this regard, the chapter will
benefit from the existing scholarly debates on Eurosceptitisgeneraland discuss

their relevance for specifying parbasedEuroscepticismin candidate countries
Accordingly, the main questionni the literature is whether patbased
Euroscepticism is an ideological or strategic choice (Hooghe 2007; Neumayer 2008).
At this point, the viable question is whether and how party ideology and position
within the domestic political system have an effentparty stances \svis their

countryds EU accession process.

Some scholars are primarily interested in explaining gaeised Euroscepticism with

reference to party ideology (Hooghe et al 2002; Taggart and Szczerbiak 2004; De
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Vries and Edwards 200€onti and Memoli 2012). Accordingly, the main research
guestion seems t o-Righedividetand LiveraEdnseevativteelyad L e f t
explain Eurosceptic party behaviourso. Ot
reflection of ideological posbning but it also derives from the strategic choice of

political actors vis'-vis each other in the domestic political context (Hooghe 2007;
Neumayer 2008). Rather than ideology, party competition is proposed as a key
determinant for party attitudes towda the EU. Scrutizing the positions of parties in

the national political system, much scholarly attention is devoted to find out whether
Euroscepticism is essentially adopted by fringe parties having limited electoral impact

or mainstream parties (Taggaand Szczerbiak 2004; Hix 2007; De Vries and
Edwards 2009). If it is a fringe party attitude, it can thus be argued that the effect of
Euroscepticism on national politics remains negligible. Another relevant question may

be based on the governmepostion positioning. Governing parties are usually
expected to adopt a softer and more cautious policy stance against the EU than when
they are in opposition (Paterson 1981; Aspinwall 2007). If governing parties reflect a
Eurosceptic policy line, this will he serious implications on national pohlimaking

towards the EU.

Foll owing the 6éideology vs. strategy6 de
Euroscepticisnin accession countries, this study will examine whether party ideology

and/or strategy (paflys el ect or al p o p-odpasition pogitiodny)d g o Vv ¢
have an impact on party attitudes towatlls EU accession process. At this point,

different from theexisting literature on Euroscepticism, the study will also take into
account EUed factorssuch as the perception of t he
political parties of a candidate country. The study will specify six hypotheses to test

the explanatory power of these three variables (ideology, party competition and the
EUOG s s el e ct iuwsceptyc)reactioms of podticalEparties in accession

countries.
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Pa rty e Left vs Right
Ideology * GAL vs TAN

Pa rty * Fringe vs Mainstream
Com petition ® Government vs Opposition

EU_d riven * EU's ambivalence/selectivity

e uncertainty of membership
faCtOI’S e EU's perceived reluctance

Table 1: Key variables concerning parfBuroscepticisnin candidate countries

2.5.1. Party Ideology: Does ideology expl&unroscepticisnin candidate countries

Partyideology i s a constr uct i-andint@pagyaampeattioddyhr ou g |
political actors seeking to differentiate themselves from their rivals and gain political
capital (legitimacy and various forms of support from citizens such as votes, party
members et c. )06 (Neumayer 2008: 137) . It 1 s
reference to two main aspects: an economic-Rejht distinction andthe GAL
(green/alternative/libertarian)- TAN (traditionalism/authority/nationalism) dyad
(Marks et al P06). The scholarship is rather divided concerning the effectte tft-
right divide on Euroscepticism. Left represents economic equality while Right
signifies individual economic freedom (Marks et al 2006: 156). Taggart and
Szczerbiak (2004: 14) argubat ideological positioning othe left-right spectrum
does not determine whether parties oppose European integration or not. While they
state that right wing parties seem to be more associated with Euroscepticism in the
CEECs, they emphasize that thesao clear pattern towards this direction (lbid). On
the other hand, although Marks et al (2006:-168) do not find a clear association
between opposing European integration and being either a left wing or right wing
party in Western Europe, they claiimat it is the radical Left parties which may turn
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out to be more Eurosceptic than the right parties in the CEECs. Others reflect a rather
eclectic approach claiming that both radical Right and radical Left parties embrace
Eurosceptic rhetoric in the CEEGBPe Vries and Edwards 2009; Markowski and
Tucker 2010; Conti and Memoli 2012). What differs is their arguments underlying
their Eurosceptic stances; extreme Right parties tend to protect national sovereignty
whereas extreme Left parties oppose -lileeral economic policies that govern
European integration (De Vries and Edwards 2009). Therefore, the key determinant is
not their leanings to left or right but their radical political stance (lbid). In this respect,
the GAL-TAN distinction of Marks et al (200@)ecomes more valuable. Marks et al
(2006) argue thaGAL parties tend to be pBU while TAN parties show more
Eurosceptic reflexes in both Western and Eastern European countries. Regarding the
effects onEuroscepticismn candidate countrieghe extantiterature suppostthis

thesis in the sense that opposition to-led reform process is essentially adopted by
TAN parties while there is no cleaut evidence concerning the explanatory power of

the left-right distinction. Polish politics is a viable expla for this. As a Right/TAN

party, the LPR opposes EU membership in order to preserve national sovereignty
while Left/TAN party SeKDefence stands agairtbe necliberal character of Etlled
reforms (Markowski and Tucker 2010). Moreovieris primarily Right/TAN parties

(the MDF, theFIDESZMPP and the MIEP) in Hungary which stood against the
reform of foreign land ownership, while parties from both Left/TAN (HZDS) and
Right/TAN (KDH) resisted the same reform in Slovakia (Burger 2006; Tesser 2004).
Moreover, both the ODS (Right/TAN) in the Czech Republic and the SDSM
(Left/TAN) in Macedonia stood critical of the EMd reforms of minority rights
(Fawn 2001; Koinova 2011). Therefore, the-lgght distinction fails to explain the
observed scepticism in ghCEECs during the eastern enlargement process. While
TAN parties from both left and right demonstrate a critical attitude towards the
negotiation process, GAL parties advocate thel&lreforms and are usually less
critical of the EU as in the cases bétDemocratic Left Alliance (SLD) in Poland and

the Czech Social DemocraticPa y ( L SSD) .

Therefore, there seems to be a pattern that TAN parties are more likely to embrace
EU-sceptic rhetoric than GAL parties. However, this does not necessarily mean that
all TAN parties are automaticallfurosceptic Popular TAN parties may pursyprc
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EU policies on a selective basis in I|ine
15) explains that the EU does not only empower liberal (GAL) parties but it also
empowers noitiberal (TAN) political forces as long as the EU conditionality radig

with the | atterods political preferences a
the EU accession process has been embraced by the Justice and Development Party
(AKP) of Turkey although the party does not necessarily fall into a\etern ad

liberal camp (0lGALc at egory) (B°rzel 2012: 16) . Si i
argues thatthe EU accession process may encourage some conservative- or ex
communist TAN parties to embrace gt rhetoric, while some liberal GAL parties

may end up reviag their preEU stances due to the difficulties in EU accession
negotiations. Accordingly, it is important tememberthat party ideology in line with
GAL/TAN dichotomy cannot explainEuroscepticismalone. It is necessary to
consider other factors such party competition (mainstreafringe and government
opposition positions) and the perception
explanatory power of party ideology is likely to diminish when external factors such

as t he EUOGSs tisneofite aonditioneandatipe patkiofcciedible membership
perspective are considered: such external factors can tifygescepticismin not

only TAN parties but GAL parties as well. For instance, concerning the European
debate over t hteonlyBlaM gadies th¢he €zeah Kepublicpbut also

the Social Democrdt S S D ( $koAd. ggainst the German and Austrian demands

for the annulment of the decrees in return for the Czech accession to (RetEhvic

and Solingen 2005: 295)n the light ofthe discussions above, the study has come up

with three hypotheses in association with party ideology:
H1: The Left-Right distinction does not have a significant role in explaining
Euroscepticism

H2: TAN parties in accession countries are more likelgdoptEuroscepticisnthan
GAL parties.

H3: Both TAN and GAL parties in accession countries are likely to embrace
Euroscepticismwh en the EUG6s <conditionality is s
membership perspective or the EU is perceived to be reluotaatds accession.
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2.5.2. Party Competition

2.5.2.1.I1sEuroscepticisnonly embraced by fringe parti@s candidate countrie€s

Opposition to European integration is predomihardssociated with peripheral

parties in Western Europe either at the rightleft edge ofthe national political

spectrum, while mainstream parties primarily reflect afptbimage (Taggart 1998;

Taggart and Szczerbiak 2004; De Vries and Edwards 2009). Mainstream parties have

a |l ot to | ose from Eue gepseratqorisénsus atqusddhe ur s e
benefits of EU accession are most strongly represented at the ideological heart of a
countrybés party systemdéb (Taggart and Szcz
hand, are peripheral in the national political systdihey may thus exert anti
establishment populism. HenceEUthenthose he (n
groups that are likely to gain from undermining the position of the centrist parties and

the elites are |ikely to oppose the EUG6 (

Mainstream parties in accession countries are expected to také&b gtance during

the accession process because EU accession generally empowers and legitimates
mainstream politics while illegitimating peripheral and asiablishment political

foces ( Neumayer 2008: 137; Bor zel 2012: 1
refrain from overtly taking sceptic attitudes towards the EU when public support for

EU membership is relatively high. Otherwise, they would be perceived as
underminingtheic ount ryds EU member ship agenda an
be countesproductive for their party in terms of losing voters in the elections. For
example, in the case of Slovakia, the ruling parties which opposed EU membership

lost their office (Hendeson 2008b). Therefore, officeeeking mainstream parties aim

to O6defuse the salience of [the Europea
respect to ité (Marks et al 200 2: 588) .

However, many candidate countries and the CEECs in particular provaogeal
cases because both the mainstream and fringe parties have commonly taken a critical

stance against the EU during their accession negotiations (Taggart and Szczerbiak
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2004: 15). The ODS in the Czech Republic, the Centre Party in Estonia, the HZDS i
Slovakia are some of many examples of mainstream parties which take-lendard
stance against the EU in accession countries.-Haedstance in the CEECs towards

the EU is a depiction oEuroscepticisnpeculiar to candidate countriegs political

actas did not emphasize their opposing stance towards European integration but the
terms of EU membership conditionality (Szczerbiak 2008). European integration is
extensively congirdered sauued O6sedversd ern |
accession remasna popular topic in accession countries sinceldtlreforms help
transform the economic, legal and political structures of candidate countries. During
the reform process, not only peripheral but also mainstream parties adopt a critical
stance towards Eldonditionality. As previously stated, domestic actors mainly react
against the uncertainty of the accession process and they aim for EU membership with

their own terms. In this respect, the hypothesis could be surath@elow as:

H4: Electoral popularitydoes not explaifeuroscepticismbecause both mainstream
and fringe parties reflectugosceptic policies.

2.5.2.2.IsEuroscepticisnan opposition phenomenamcandidate countriés
There are certain reasons which may lead one to think that goverrareetdss prone
to be Euroscepticthan the opposition in candidate countries. Governments are
officially responsive to an international environmewnthich may discouragea
populist stance towards the EU during membership negotigf@aisrson 1981: 232)
Mor eover, negoti-ani eh$§ edhtaveomrm @owdaknment
reforms have been processed it proves costly to reverse them (Schimmelfennig 2005:
837; Vachudova 2008: 864). As the country proceeds with the negotiations,
gover nme Adegpendent/lockedart d i nt o a predictable co
Finally, the EU accessi on process provides 6ext
nati onal governments to Osell policies t
Vachudova 2008:864)The EU accasion process gives national governments an
opportunity to push for domestic change without sufferingany political
consequences: the EU process is to blame for all problems associated with costly
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reforms. For its parthe opposition enjoys little respsibility for the continuation of

the accession process and tends to criticize the government for being too submissive
vis-"-vis the demands of an external organization (the EU) and readily advise the
government to withdraw from the negotiations with the EBlanl ey 200 8 G
2008). Moreover, duringhe accession process, the EU empowers liberal pro
reformist segments athe domestic political elite against nationalist, authoritarian

and/or poss oci al i st political parti egreaterB°r z el
legitimacy o those liberal political forces which rally popular support to become pro

EU governments (Ibid). In this respect, governing parties and their supporters are
expected to be less likely to oppose the EU (Hix 2007: 137). On the corhary,
nationalist and authoritarian political actors against whom the EU bolsters liberal
political actors are expected to take a critical stance against thedseform process

in their country.

The idea of delegating sovereignty to Brussels in ceffialds drawsa negative

reaction especially from opposition parties. Accession negotiations have often
witnessed the rise of protests from opposition parties accusing governments of being
0too softdé/ submissive t o t helsoketkiysty adde man d s
pride. Opposititvtegofimnzdaedi gdvdronfoiednet s b
neglecting O6national i nterestsdo for the s
In Poland, the PiS and the PO criticized the IEt) negotiations as relating Poland

to a €sacedmd membership (Szczerbiak 2008:
parties <criticized the government for re
negotiations with t {20). Eodcerqing ithe $oreigry lan@ 0 0 7 :
ownership issue, the Polish opposition including the PiS, the Self Defence and the

LPR even proposed no confidence vote for the government (Tesser 2004: 224).
Similarly, the main opposition parties in the Czech Repulditicized the
government for its paty of hasty, unconditional and unequal accession which would
only lead—cttasaddpo®csondon for the Czech R
Hungary, the FIDESz (Alliance of Young Democrats) charged the government with
0servilitydo t otwatralss EW omemyberri nsg it to O
Moscow before 19896 (Neumayer 2008: 149).
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However, it is notable thaEuroscepticisms not only an opposition phenomenon;
governments may embraBgiroscepticisnas well. Especially when there is a general
perception in the candidate country that accession negotiations have shown an
inconsistent and unfair treatment by the EU, not only the opposition but also the
national government of the accession country is likely to resd&titoscepticismin

such case , opposition and governments wusuall
caused and pri de status quolf tHegoveriment ch@see motlto t h e
ally with the opposition, it risks losing its public support and domestic legitimacy. For
instance governing parties in Macedoni a, Croc
pressures to solve a bilateral conflict with an EU member before acceding to the

Union. In this context, the study advances two hypotheses:

H5: Opposition parties in accession ctigs are more likely to adofEurosceptic

policies than governing parties.

H6: Governing parties in accession countries are likely to emlEacescepticism
when the EUOGs conditionality is selectiyv
membership pepective and/or the EU is perceived to be reluctant towards accession.

2.6. Conclusion

This chapter aimed to offer detailed discussion of Euroscepticisim analyse
oppositional stances of political parties against EU membership in recent candidate
cowntries in general, and in Turkey in particular. With this motivation, the study
focused o&uroscepticim in candidate countries in order emphasize that critical
attitudes of political partiesn candidate countriegslo not reflect a wholesale
oppositionto European integration. It is rather a reaction againstdhglex nature

of E U dneembershipconditionality. Euroscepticisnin candidate countries driven

by both domestic factors (celsenefit calculus and threat perceptions) anddeMen
factors th& emphasize the interactionary context between the EU and candidate
countries( t he EUG6s selectivity, uncertainty o
reluctance). Accordingly, the chapter introduces two different forms of
Euroscepticismto explain the nane of domestic reactions against the EU in
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candidate countries: (1lEuroscepticisma s a +r eact i ossuespecfic t he E
conditionality and (2) Euroscepticismi n res pons e countorspecifice EUOG s
conditionality The former indicates resistance totgalar issues/Etled reforms and

mainly derives from domestic but in some cases, also external factors. The latter
involves reactions to the EUG6s additional
renders accession rather oOwpreaeretiavierddorr edt
accession. It hence primarily stems from external/EU factors highlighting the context

in which the EU and a candidate country interact. Furthermore, the chapter discusses
whether all parties sho&uroscepticismunder similar caoditions, or whether party

ideology and electoral strategy play a determining role behind the emergence -of party
basedEuroscepticism With this motivation, the chapter advances three research
guestions to find out whether party ideology, electoral pojpyland government

opposition distinction affect party preferences teuroscepticism The study has

come up with six hypotheses taking also into consideration thdrizEn factors such

as the EUOGs selective appl i cbketmenwarship f i ts
perspective and the EUOGs perceived reluc
The proposed hypotheses in this study suggest that party ideology explains
Eurosceptichehaviour in the sense that Conservative, Nationalist and Authamitari

parties (TAN) are more likely to adopuroscepticismwhile liberal (GAL) parties

tend to support EU membership process. This argument is in line wigxisteng

literature on Euroscepticism. However, there is a need to consider tirivEd
factorswhich are likely to diminish the explanatory power of party ideologthe

accession process. Furthermoaep ar t yé6s el ector al potenti a
limited explanatory power oveEuroscepticism Not only fringe parties but also
mainstream padgs reflect Euroscepticreactions against Eléd reforms. Finally,

opposition parties are more inclined to refléetroscepticreaction as a strategy to

weaken prereform governments. However, the Hdl factors may undermine the
explanatory power of govementopposition positioning by forcing governments to

reflect similar reactions with opposition parties during the accession negotiations.

In the empirical chapters, the dissertation will test the possible effects of the EU

driven factors and scruiire the validity of the hypotheses in accession countries, and

in the Turkish case in particular. Relying on the reforms of minority rights and foreign
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land ownership, the study will first discuss the relevanceEofoscepticismin

accession countriesn resp n s e t o t h-speciicUdbrditionalgysande

scrutinze the credibility of hypotheses in those cases. Afterwardsretbearchwill

focus onEuroscepticismas a r esponse tsmecific boaditidBdlt) s c o u
dwelling on domestic reactionsth e E UG s eodddiord dueotm a bilateral

conflict with an EU member state. In the Turkish cdSeroscepticisnis not only
reflectedupont he EUOGs Cyprus conditionality but
reluctance of the EHWowardsTur key®si caccei f soept i diTamk e

claimed by Turkish political and academic circles).

82



CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGICAL CHOICES

This chapter discusses the methodological choices of the study in order to build a

gual i tati ve ekdaccession processT Qualikatvg @search does not
aim to discover the reality which is 6o
descriptions and narratives of informant s

In this respect, the study mainlyrgtinizes how Turkish political actors view
Turkeybdébs EU accession process and approa
Nevertheless, qualitative inquiry does not prevent the researcher from using quasi
guantitative terms sdcbhBbsamedmafBoéoyméahr & 8
and Marsh 2002: 233). The results of a qualitative study can be presented in the form

of numeric data (Bryman 1988: 127). Hence, the study resorts to simple quantitative
terms (e.g. the number of interviewees who endotded EUled reforms) for
exploratory purposes rather than making statistical inferences.

Adopting a singlecase study as its primary approach, the study concentrates on
Turkey and its EU accession process. After explaining why the study adsiptge

casestudy, this chapter justifies the selection of political parties and reform areas in
order to scrutinize domestic political p
explains its choices of categorization as Left/Right and GAL/TAN to differentiate the
ideological alignments of political parties. Finally, it discusses elite interviewing with
Turkish parliamentarians as the preferred data collection technique to extract insights

on current i ssues associated wi t h Tur ke
suplementary sources to check the validity of interview results. The last section deals

with the challenges and the ethical considerations associatetheitiethodological

choices of the study.

83



3.1. Case Study

This study relies upothe case study methddcusing on the Turkish case in order to

develop indepth knowledge about the varying domestic political responses to EU
membership conditionalityA case study is identified as an intensive inquiry
scrutinei ng oOmul ti pl e per speapaitcular projectf polich e ¢ on
institution, program or system in a real
across a larger set of projects. (Gerring 2004: 341; Simons 2009: 21). This study
benefits froma case study as the primary research nethecause case studies (i)

provide proximity to reality, (ii) generate an-@epth learning process and (iii)

produce generalizable data (Flyvbjerg 2006: 236¢ase study enables proximity to

reality since it examineantseoxcti adn d otmpd tesx i
directly in relation to phenomena as the
Simons 2009: 21; Thomas 201l1la and 2011b). Accordingly, the study provides the

firistthand experiences of pol it iiooipracess. Theegar d
study examines domestic political react.i

through operended interviews, the review of parliamentary debates and press review.

A case study also generates a learning process which enadigstiknowledge of a

single phenomenon (Flyvbjerg 2006: 224). Such iardepth analysis permits
researchers to understand the boundaries of social processes by looking at the
complex interaction of many factors in few cases which cannot be possible through a
statistical analysis (Harper 1992: 139; Thomas 2011b: 512). Even if the research data
acquired froma case study do not aim to make statistical generalizations, their rich
cont ent provides 6éa path toward scientif
prevously been discussed in great depth (Flyvbjerg 2006: 227). In this respect, using

the case study method enables the author to gain a deeper understanding of how
Turkish politics is affected by the EU membership process and on which grounds
Turkish politial actors justify their stance towards the EU. Having conducteddace

face interviews with politicians and scanned minutes from parliamentary debates, the
study reveal s how Tur ki sh politicians p

membership process imegat depth. As discussed in the empirical chapters, the study
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finds that Turkish scepticism towards EU membership primarily stands as a reaction

to the complex nature of EU conditionality rather than a desped resentment

towards Europe and its valudBesides, not only domestic factors such as political
ideology and strategic decisionaking but also EWdl r i ven f actors such
selective and discriminatory approach, as well as its perceived reluctance towards
Turkish accession constitute the mapillars of domestic political contestations

towards EU membership.

Finally, a case study can be a useful method for generalization through the
empl oyment of ¢6éfalsificationd and d&éverifi
it is well-suited fori denti fying oO6black swanso6 in the
228). Especially singl®l case study adds to the generalizability of research findings
since it enables a strategic selection o
that facilta es | ogi cal deduction (Flyvbjerg 200
swans6 of soci al inquiry revealing eithe
through which deductive conclusions such
applies to all (no) casesd6 could be reached
instrumental in the falsification of an argument. A most likely case for one
proposition is O0the |l east I|likely for its
thesisproves false in the most favourable case, then it is most likely to be false for
intermedi ate cases (Flyvbjerg 2006: 226) .
useful for verification. If a thesis is valid in the least favourable case, thenkielg li

to be valid for intermediate cases (Flyvbjerg 2006: 232). Such deductions enable
singleN case study to make analytical generalizationkjch differ from the

statistical inferences of quantitative studies (Yin 1994: 10).

In the literature, Turkey islepicted as ara-typical o r 60l east l i kel yo
comparison to other candidate countries due to its different historical, cultural,
political, social and economic background (Engert 2010). Unlike the CEECs, Turkey
di d not experienkrebd adudri emtgurint st oc alburia at
European credentials have often been quesned ( K- ener et al 20
large population, Islamic identity and geographic proximity to the Middle East have
frequently been coined to emphasize how different Turkey is from other countries
( G¢ yata 2003; Ruizl i m®nez and O0T7/gr rKe-bel naenrc ae-t2 Oa | 2
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Sokullu 2011). Besides, Turkey stands as the only accession country that has been
waiting for more than four decades to become an EU member and yet its membership
prospects are still unclear. Therefore, at a first glance, yubke e x cepti onal i ¢
to preclude its comparabilityo other countries and compromithe generalizability

of data generated from the Turkish case. Therefore, Turkish responses to EU
conditions are generally expected to be different from other candidatetries.

However, the study finds that there are many overlaps between the responses of
Turkish political elites and those in other EU accession countries. Similar to the
CEECs, Turkish political actors particul
accession with an apparent indifference towards European integration and its
trajectory. Moreover, reluctance for membership in both Turkey and the CEECs
involve reactions stemming from the com
pressures in different poly domains, which eventually challenge the domestic

political and economistatus quoln this respect, ideology and strategy, as well as the
EUOsSs selectivity in its conditionality e>
only in Turkey but also inther accession countries in general. Therefore, studying
Turkey as a Ol east | i kel yd case does not
validity of the thesis oEuroscepticisntoncerning domestic political responses to EU

conditionality during the aession process.

3.2. On the selection of actors

This study examines the EU policies of primary Turkish political actors namely, the
AKP, the governing party, and the CHP and the MHP, the main opposition parties.
These three political actors are thest popular parties representative of the majority

of the Turkish electorate. Their combined electoral popularity was around 82% in the
2007 elections and 89% in 2011. Moreover, while the AKP and the MHP represent
both liberal and conservative voters stisg on the right of the ideological spectrum,

the CHP represents leftist and social democratic voters. The AKP is the successor of
the prolslamic Welfare Party which traditionally opposed EU membership
emphasi zing the EUDOGs-Bigih 2008.tHovever, updneitst i t vy
electoral success, the AKP pursued a-Bptb policy defying the legacy of its
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conservative predecessor. With the objective to become a-ahtohrty, the AKP
won three elections in a row between 2002 and 2011 and currentlig staithe most
popular political party in Turkey. The CHP on the other hand is the oldest political
party in Turkey. Having embraced a leftist ideology since the 1970s, the CHP has
been acting as the main opposition party since 2002. Idolizing the EU medmipbas
a modernization project, the party however remains sceptical of a variety of EU
preconditions. The MHP as a faght party is the second biggest opposition party
represented in the Turkish Parliament since 2007. Despite its strategic support for
Turkeyos EU member shi p, t he MHP advance
membership criteria. Therefore, a special focus on these three parties generates
comprehensive data on how Turkish mainstream politics approaches EU accession
and respond to EU membeisttonditionality. Moreover, the study also examines the
attitudes of the BDP, a pii€urdish party, as a controlling case in order to better
understand the role of political ideology and strategy on domestic responses to EU
membership conditionality. The can be considered as a siAglue party since
the partydéds main objective is to work f
Turkey. It is a regionalist party implying that the party is primarily organized in the
Southeastern Anatolia and securé&ogg electoral potentials in that particular region.
It is also an amntestablishment party since party officials aim to transform the
Republic into a loose federation of several autonomous states including a Kurdish
state. Therefore, its views mostly drge from those of other parties in the
parliament. For instance, unlike the mainstream parties who embrace Cyprus as a
national cause for Turkey, the BDP blames Turkey for invading Northern Cyprus and
preventing a peaceful settlement in the island. Astmae time, the BDP is one of the
most preEU political parties in Turkey, because as a regional party it aims to defend
'the ethneterritorial minority against the centre and demand for political autonomy'
through EU accession (Marks et al 2002: 587). EHé st ands as an o6un
for regionalist parties such as the BDP against central governments (Jolly 2007: 110).
EU membership hence becomes a crucial survival strategy for the BDP. According to
this line of thinking, the BDP is the ledgtely party to grow sceptial of EU
accession. If the BDP reflects similaolitical attitudegowards the EU conditionality
with other Turkish parties, then this will capture the reactionary dimension of
Euroscepticisnthat transcends purely strategic or ideatagicompetition. If a pro
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EU singleissue party whose weiei ng rests on the realiz
membership criticizes the EU and remains reluctant towards membership, then it is
plausible to argue that Edr i ven factors such and s t he
discriminatory conditionality play a decisive role behind the rising political

contestations in Turkey against EU membership.

The time period between 2002 and 2013 has been the focus of the study, because it
comprises two important periods: (i) theayg between 2002 and 2006 when Turkey

EU relations entered a Golden era with the adoption of humerous reform packages
which triggered the initiation of accession negotiations; and (ii) the period between

2006 and 2013 during which the bilateral relatioméered a dark age with the
suspensi on o f t he negotiati ons and t he
membership prospects. The comparison of these two time periods will provide rich

data in explaining the changing EU stances of Turkish political actors.

The study particularly concentrates on Turkish political parties rather than public
opinion because political parties are the prime actors of policy making (Morlino
2009), while it is an ongoing debate whether public opinion has a remarkable impact
on poltical decisioamaking (Page and Shapiro 1983; Holsti 1992; Burnstein 2003).
Some studies emphasize the role of public opinion in inducing change in-policy
making (Holsti 1992; Stimson et al 1995; Burnstein 2003); whereas others find its
effects negligibleessentially because (i) poliegaking is too complex for public to
have an opinion on, (ii)) most political issues are not salient to the mass public, and
(i i) policy makers are not necessarily
during elections (dller 1990; Jones 1994; Lindaman and Haidarkel 2002).
Studies on Turkey indicate a limited impact of public opinion on petieking
especially regarding T-Ayatk @00% SpieEng 2087c c € S S |
Yél maz 2009b) . Th ihighlyicentrahzedtstate stricture ih iuekeyt o t h
but also, it is observed that the Turkish public is one of the least informed publics
among accession countries Ay R003).The e Eur
Turkish electorate tends to act in line with #ld policies of the political parties they
vote for. For instance, although the majority of AKP voters is critical of EU accession
believing that the EU is a Christian Cluihe AKP electorate nevertheless supports
t he AK-HEWD policiesr (®piering 2007 7 7 ; Y é |l ma@)zSintlaly aldeit 8
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one of the most Europhile segments of Turkish society, the CHP electorate mostly
suppors the Euroscepticpo |l i ci es of t hei r -20@)aMadepver( YE&I ma
analysing political parties is particularly benefal in terms of obtaining deeper

insights about TurkefgU relations through elite interviews, while research on public

opinion primarily rests on opinion surveys which, albeit important to explain the
determinants of public &oppartanfioKeBUmee
fall short of generating mdepth knowledge about the nature of burgeoning Turkish
scepticism towards EU accession.

3.3. On the selection of cases

As for the selection of empirical cases, the study focuses on Hes ¢hat are
representative of the EUOGOs f or mspécifictkondi t |
pressures on accession countries. The EUC
0t he publicly stated precondthet Copemmagemas s et
criteria and the | egal framework of the
exerts its formal conditionality through adaptational pressures on candidate countries
inlinewi th the economic and political me mb e
study selected two examples of the EUG6s
of minority rights and foreign land ownership. There are four main reasons behind the
selectionof these reforms as the test cases for the scrutinguobscepticismin

Turkey. First, the selection of minority rights and foreign land ownership as the main
cases can be justified with the central K
conditiorality: the EU attaches crucial value to both minority rights and the

' i beralisation of foreign l and owner shi
compliance with those reforms is punishable by suspension of negotiations. Second,

the reforms under scrutinyehighly politicized cases which may bring major shifts

in domestic politics and thus generate heated domestic debates, providing a solid
ground for comparing political party attitudes across accession countries. Besides, in

the Turkish case, the selectafiorms have been adopted despite both strong domestic
opposition and |l ack of <credible prospect s

is crucial to scrutinize the justifications behind domestic attitudes towards these
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reforms. Third, the EU enforces reform process baseaih the application of the
Copenhagen criteffawhich was introduced in 1993 and significantly changed the
traditional (and economistic) ways through which the EU enlargement had been
approached. For instance, compliance with suemea@s minority rights has become
part of the official preconditions for membership after the introduction of the

Copehagen Criteria (Wiener and Wobbe 200R)e selected cases, hamely minority

rights and foreign | and oona pressutes fasedane pr e s

both political and economic Copenhagen criteria respectively. Accordingly, the
reform of minority rights is a good representative of the political accession criteria

while the EU associates foreign land ownership reform with theogoiw criteria

(under the title 6free movement of capita

Finally, the EUOG6s for mal member ship condi

standard and nediscriminatory set of conditions. For instancecRs (2008) and

Ram (2003) <criticize the EUG6s differentd.i

concerning the protection of minority rights. Also, Wiener and Schwellnus (2004)

highlight the selectivity (i ffhumantrightsr bi tr

conditionality to candidates. Therefore, the study selected minority rights as a case

t hat is representative of the EUG6s sel

owner ship as an exampl e of t he nitldyoé s

pressures on candidate countries) in ord

Omatt er s 6 Euroscepticresgpgsesrin gamglidate countries in general and

Turkey in particular.

In summary, the case of minority rights represents amefoar ea i n whi ch

application of conditionality has often been described as selective, whereas foreign
land ownership illustrates a reform area in which the EU adopts a relatively
standardized approach exerting similar pressures on candidate enuRtgedom to

buy land across the EU is guaranteed umki#icle 56 of the Treaty Establishing the

SMembership requires that candidate country has achieved stability of institutions guaranteeing
democracy, the rule of law, human rights, respect for and protection of minorities, the existence of a
functioning market economy as well as the capacity to cope with competitive pressure and market
forces within the Union. Membership presupposes the catetidability to take on the obligations of
membership including adherence to the aims of political, economic and monetary union (EU Council
1993).
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European Community prohibiting all restrictions on the movement of capital
(Trzeciak 2012: 103). The EU attaches priority to the reform since it consigers t

foreign purchase of property having significant impact on competition and the smooth
functioning of t he I nternal mar ket (Trz
concerning the foreign land ownership reform is standard and rigid in the sense that
membersand candidates do not have an option to permanently opbrdytsome of

them can secure the right to issue temporary derogation up to 7 years if they meet the
Commi ssionds specific criteria, as obser.yv
ensure fre movement of capital to nationals of EU Member states is penalized by the
European Court of Justice (ECJ). However, the case of minority rights is different:

there is no monitoring instrument adopted indlcguis communautair® nurture the

protection & minorities, or any sanctioning mechanism to force member states to sign

and ratify treaties on minority rights (Pospisil 2006: 5). Besides, ECJ}aase
demonstrates that the protection of specific minorities might be interpreted as
contravening the praoiple of nondiscrimination enshrined in EU law; consequently,

the ECJ privileges the principle of naiscrimination at the expense of minority

protection (ibid.).

Apart from its formal conditionality, the EU also issued cousfgcific pressures on

Turke y . The study adopts the EU6s Cyprus c.
representative of t-dpecificethditonaldaydItis drucial toa | co
study the EUOGs Cyprus conditionality beca
targeting Turkey, (ii) it has remarkable impact on Turkish foreign policy, because it

forces Turkey to open its harbours and airspace to the RoC that Turkey does not
recognize as the official authority in Cy
the EUG6s Cyprus conditionality has i mmedi a
membership negotiations. Turkey long pursued its traditional Cyprus policy defending

a twostates solution to the long festering Cyprus problem which contributed to a
deadock keeping both nations of the island separated. The AKP government
abandoned this policy and supported the Annan Plan which would unite the two
communities under a single state. However, the failure of UN plan of reunification
(thesecal | ed O&Anniam POA4H, the admi ssion of

EUbG s ensuing pressure on Turkey to open
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remar kably shifted the AKP governmento6s (
government 6s f ai |l ur €yptupconditompesulyed iwa pahial t h e
suspension of the accession negotiations in 2006. Although it previously blamed the
opposi ti-lmen Gyprus happrodch for preventing solution to the Cyprus
problem, the AKP started to reflect a similar hting stance after the suspension of

the negotiations. Therefore, anal ysing t
Cyprus conditionality enables a better understanding of the development of
Euroscepticismin Turkish politics. If all the political parties nder scrutiny
demonstrate similar reactions to the EUDO
then their opposition to EU conditionality is not merely shaped by their ideology or
strategy, but it develops as dytargetmgt i on
Turkey.

Apart from these three cases under scrutiny, the study also devoted a chapter to the
spreading perception in Turkey about the
in order to examine how domestic perceptions influence attittolards EU
accession process. It is crucial to include this chapter because there is a burgeoning
conviction in Turkey that the EU will never accept Turkish accession due to different
reasons such as cultural and religious differences. If this conviatomegp to be the

main determinant oEuroscepticismn Turkish politics, then it could be argued that

the Turkish case is exceptional because other such claims are not observed in other
candidate countries. In that case, political responses to EU accessevia are
supposed to be primarily stimulated by the perception of being unwanted by the EU.
The CEECs whose membership was facilitat:
did not share a similar experience with Turkey. However, if there are othdicsigh

causes of Turkiskuroscepticisnsimilar to other accession countries, then Turkey is

not entirely a distinct case and findings on Turkish political attitudes towards EU

accession can be comparable to other countries.

3.4. On the selection of iddogical categories

The o6éideology versus strategy6 debate is
analysis of party attitudes towards European integratitooghe 2007; Neumayer
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2008. The study will benefit from this scholarly debate in examinitng
development of scepticism in Turkish politics towards EU accession. The study will
also evaluate whether this debate still holds true when domestic political actors feel
di scriminated by the EUG6s conditionality
strategy permits comparison between Turkey and other accession countries. This
comparison necessitates categorization of political parties in accession countries and
Turkey in particular on the basis of their ideological alignments. The study employs
classich Left-Right distinction as well a&AL (green/alternative/libertariar) TAN
(traditionalism/authority/nationalism) dyad, because being leftist or rightist does not
necessarily explain whether party has an authoritarian or libertarian political outlook
(Mar ks et al 2006). The GAL/ TAN <classific
and powerful predictor of party positioning on the issues that arise from European
integrationd because it focuses on a 6n
environmentaland cul tur al i ssuesd (Hooghe et al
categorization, the study will classify political parties not only relying on their
economic, but also political and cultural views of the world. It will compare and
contrast the EU policiesf @raditionalist and libertarian political parties in candidate
countries. The study not only employs the GAL/TAN distinction to categorize parties
but also benefits from the findings of the Chapel Hill Expert Survey (CHES) of 2002
and that of 2010 in ordé¢o determine the identification of the ideological alignments
of political parties in different accession countries. However, there are some
limitations to the GAL/TAN classification of the survey. For instance, the suggestions
of the survey are based erpert feedbacks. Although relying on the views of experts
is a viable way to estimate political party positions which cannot be directly measured
(Hooghe et al 2010: 689), expert feedbacks at times produce contradictory and thus
misleading results cona@ng the ideological alignment of political parties. For
instance, according to CHES 2010, multiple Turkish experts evaluated the GAL/TAN
status of the CHP on a tgoint scale (where 0 is extreme left, 10 is extreme right,
and 5 is centre). Some experts/g 10 points to the CHP associating it with extreme
right/TAN, while some gave 0 or 1 identifying it as extreme left/TAN. Moreover,
some political parties in the CEECs which are depicted as GAL parties by the CHES
2002 and 2010 can be considered as TANabse of their oppressive policies
towards civil society and media during their time in government. For instance, the
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Civic Democratic Party (ODS) in the Czech Republic and the Hungarian Civic Party
(FIDESZMPP) are accepted by the expert surveys as Rigtt/parties. However,

the ODS governments in the 1990s Omade b
competition, restrict information and obstruct the regeneration of a politically active

ci vil societyd6 and oOnegl eitserfice,duhdermiojedle st a b |
poles of opinion outside of the government, such as universitiesyovatnmental
organizations and i nt er e s95).gSinularlp, sttke ( Vac
FIDESZMPPgover nment pursued a prochecksandf &ésy
bal ances in the government 6, moving Hung
aut horitarian directiond (Tomini 2012: 2)
these parties as TAN rather than GAL. Even if these parties today claimsieepur

liberal policies, the study chose to classify them as TAN due to their conservative

attitudes during the EU accession process.

Finally, identifying which party is GAL proves problematic for the CEECs due to the

lack of democratic culture, a consolidd party system and a high degree of
uncertainty over a successful transformation to market economy and liberal
democracy (Bielasiak 1997: 24). Therefore, ideological models designed for Western
European political parties do not fit well in the politicaintext of the CEECs. For
instance, while Left is identified with ¢
Left represents conservatism aadn c i e n inrtl® CEECs (Markowski 1997:

223). Left parties are the successors of the Communist regimestand as the
6transition | osersdéd (Marks et a l 2006 : 1
resist liberalisation. It is rather the rigiving parties which defend liberal change
(Markowski 1997: 223). Moreover, some-exo mmu ni st piaed 61 ¢ heidt i
political outlook in order not to be marginadd after the fall of communism (Ziblatt

1998: 135) . They embraced O0soci al democr
abandoned Marxist rhetoric (ibid.). Some became successful in presentimsghes

as credible social democrat s, whil e ot he
this vision to the electorate due to their deepted authoritarian image during the
communist era (Ishiyama and Shafgat 2000: 440). Therefore, it will beadtisteto

automatically accept all 6soci al democr at
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On the other hand, the lack of a broad middle class during the communist years
further blurred the ideological alignments of political actors in the CEECs after the
fall of communism. For instance, strong public support for privatization in the initial

years of independence quickly vaned after a massive privatization wave in the

CEECs. The new generation of political p a
responded byhi ghl i ghting o6énati onal and cul tur e
populism than economic | iberalizationd (1

agendas of newly established political parties after communism got swiftly replaced
with TAN rhetoric. Notwittstanding these limitations, both the GAL/TAN distinction
and the CHES data give a general idea about the ideological alignments of political

parties in accession countries facilitating comparison.

3.5. Data collection

The study uses intervieves its primary data collection method because it essentially

aims to learn how Turkish political actors approach Tueyrelations. Conducting
interviews with Turkish parliamentarians
EU bid and facilitates a kete r understanding of the cur
accession process. It should be noted that interviews do not ptbeidesearcher

with direct access to 6factsd and Obexper.i
interpret and display their pgrmctives upon them (Silverman 2011: 168).
Accordingly, the study will also rely on other primary and secondary sources such as
parliamentary minutes, official documents (EU reports, party documents), press
statements of politicians in order to examine vaédity of interview findings. The

author takes note of certain issues associated with the usage of supplementary sources
such as accession restriction and the issue of reliability, which necessitates the cross
checking of the source, the context, thgyééed audiences and the original intention

of the document (Dale 2006: 81).
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3.5.1. Elite interviews

The study particularly focuses on elite interviewing in order to gather detailed
information about the EU policies of Turkish political parties,dause Tur keyo:
accession is primarily an elittr i ven process (Akkit et al
provide wuseful i nsights about 0t he i nne
machinations between influential actors and how a sequence of pjeniswed and
responded to within the political mac hi n
researcher to gain access to the personal remarks of politicians which cannot be
reached from 6official publ i shed bdpcument
What happens in politics is mostly inacce
|l ocked away under 30 or 50 year rul edé6 (L
interviews with people who are actively involved in the political proceésdsf t en t he
only way of wuncovering detailsdé about the

The EU accession process necessitates the adoption of certaiedEeforms for

which the Turkish government needs to acquire the approval of the Parliament, and

this makes t he Tur ki sh Parl i ament 6one of
member ship process (Akki't et al 2011: 39
interviews with Turkish parliamentarians primarily due to two reasons. First, they are

the main acta of legislation actively taking part in the adoption of-Eed reforms.

They act as members of important parliamentary committees including constitutional,
foreign affairs and EU harmonization committees. Therefore, they are informed about

Tur k ey 6 sssiéhlprocess and the Hedl reforms under scrutiny. Second,
parliamentarians are almost always affiliated with political parties. Top party officials

are usually parliamentarians, while some members of the Parliament are also
member s of t hasembly. preneforg, duskisroparliamentarians are in a
position to give feedback about both the workings of their own party about EU
membership and the Eléd reforms brought before the Turkish Parliament.

Researchers must already have a good knowledgjeediacts about their academic
research before conducting interviews (Lilleker 2003: 212). This not only gives them
more academic credibility, but mor e | mpc

cannot offer a completely false account of events withoati ng questi oned ¢
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Therefore, some scholars claim that interviews should be conducted towards the end
of the research programme (ibid.). Interviews were conducted in the final years of the
PhD program between November 2012 and April 2013, mostiguse the author
wanted to gain a detailed knowledge about the EU stances of Turkish political elite
before conducting the interviews. With this motivation, he consulted the academic
literature and scanned the official gazette, the national press andnariary
minutes. This provided the author not only the opportunity to find out whether the
interviewees diverge from the official stance of their parties but it also enabled the
author to intervene in the case of ambiguous accounts given by respondliefshau

interviews.

The Turkish Parliament located in the Turkish capital city, Ankara was where the bulk

of interviews were conducted. Parliamentarians often chose to take the interviews
either in their parliamentary offices or in the main building whelenary sessions

take place. In addition, three interviews were held with the deputy leaders of the
MHP, the CHP and the BDP in party headquarters. There are currently 327 AKP, 134
CHP, 52 MHP and 26 BDP deputies in the Parliament. The author intervidweid

them (25 AKP, 15 CHP, 4 MHP and 1 BDP). Interviews account for 8% of Turkish
parliamentarians in total (45 out of 550). The CHP deputies were comparably over
represented (11%), while other parties were slightly ungj@resented (7.7% AKP,

7.7% MHP,4% BDP). There are several reasons for such an inconvenience. First,
of ficials of the CHP reflected an 1 mage ¢
investigations as fruitful and valwuable
therefore they wer comparably much more approachable. On the other hand, most
officials of the MHP and the BDP with whom the author contacted turned out to be
6defensive elitesd reluctant to cooperat
mixed image, while some madeetnselves available for academic interviews, others
proved difficult to reach. Second, there was an issue of attendance. Even though the
author was present in the Parliament almost every working day during three months,

he could not find most of the MHP @rthe BDP officials either in their offices or
elsewhere in the Parliament. Finally, it was particularly challenging to interview BDP
officials, because most declined to answer the interview questions as they claimed

t hat i nterviewi ngy leadert wouldt be suffigeatr Difficd@ty to d e p u
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conduct interviews with BDP officials had already been experienced by others and
this is mainly explained with-idsieegeq@mar t yos
(Akkit et al 2011: 398) .

Neverthelessgiven the traditionally hierarchical structure of Turkish political parties,

the study has successfully interviewed the top officials of the four parties including
Burhan Kuzu (AKP-c hai r man of the Constitutional
Tekelioftmwai(rAcKéPn of the EU harmonizati on
(AKP T chairman of TurkeyeU joint parliamentary committee), Burak Erdenir (AKP
-deputy undersecretary of the EU Ministry
of t he CHP), Zyu hlaé a dlTeorp - f (tdlegp u MHP) and Y
leader of the BDP). Moreover, the sample of the study reflects a regional balance.

The parliamentarians represent 25 different cities from all seven regions of Turkey.
Naturally, the bamglhelst Ankawreas;amamktmi Ksa
than other cities in the interview sample, as they have the largest portion of seats in

the parliament. The sample also reflects a gender balance since the proportion of
female respondents (17.7%) is slightlyeothe total ratio of women deputies in the
Parliament (14.4%).

This study is particularly useful in terms of providing the accounts of Turkish
parliamentarians who work in the parliamentary commissions sucthea&U
harmonization committee, Constitutalncommittee, Foreign affairs committee and
Turkey-EU joint parliamentary committee and personally participate in the making of

draft EU laws. Therefore, they can offer rich insights concerning the reforms under
scrutiny and Tur k ey 6The abdthbr imexvieweel tes thhempersp r 0 C ¢
(out of 25) of the EU harmonization committee and nine members (out of 25) of
Turkey-EU joint parliamentary committee in order to obtairdapth feedback of the

parliamentarians who played an active role during thddgl.freform process.

There are several problems associated with elite interviewing. First of all, it is
difficult to reach political elites although comparedto#oh i t es, | ocati ng
seem relatively easy due t o: 48n @urkish hi gh
parl i amentarians wusually donét respond tc

from two parliamentarians through electronic correspondence. There are also many
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gatekeepers in the Turkish Parliament proving the realization of intendéficult.

For instance, intensive security measures made it challenging for the author to gain
access to the Parliament compound. The usage of voice recorder was subject to the
approval of the parliamentary media office, and it was obligatory to oataintten
confirmation from the office every time the author visited the Parliament.
Furthermore, it was not possible to get an appointment directly from parliamentarians
bypassing their secretaries and advisors. Besides, booking an appointment was not a
viable method for successfully conducting interviews with parliamentarians in
Turkey. They donét give appointments o0Ve
personally visit the office of every parliamentarian he aimed to interview, he
presented a letter otagement explaining why he wanted to conduct interviews, his
curriculum vitae and business card in order to prove the authenticity of his academic
credentials. Most parliamentarians refuse to give an appointment at a particular time;
hence the author had be present in the Parliament almodd days a week for a
threemonths period from morning until evening in order not to miss the opportunity

to interview parliamentarians whenever they were available. Therefore, interviewing

Turkish political elites preed to be an extremely intensive and exhaustive process.

Besides, building rapport witthe political elite and gaining their trust is a necessary

but challenging task (Lilleker 2003; Mikecz 2012). The existing literature explains
that positionhty is either a problem or blessing for researchers to obtain valid data
through elite interviewing (Morris 2009; Mikecz 2012). For instance, being a
foreigner or outsider may be beneficial for a researcher to achieve a better response
rate from politicalelites in some countries such as France, the United States and the
United Kingdom; while being an outsider can be problematic to reach political elites
in others such agamata and Estonia due to linguistic barriers, cultural conventions
and distrust agast outsiders (Herod 1999; Sabot 1999; Mullings 1999; Mikecz
2012). As a citizen of the Turkish Republic, the author was not a foreigner but his
academic credentials as a PHD candidate from a UK institution attached him an
Ooutsi der 6 st aantedshis aesedrch aac extemndl llegitimary which
enabled the author to extract detailed views and interpretations from respondents. The

interviews yielded the fact that Turkish political elites perceive UK universities as top
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quality and prestigious institions; they thus tend to take their research seriously.

Therefore, coming from a UK university proved to be an advantage for the author.

Finally, the author asked op&mded questions as they provide better access to

6i ntervi ewee6s nsvof evests, understarelings, r expereemcésoand
opinions6 (Byrne 2004: 182 in Silverman 2
put in the straightjacket of cloended questionsd (Aberbach
674). They rather prefer to articulateithe vi ews O0expl ai ning why

t hi nkd (derdeddjuektions Oys @rovide them with the latitude to articulate

their responses, and give them opportunity to organize their answers within their own
frameworks (ibid.). The author prepear6 operended questions five of which aimed

to reveal the approaches of political elites to the reforms of minority rights, foreign

|l and ownership, the EUGs Cyprus conditi ol
towards Turkish accession. The authan@y asked them to give their personal

account on those issues. Moreover respondents were asked about the most important
obstacles to Turkeyb6s EU membership in or

and external) sources of the current stalemabdateral relations.

There are certain shortcomings of asking epeded questions. In qualitative
interviews, most of the analytical decisions are made during or after the interview data
are collected, because opemded questions force the interviewwermake different
decisions and ask additional questions according to the reactions of respondents in
each session (Gomm 2008: 2390). Naturally, responses to opended questions

are also operended. Some respondents devoted much energy to discuss ikat

may not be directly related to the questions. The author was hence forced to ask
probing questions to prevent sittacking and ensure that a valid answer was
provided. Conducting interviews with opended questions is also a time consuming
proces. Compared to closended questions, it takes much longer for respondents to
answer operended questions (Aberbach and Rockman 2002: 674). The interviews
took around 2680 minutes on average, while some even lasted about an hour.
Therefore, it took longeo transcribe and analyse the interview findings (ibid.). There
are also financial costs. Since these interviews take longer time, it was not possible to
conduct more than -8 interviews a day. The author thus had to come to the
Parliament quite often argppend more than 3 months in Ankara.
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3.5.2. Ethical considerations

There are several ethical considerations the author took into account while conducting
interviews. Informed consent was a key principle the author sought to fulfil. Informed
consent ighe consent of an interviewee which is essentially taken after giving him or
her a detailed account of the nature and aims of the research and the assurance that
interviewee can withdraw from the research at any time (Lilleker 2003: 209;
Silverman 2011: 8). With this motivation, the author prepared a formal letter
outlining the aims and the usage of the interviews as well as brief information about
the research. The author emailed these letters to the secretaries of parliamentarians.
He also orally preseead the same information to the parliamentarians at the beginning

of each interview to make sure he was granted informed consent. Moréwer,
researcher must convince the respondents that his academic credentials are authentic
and the interview data wibbe used for academic purposes only (Jones 2004: 259). In
order to prove his authenticity, the author provided each parliamentarian with his
curriculum vitae and business card before the interview. Moreover, the author asked
for t he r es p o nfa dhe tusage ofpadiotapesrecorden during the
interviews. He both took notes and electronically recorded the interviews in order to
prevent data loss. He compared the recorded data and his notes in order to receive
optimum output from interviews. He ontpok notes when a few parliamentarians
declined the electronic recording of the interview. As regards anonymity and
confidentiality, all respondents gave their consent for the usage of their original
names in the study.

Obtaining the initial consent amterviewees is not always sufficient faresearcher

may sometimes be obliged to seek respond
data (Lilleker 2003: 21-213; Silverman 2011: 102). Some parliamentarians firmly

stated that the author must conswith them first before using their names and
comments in his future publications. Moreover, some respondents preferred to give
some oO0off the recordd information which t

author turned off the audio recorder fordfrtime periods and remained loyal to
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respondent demands -they enotd&hant agvitdw foic

study.

Moreover, it is crucial to be aware of the social desirability bias that may conggrom

the findings of selfeporting techniquesuch as interviewing. According to some,

giving the impression that the researcher is taking the side of the respondents might
encourage them 6to respond favourably, o[
account of, at least, what they thought abie issue and the debates surrounding

events (Lilleker 2003: 211). However, this attitude compromises the scientific
objectivity of the researcher and causes
answers. A balanceidhpression is a must for acqimg reliable interview data (ibid.).

During the interviews, the author sought to look neutral and asked additional
guestions in order to check the validity of the answers when he suspected the risk of
social desirability bias.

Finally, during the writhg-up phase of the PHD thesis, researchers should avoid using
any sexist or racist language, acknowledge the contributions of other researchers to
the topic under scrutiny, devote a section to the discussion of the limitations of the
data used, and explaine implications of the research for the relevant scholarship (De
Vaus 1991; Homan 1991).
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CHAPTER IV
THE REFORM OF MINORITY RIGHTS

The aim of this chapter is to discuss the variation of Turkish political party responses

t o t he EsSpariBc) condisosal mressures regarding the reform of minority

rights. The chapter argues that tihain attitudes offurkish political partiego the

EU-led reforms of minority rights primarily stem from (1) domestic political
considerations, i.e. cobenefit calculations and threat perceptions regarding the EU
accession, and from (2) t he perception
conditionality are often applied in a selective manner. The findings emphasize that
domestic resistance to Hed reforms éminority rights is not peculiar to the Turkish

case because similar reactions to-EEU reforms of minority rights have been
witnessed in other accession countries dissimilar to Turkey in terms of economic
development, political culture, and national ndg. Accordingly, the chapter will

first discuss the EUOGS minority rights ¢
minority rights. It will then scrutinize the political resistance in candidate countries to

the EUled minority rights reforms. Tumg to the Turkish case, the chapter will first

focus on the evolution of the minority rights regime in Turkey and then assess the
political resistance to the EUGS minorit.y
Turkish political parties (especiallye opposition parties, the CHP and the MHP)

tend to embrace a highly nationalistic stance perceiving the reforms within the scope

of foreign policy and dismiss them as unilateral concessions to foreigners. The

observed rise ofEuroscepticismin Turkish p | i t i c s as a respons
conditionality of minority rights also f.
mi strust agai nst Europeans embodied in t|

and to what extent major Turkish political partiesgethe reforms of minority rights,
the chapter will compare the official party line with the views of parliamentarians
through the discussion of interview findings. The interviews suggest that government

respondents someti mes ddafomestrigericlandaatually he g o
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reflect Euroscepticism i.e. they remain reluctant towards the reforms the AKP
government supports. Moreover, the leadership change in the CHP, the main
opposition party, has act ua Inteyvethmandritya | i mi
rights. The CHP respondents are divided over the expansion of minority rights. The
interviews, on the other hand, support the Harel stance of the junior opposition

party, the MHP. Overall, the chapter seeks to find out whether strapegty
competition and ideological dispositions determine party attitudes concerning
minority rights, or Turkish political ac

application of its minority rights conditionality.

4.1. The EU Conditionality on Minority Rights and Responses from Accession

Countries

The notion of minority rights was first introduced in 1993 as a political Copenhagen
criterion enshrining O0the respect for an:
(Sasse 2005: 1). The reformas been praised as déa prim
positive stabilising impact in Central al
that conditionality on minority rights would contribute to the consolidation of
democracy and human rights in the acimesscountries and would particularly

improve the living standards of the long oppressed minority groups. However, the
application of the EWed reform remains problematic due to certain impediments
concerning minority rights. To clarify, despite the infeasefforts of the UN, OSCE

and the Council of Europe, there is a lack of a consensus in international politics and

l aw on what constitutes a O6national mi no
range of interpretations 0{2S¥h.whkerelareme 200
universally accepted practices on a number of minority issues, including nminority
language education, collective versus individual rights, and autonomy versus
integration (Ram 2003: 47The mnority criterion hence lacks a firm fadation not

only in international law but in EU law as well (Hughes and Sasse 2003: 5; Sasse
2005: 5). Moreover, no European standard of minority rights has been established
within the acquis communautaireo be firmly applicable to each EU member state

(De Witte 2000; Pentassuglia 2001; Schwellnus 2005). This prevents the EU from
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of fering an o6éeasy fixd6 to the minority |
different practices of member states prevent common community behaviour towards
minorities withinthe EU (Sasse 2005: 5; Schwellnus 2005: 56).

Additionall vy, the remarkabl e difference i
its treatment of candidates concerning minority rights is a major concern raised in the
academic literature (Ram 2003; Schweinu 2 0 0 5 ; G. Yélmaz 2012) .
pressures on candidate countries concerning the protection of minority rights while
remaining indifferent to malpractices against minorities in member states are
perceived as O0doubl e s¢g decrahsethd legitimaryofthea n d i d
EUGOs conditionality during its negotiat:i
181; G. Yél maz 201 2: 121) . For i nstance,
Sarkozy deported more than a thousand Roma holding Eygrtssgnationals of

Bulgaria and Romania). Lacking necessary enforcement measures, the EU only
condemed the French government and threatened to take legal action but failed to
convince France to step back (Traynor 2010). The repressive policy of Framtst ag

Roma still continues even aftdre Sarkozy administration (Sayare 2012). Moreover,

while the signature and ratification of the Framework Convention for the Protection of
National Minorities and the Charter of Regional and Minority Languages was
enfaced by the EU to candidate countries as a precondition for accession, those
documents had not been ratified by a number of member states including Belgium,
France, Luxembourg, the Netherlands and Greece (Ram 2003: 48). The EU does not
only discriminate bieveen member and candidate states. It has also applied the
conditionality of minority rights to accession countries on a selective basis (Wiener

and Schwellnus 2004: 463). Accordingly, countries experiencing serious problems
related to minority issues su@s Romania witha sizeable Roma community are

taken into an intensive monitoring and continuous scrutiny while it is adequate for
others to comply with the minority criterion in general (ibid.). Given such
discrepancies, it is often argued tha minority rights regime remains a grey area in

the EU (Schwellnus 2005: 51).

As far as the minority criterion is concerned, the EU believes in the importance of the
enf orcement of certain instrumsespesi fsiuch
105



cultural and lingistic rights, powesharing arrangements, and seeic o nomi ¢ r i gh
to accommodate between minorities and majorities in a democratic regime (Hughes

and Sasse 2003: 3). However, concerning the accession process, such political steps
prove contested and mwwoversial in the recipient countries for they are perceived as a

threat to natiorstate and national sovereignty. This conundrum renders the reform of
minority rights susceptible to strong domestic opposition dutimg accession

process. Nationalisticugtifications, such as the preoccupation to protect national
sovereignty and integrity, and the danger of foreign interference have been raised as

the main causes for the denial of expanding the rights of minofitidsstonia, the

Centre Party [Left/ TANPppposed the Eded reforms expanding the citizenship rights

of minorities and vetoed the removal of the Estonian language requirement for
minority candidates who participate in national elections. Claiming that such reforms
would constitute a threat to tesian identity, party officials condemned the
government for O6giving ind to Western in:
(Feldman 2001: 16).

Al ong with the support of opposition par
Movement for a Demoatic Slovakia (HZDS)[Left/TAN] rejected all Elled

reforms on minority rights and proclaimed Slovak as the only official language,
minimizing the political influence of the Hungarian minority and limiting the
authority of local communities (Sasse 2005; I@&sser 2003: 51313). Meciar

particularly opposed the idea of gi ving
Roma are a soci al problem and simply a g
179). He even argued o6if we dleoanl' twidtehalu swi

(ibid.). Consequently, the European Commission reported that Slovakia was unable to

fulfil the political accession criteria and excluded Slovakia from the first wave of
accession. Sl ovaki ads accetaranewmovgnment e s s v
took over in October 1998 and agreed to comply with the EU membership criteria.

Similarly, in the Czech Republic, the construction of the Maticni street wall in 1999

physically separating the Czechs from the Roma minority createtd oamtroversy.

EU officials condemned the construction of the wall and warned the Czech

government that such a discriminatory decision would threaten their entry to the EU
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(Fawn 2001: 1204). Vaclav Klaus, the leader of Civic Democratic Party (ODS)
[Right/TAN], the main opposition of the time, initially defied criticisms and declared:

o see walls in Northern Ireland which
Maticni Street and no one threatens to ex
Mayor Favel Tosovsky, a member of the ODS who ordered the construction of the

wall dismissed the warnings of Romano Prodi, President of the European Commission

and replied; OProdi ? 1snot his first nar
European Union that make t hi s wal | an obstacle to ou
1204).

Upon foreign pressures, the Czech Parliar

construction. Although the official policy of the ODS was to vote against the
construction, several partyfizials supported Mayor Tosovsky and stood against the

rights of Roma (Fawn 2001: 1203). For instance, the ODS Deputy Chairman Ivan
Langer stated t hat peopl e wer e 6right 1
themselves from Roma] (Fawn 2001: 1209)eiwduring the ODS government, some

party officials highlighted their opposition tdhe Roma minority despite
condemnation from within the party. For instance, the ODS Senator Zdenek Klausner
proposed relocating Roma from out of Prague and the ODS maystatfva Liana

Janackova proposed municipal funding for-oveey air tickets for Roma who opted to

leave for Canada (Fawn 2001: 1203).

In Poland, a draft bill granting greater rights to minorities in 1999 attracted much
criticism among political parties. e draft EUled reform foresaw the usage of

minority languages at state departments and the establishment of a department
exclusively responsible for minority affairs (Tesser 2003: 500). The officials of the
agrarian Polish Peasant Party (PSL) [Left/TANjdathe centregight Solidarity
coalition (AWS) [Left/ TAN] opposed the EL
integrity of the republic as well as an
(Tesser 2003: 501). The parties justified their ogpmsion the fear of relomination

by Polandds power ful nei ghbour Germany (i
consensual and binding definition of national minority within the EU, diminishing the
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credibility of the EUled minority reform further inthe eyes of the Polish public
(ibid.).

T h e E U-étandard @anditionality on minority rights depleted the enthusiasm for

reform in Macedonia. The Macedonian government led by the Social Democratic
Union of Macedonia (SDSM) [Left/TAN]pioneered the doption of the Ohrid
Framework Agreement (OFA) in 2001 to end the armed conflict with ethnic

Al bani ans and expand the rights of -minori
accession. However, the gover nmmimtty-t hen r
rights regime in order to justify its loss of motivation for the reform (Koinova 2011:

826). The government charged the EU with failing to pressurize Greece and Bulgaria

to recognize their Macedonian minorities. The main tendency among the Mecedon
decisionma ker s was that oOif neither country w
vision with regard to the Macedonian nationality, then Macedonians should not be
obliged to further support ethnic divers
of ficials of the Croatian Democratic Uni
indi fference-r eoodgmiatnicemmsofmonts minoritie

pressures on Croatia as double standard (Jovic 2006: 93).

Minority rights became a sourcaf intense opposition in Romania as well. The
government 6s i nit i-aponsamesl Education lratv m dulyul®9F a n
which granted O6national minorities the ri
primary to university education and the giiity of establishing a Hungarian
| anguage universityoé faced fierce opposi:
opposition parties especially the Party of Social Democracy (PSDR) [Left/TAN] and
the Romanian National Unity Party (PUNR) [Right/TANfrangly opposed the
legislation that would considerably expand minority rights in the country (ibid.). The
Romanian government was forced to withdraw the bill but attempted to grant similar
rights to minorities by issuing an emergency ordinance. Howegegnactment was
again prevented by the opposition votes in the parliament shortly after the
Luxembourg Counci | accepted the Commi s s
accession negotiations with Romania (Ram 2003: 45). Moreover, thegtiar
nationalist Geater Romania Party (PRM) [Right/TAN] which had given strategic
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support to Romaniads EU membership, stood
of Hungarian and Roma minorities. The PRM determined a wide range of
Ounacceptabl e al i elHusgariarss,uChiheseaasd ARbsrinang inJ e ws
Romania and opposed any reform granting further rights to those communities (Borz
2012: 17417 8) . During the zenith of the part.)
and 2004, Vadim Tudor, the party leader even adechae d a | | O0Gypsi esd t
for there was no other solution [to prevent crime] (Goldston 2002: 155).

Latvian politics under weak coalition governments had a more difficult experience
concerning the reforms of minority rights since not only ofiffmrsbut also coalition

partners opposed the reforms to the point of withdrawing from coalition. The EU
pressurized the Latvian government to amend Latvian Language Law and
Naturalizati on L aspeaking ooftit@adnd towbecdrne shettera n
integgt ed into Latvian society6é (Bhati a, un
strongly opposed by the For Fatherland and Freedom/Latvian National Independence
Party (TB/LNNK) [Right/TAN], a far right nationalist partythat feared such
amendments would rendé&atvia more susceptible to Russian influence. The party

of ficial s ar gadtieeds werd suddenty given \ating rightsothrey would

vote to destabilize Latvia's shaky political scene and evenmen e x Lat vi a t o
(Morris 2004: 554). Eve during its term in office, the TB/LNNK persistently
opposed the minority rights | aws which 06g¢g
eas|[ ed] | anguage requirements for citizel
2011: 1096). The party evemtly gave in to the pressures of the EU and the
Organization for Security and Gperation in Europe (OSCE) and adopted the
reforms (ibid.). The party officials annc
to become an EU member to offset futureettts from Russia (Morris 2004: 558).

However, the legislation created a crisis within the government since the biggest
coalition partner; the Democratic Pa®aimnieks (DFS) [Left/TAN] accused the
coalition government o fexterraibodies and vatiedrelv e ni e r

from the government (ibid.).

The resignation of the DB resulted in a popular referendum in which 53% of the
voters approved the disputed reforms in October 1998 (Kelley 20092;9%0lska
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2011: 1096). The new Latvian gowenent formed after the withdrawal of the {3P
comprised a coalition of TB/ LNNK, the Pe
Latvian Way (LC) [Right/GAL]. Despite EU pressure, the coalition government was
adamant to adopt a new language law placing highpri t y on &éprotect.i
|l anguage and culturedé and announced it
relations with the EUO6 (Kelley 2004: 82).
on the Russiarspeaking minority as the criteria for employmeanid legal services

amongst others (Kelley 2004: 81). The EU Presidency firmly warned the government
that the | anguage | aw would &6hurt Latvi aft
The government s insistence inththetHelgnkinat i on
Summit in December 1999 when finally, the governing parties decided that a liberal
amendment would actually open the EUO6s do
EU prevailed over nationalist stance against minorities in the lasiten(Kelley

2004: 83).

The above examples reflect the fact thatlet reforms for the protection of minority

rights became a remarkable source Ediroscepticismin numerous candidate
countries. The opposing domestic political actors perceived rtigsomot as an

integral part of the host society but as foreigners open to manipulation by their
country of origin. Hencehe nationalistic urge to preserve political stability and

national sovereignty against foreign intrusion played a crucial role beloimstic
resistance to the expansi on of mi nority
approach towards members and candidates decreased the credibility of its formal
conditionality. For instance, the ratification tffe Framework Convention for the
Praection of National Minorities was contested in the national parliaments of
accession countries not only because the ratification would mean the official
recognition of minorities that had previously been denied such status (Rechel 2009:
79-80), but also bcause the convention was neither signed nor ratified by a
significant number of EU member states (Kochenov 2011: 37). Moreover, as the cases

of Poland, Macedonia and the Czech Republic illustrate, domestic reluctance to
proceed with minority reforms wafa en justi fi ed with the E

0di scriminatorydé, treatment of member st a
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Concerning the effects of party dispositions on the development Bligsceptis

stance, the findings of the study suggest feties in accession countries which
opposed the Eded reform of minority rights hold mainly TAN ideology (H2), while
Left/Right distinction (H1) does not play a decisive role in the responses of political
parties against the EU. It is the TAN ideologhich represents nationalist and
conservative front that tends to treat the country as a single nation and minorities as a
threat to the nation or unwanted outsiders. Moreover, some of the mainstream parties
such as the centrgght ODS in Czech Republiand the centreft SDSM in
Macedonia which identified themselves as liberal could be considered as TAN parties

due to their repressive policies against media and civil society during their term in
office. This supports the Hypotheses | and Il regardmggeffects of party ideology

on Euroscepticism Moreover, there is evidence in the literature that TAN parties
including the ODS, the SDSM, and the HDZ
regarding the reform of minority rights. However, there is taogible evidence

indicating that GAL parties such as the Democratic Left Alliance (SLD) in Poland,
theCzech Soci al Democratic Party (LSSD) a
Uniont Democr at i ¢ -PS) entbraceHurSsbegtiBisnin response to the

EU6s selective minority rights conditiona

the CEECs is needed to provide supporting evidence for Hypothesis IlI.

Regarding party competition over the reforms, the evidence suggests that resistance to
minority rights reforms is embraced not only by fringe parties but mainstream parties
as well (H4). The Centre party in Estonia, the PSDR in RomaniaHH®LS in
Slovakia, the LW in Latvia and the ODS could be considered as mainstream parties
having important electorgdotentials Even the PRM and the PUNR in Romania and

the TB/LNNK in Latvia which are now considered as fringe parties had once gathered
considerable public support and experiemmceffice during the EU accession process.
Their reactions to the Eléd rebrms are not to be neglected. Therefore, the evidence
on minority rights supports Hypothesis IV. Moreover, it is difficult to argue that
Eurosceptic esponse to the EUG6s conditionality
phenomenon (H5). Often, resistartoeminority reforms was adopted by opposition
parties that seek to gain ground against reformist governments through nationalist and

protectionist rhetoric. However, governing parties too have shown similar reactions in
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the domain of minority rights and mounced their lack of enthusiasm to proceed with

the EU membership process. Especially, shaky coalitions were shattered due to the
differences over minority rights as in the case of Latvia. In this respect, TAN ideology
has a better explanatory power thappositiongovernment distinction, since
governing parties with TAN ideology including thiZDS, the TB/LNNK, the SDSM

and the HDZ primarily stood against the reforms of minority rights. Moreover, the
EUOsSs selective attitude oveptheaissukof nmmerityb er s
rights met with nationalistic responses from governing parties with TAN ideology and
inertia in the adoption of the reform as in the case of Macedonia (H6). In this respect,
there is some supporting evidence for Hypothesis Mhoalgh comprehensive
research is necessary to understand to what extent the EU stances of governing parties
are affected by the EUO6s selective applic

The reform on minorities had a similar impact in Turkpghitics. Opposition parties
with  TAN rhetoric criticized EUed reforms of minority rights with the
preoccupation to protect national sovereignty and prevent foreign interference, while

the government remained selective in the adoption of reforms.

4.2.The minority rights regime in Turkey

Minority rights in Turkey have long been governed according to the provisions of the
Lausanne Treaty of 1923 which granted official minority status only teMslims

such as Greeks, Jews and Armenians in order teéhpat on an equal footing with
Muslim citizens (Toktak and Aras 2009: 70
exclusively based on religion but also included differences in race and language after

the First World War in Europe, the signatories to lthesanne Treaty accepted the

Turkish offer to recognize only neMuslims as minority in Turkey. According to

Oran (2007: 37), the Turkish perception of minority dates back to the Ottoman era
when Muslims regardless of their ethnic origin were portrayed asn e nati on
[ | mmet ] -ctassdnenibers of the society whereas-Muoslims were treated as

foreigners; thus minority.
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Moreover, it is argued that the founders of the Turkish Republic bargysembled

the nation divided in the First World War anid ciot want to further disintegrate the
country by granting i nternational mi n o |
popul ation, which formed the bulk of the
(Oran 2007: 38). Therefore, communities other thanMaslims such as Kurds and

Alevis as well as other nekluslim groups such as Syriacs, Chaldeans, Assyrian

and Nestorians have been traditionally ¢
minority rights regime (T&Kktsar é&knl®.0A0as 1
NeverthelessArticle 39 of the Lausanne Treaty partially grantedfatdo minority

statusto those communities liberalizing the usage of any languateeiprivate and

public sphere except for the right to education. ParagraphAttimie 39 explicitly
stipulates: ONo restrictions shall be i mp
ary language in private intercourse, in commerce, religion, in the press, or in
publications of any Kkind or at publ ic m
continuously violated those provisions and failed to implement liberty of language

(Oran 2007: 44)Besides, the antier r ori sm | aw enacted in
exi stence of minority groups based on ettt

national unity and territorial integrity (Oran 2007: 46).

During the accession process, the EU pressdriTurkey to redefine its minority

policy in order to include the groups whose minority rights had long been neglected.

The EU conditionality foresaw a series of reforms including the rights ofSoomi

Muslims (Alevis), property rights of neMuslim religious foundations, the question

of internally displaced persons, elimination of restrictions on education, revision of

the curricula at schools in order to remove discriminatory language from textbooks,

and broadcasting in languages other than Turkislto, ang st ot her s ( G. Y ¢
7-11).

The AKP government devoted its energy for the implementation of the EU

conditionality of minority rights from the outset. The EU membership stimulus has

become an important trigger for the AKP to push for an unpretadi@ansformation

of Turkey concerni negémiarccerki t2y0 1r0i: g hlt9s) . ( Kréhz

numerous reforms ameliorating the rights of minorities. For instance, the reforms

aut horized the Statebés TV ChanitaeguageBbRT t o
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including Kurdish, Arabic, Bosnian, Zaza, and Circassian, allowed the opening of
private courses for minority languages, legalized the education of minority languages

at schools, replaced the Turkish names of Seat#itern Anatolian villages amowns

with their former names in other languages and authorized the public use of the letters
6qo0, 60 wo atheKurdish alphabst.eAtthougmthe implementation of those

reforms has often been problematic, such legislative steps were nevernnaissd

in the |iterature as a O6big |l eap forward
KezéeK&ksaacék 2010) .

The AKP governmentos efforts to solve th
in the context of EU conditionality of minority rights.dan be argued that the bulk of

theEUl ed reforms about minorities have beer
grant greater cultural rights for the sizeable Kurdish minority in the country.
However, the long association of the Kurdish problem with tRKK terrorist

insurgency rendered the impact of the-Eld d r ef orms severely |
reform agenda entitl ed O0Kurdi sh ini tiati

i nfamous OHabur 06 i nwidegublicbutcrtfesul ted i n a n

4.2.1. Poliical resistance to the reforms of minority rights in Turkey

EU-led reforms of minority rights attracted severe criticisms from the Turkish
opposition. Both the CHP and the MHP perceived the minority reforms as an attempt
to legalize the minority status oKurds (and legitimize Kurdish separatism),
breaching the Lausanne Treaty and threatening national integrity. The CHPttaring
Baykal leadership adopted a narrow definition of minority as stipulated by the
Lausanne Treaty and strictly opposed all-led reforms that undermine the Treaty
provisions. Since the Lausanne Treaty extends recognition only téviasim
minorities, the CHP opposed the &ldconditionality to broaden the scope of

5The AKP government permitted several PKK militants to pass the Habur border gate between Turkey
and Irag. Anad hoccourt was assembled to try the militants and the court swiftly decided to release
them. The mass celebrations of the freed militants were revealed in national media and drew strong

public reaction. The opposition held the AKP government resporiller s uch oOhumiliati
The AKP abandoned its Kurdish initiative shortly after the incident. For detailed analyses on the
AKP6s Kurdish initiative, the Habur incident and

(2010); Kiri«keci (2011) .
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minorities to include other communities such as Kurds and Alevigiteethe fact

that the CHP proclaims itself as Social Democrat (Left/GAL), its-mei€laimed

historical legacy to protect and nurture the Republican regime forced the party
officials to defy further democratization and gave the CHP a Left/TAN identitg. T
resistance to the Eléd reforms of minority rights in defence of the Lausanne Treaty
consolidated the partyés i mage as a Left/
opposed the repening ofthe Orthodox Halki Seminaryrelying on the provisionsfo

the Lausanne Treaty ordering the strict application of the reciprocity principle
concerning the question of minorities bet
deputy chairman of the CHP defended the
Greece kpt denying similar rights to the Turkish minority in Western Thrace
(NTVMSNBC 2009) . ¥y men (2007) opposed t
minority and the expansion of minority rights in Turkey while turning a blind eye to

the Greek oppressions and viadas against the rights dhe Turkish minority. He

accused the EU of creating a double standard by pressurizing Turkey to amend its
laws on minorities while remaining silent and indifferent to Greek oppressions (ibid.).

Overall, t he Qnihéridy ss stdcdyfconfinedt to tberprowasions of the
Lausanne Treaty which considers minority rights as a matter of foreign policy rather

than within the scope of domestic rights and freedoms. Hence, the party has a general
tendency to interpret any refo of minorities as a concession to foreigners. However,

the partyds attachment to the Lausanne Tr
to the reforms. The CHPG6s rhetoric on min
devoid of nationalistic amnotations. Baykal rejected the existence of minorities in

Turkey considering all different communities as an integral part of the Turkish nation

and accused the EU of inciting secession
CHP refused to recognizZ€ur ds as minorities. I n Bayka
had been living together, getting married together for centuries; therefore almost
everyone from Western Turkey (identified as mostly Turkish) has family ties in

Eastern Anatolia (inhabited by large idish population) (Baykal 2006a). He argued

"It is a Greek Orthodox theological school at the Halki Island (Heybeli Ada in Turkish) near Istanbul
officially tied to the Greek Orthodox Patriarchy. It was closed down in 1971 according to a law which
prohibited the establishment of private religious amititary schools. The EU pressurizes the Turkish
government to reopen it as a membership precondition. For a detailed account on the issue of Halki
Seminary, see Toktak and Aras (2010).

115



t hat Kurds didndét want to be treated sep
Kurds as a minority) would definitely se
remarks also revealed his negative preconcegtiabout Europeans. He firmly
dismissed the notion of minority as a plot used by Europeans against Turks through
capitulations since the Ottoman era and claimed that the minority issue will be
brought in front of Tur keyeot i(nde randy eagqg a2ion

As afarr i ght political party, the MHPOGs st a
rights of the Kurdish minority has always been negative similar to its counterparts in
Western Europe (¥nik 2003)urditshfmrmodieny
conspicuous objection to the Kurdish problem in Turkey has often been considered as
the main reason behind its electoral suc
party has long dismissed any cultural and linguistic rights to iKlindeople claiming

such acts would reward PRKerrorism and constitute a step for the partition of
Turkey (Avce 2011b: 441; ¥nik 2003: 45).
partner between 1999 and 2002, the MHP objected to substantlabiE&forms such

as minority rights, freedom of speech and the abolitiothetleath penalty with the

same justification to maintain the integrity tfe Turkish state against Kurdish
separatism (Avcé -Bné dtdnde:led b 4 einporaryadjacksin h ar d
Turkeybés reform process. Today, t he MHP
Kurds and rejects the existence of the Kurdish problem. Party officials even charge

the EU with compromising the integrity of the nation state through a serieoohsef
granting cul tural rights to Kurds. The |
attitudes towards the PKK. The party leademands the EU to play an influential

role in forcing PKK to surrender and it
( Ba h - ¢&). insteadpedclaims, the EU remains oblivious to the esgpanding

and sophisticated networksthie PKK located in several EU member states (ibid.).

Similar to Baykal s CHP, t he MHP official
seminary and disiss it as a new form of capitulatich§NTVMSNBC 2009).

8 pro-Kurdish militant organization recognized by the EU andUBeas terrorist.

® Capitulations are the bilateral agreements between the Ottoman Empire and European States
conferring rights and privileges in favour of their citizens who resided and/or traded in the Ottoman
territories. Those special arrangements evéirst made with France and then extended to other
European states. They were abolished with the Lausanne Treaty. The MHP attaches a pejorative
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Embracing a narrow definition of minority rights relying upon the Lausanne Treaty,

the MHP | eader Bah-el seeks Greek compl
before granting any further rights thhe nonMuslim minorities in Turkey. He

dismisses the possibility of reopening the Halki seminary unless Greek government
decides to extend cultural and religious rights to the Turkish minority in Greece.
Similar to the CHP of fEiUdisalnse,mbRals-hdlpi pace
pro-Greek, thussad oubl e standard (Habertg¢grk 2012)
(2012), the deputy leader of MHP are even more antagonistic in terms of depicting the
Greek Orthodo¥atriarctateas o0t rai t ors who backstabbed
of the enemy during Tire y 6 s war of i ndependence in tfF
stand firm against the demands of Begriarclate He also defends the closure of the

Halki Seminary in 1971 as a legitimate act in response to the Greek indifference to the

deteriorating living onditions of the Turkish minority in Greece (ibid.).

In addition to the main opposition parties, the intolerance of highly conservative
Turkish society towards minorities proves the adoption of any reform of minority
rights controversial and encouragée tpopulist stances of political actors against
minorities. The 2009 report of Binnaz Toprak, a prominent Turkish scholar reveals
how social pressures and segregation are deeply at work within Turkish society
against people from different ethnic backgrosirslich as Kurds, having religious
beliefs other than Islam such as Christianity and Judaism, being a member of a
different sect of Islam such as Alevi, or being a-betiever (Toprak et al 2009).

Public reactions to t heaaftedd ®yOtde Haman Rightsi t y r
Advisory Council affiliated withthe Turkish Prime Ministry particularly illustrates

the widespread scepticism towards minorities in Turkey. The Human Rights Advisory
Council bringing together bureaucrats, civil society orgamrat and
academics/experts, was established by the coalition government in 2001 in order to
comply with the EU politia | criteria. Kbrahim Kaboj !l u
Oran (a leading member), two academic members of the Human Rights Advisory
Council drafted a critical report on minority rights regime in Turkey, making

suggestions such as: -dephasizing the ethngationalist terms such as Turk,-re

meaning to the term as oO6unilateral concessionsbo.
(1923);Shaw (19&((2003). Knal c
117



writing the Turkish Constitution and all
democratic content and with the participa
ratifying international conventions includj the Framework Convention for the
Protection of National Minorities (Human Rights Advisory Board 2008).Several

ci vil society oTgphumaal oDgksnmcd Ber mej i
Societal Thought] and KaraBen, political parties including the CHP, the MHP and

the DYP (True Path Party) accused the autlmdrsommitting treason againshe

Turkish nation and demanded the dismissal of tip@rte(Oran 2004: 2@1). The

AKP government <criticized the report as &
solicited nor supported by the government (Oran, 2004: R1awsuit was opened

against the authors of the report charging them with imgadinstthe Turkish nation.

However, Sadullah Ergin, the Minister of Justice did not give authorization for the

trial of the authors (Radikal 2009).

In sum, the Turkish minority rights regime implies a restrictive understanding of
minority rights refleatd in public opinion, political partieshe legislature, judiciary

and t he government . The E Uhéssfaced mdri@us f er e n
opposition from various segments of Turkish society and politics transcending Left

Right ideological divisions.

4.2.2. The Reform of Minority Foundations

One of the most intense debates over minority rights reforms was observed during the
enactment of the Eled reform granting Turkish neMuslim minority foundations

the right to own immovable property. Thefaen under discussion foresaw certain
amendments in the Turkish law of foundations (n0.5737) in order to bring greater
liberties to noAMuslim communities and the foundations they own. Currently there

are one hundredndsixty one active foundations estahled by norMuslims since

1924. With the law regulating the property ownership in 1936 those foundations

freely acquired immovable property with the sole obligation to declare their purchases
officially. However, the Turkis Cour t of Cassation (Yargeét

immovable properties bought after 1936 by minority foundations to be sent to the
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State Treasury denying the property rights of minorities. Turkish legal experts are
divided over the issue. Some interptie¢ issue as a matter of foreign policy (and
define minority as foreigner) and defend the principle of reciprocity between the state
of origin of the minority group in question and Turkey. They hence urge both Greece
and Turkey to jointly grant propertygtts to their own minority foundations (Awta
2008). Others oppose this argument on the grounds that minorities are Turkish
citizens and therefore must be entitled to the same rights as the rest of the Turkish
popul ation without requiring reciprocat.i
2011). Hexce, this issue should not be read as a question of sovereignty in Turkish
foreign policy but must be understood as a matter of citizenship rights under domestic
law (ibid.). The same division over the issue is also visible among Turkish political
parties.The argument goes that the AKP government approaches the law as a matter
of citizenship rights and dismisses the reciprocity principle; whereas the opposition
interprets the immovable property ownership of minorities as a matter of foreign
policy violating the Treaty of Lausanne. Since the Lausanne Treaty is exalted as the
founding treaty of the Turkish Republic, the main opposition parties; namely the CHP
and the MHP dismiss any deviation from the Treaty provisions as a threat to national

sovereignty.

The new law of foundations was first introduced to the Turkish Parliament in 2006 as
part of the EU harmonization process. Although it was enacted by the Parliament,
Ahmet Necdet Sezer, the President of the time vetoed the law on the grounds that it
was in ontravention with the provisions of the Lausanne Treaty. The law was re
introduced to the Parliament in February 2008 and accepted by AKP votes. The scope
of the Law on Foundations was considerably extended. It granted minority groups the
liberty to estabsh foundations much more easily, select board members, acquire and
sell properties, receive funds from abroad, and enjoy tax exemption for the repair and
restoration of their cultural properties (European Commission 2008: 17). After the law
went into fore, the AKP government returned 181 immovable properties that had
been confiscated since 1974 to their owners, i.e. minority foundations such as the
foundati on of Aya Yor gi (Hagi a Georgios

(Mother Marry) foundation.
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Again, the opposition firmly dismissed the law alleging that such legislation would be

in contravention withArticle 45 of the Lausanne Treaty enforcing the principle of
reciprocity with Greece concerning the r
CHP arguedHtat the EU undermined the reciprocity principle by pressurizing Turkey

to change its laws while saying nothing to Greece (ibid.). The CHP clearly saw the
reform as a breach of the Lausanne Treaty and thus a threat against national
sovereignty (TBMM 2008c)R a h mi G¢ner deputy for Ordu
an imposition of the EU and claimed that there was no need in Turkey for such an
amendment (i bid.). Hal i | ''nl ¢tepe, deputy
rejected any proposals that woul@dpardize the validity of the Lausanne Treaty and

that reform was no exception (TBMM 2008d)
Bursa and deputy chairman of the party, the reciprocity principle should be seen as a
6cruci al weapond f TurkeyWauld logeyts right tb haweuatsayw h i ¢ |
regarding the rights of Turkish minority
deputy for Antalya criticized the law of minority foundations as an example of the
EUG6s doubl e standards on zBur¥kzety,r KT B MM p2
Mersin explained that the CHP was not against minority rights; it was simply asking

the Turkish minorities in Greece to have the same rights in return, and without
reciprocity, the adoption of alhi smd afi biod
The party leader Baykal (2006b) claimed that there was no establishewrEiJ
concerning the property rights of minority foundations, and Turkish foundations were

not entitled the right to own immovable property in Greece; therefore swetbren in
Turkey would be detri ment al to Turkeyos
that the adoption of the new law would abrogate the 1974 decision of the Court of
Cassation (Yargétay) (ibid.). Il n sdings opi T
the Court decision; Turkey would admit that it had acted unlawfully in 1974 (ibid.).

The MHPG6s reactions were focused on the |
the Greek indifference tthe reciprocity clause. The party officials arguedtttze
notion of Ominority foundationsd existed
there was no common EU norm concerning the law under question or an EU position
regarding Greek denial of rights the Turkish minority living in Western Thrace

(TBMM 2008¢c) . The party thus dismissed the
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since the EU was pressing Turkey to adopt a law that had no consistent application in
Europe (TBMM 2008¢e¢e) . Al s o, MHP of ficials
legislation would compromise the validity of the Lausanne treaty. Nevzat Korkmaz,

deputy for Isparta criticized the law for granting excessive rights teMuslim
communities in Turkey; and t hus, being in
treaty (TBMM 2008q). Forristance, he claimed that the debated law would facilitate

the reacquisition of historical sites such Hagia Sophia by the Orthodox Church
(ibid.). To conclude, after the parliament passed the law for the second time in 2008,

the CHP applied to the TurkisGonstitutional Court for its abrogation with the
allegation that the law was in contravention with the Lausanne treaty and the basic
principles of the Turkish Republic. The Court decided in June 2010 endorsed the
reformist provisions about the propertyhig of minority foundations.

4.2.3. Symptoms of the S vres syndr ome
The reactions to the |l aw of minority four
minority rights has reignited the inhere

The mainopposition parties frame the HEd reforms as the return of the 1920

S vres treaty wundermining Turkeyds terri.
political parties under scrutiny announce their official support for EU membership as
adesirablegda f or Turkeyds economi c, political
be argued that the S vres syndrome did n
Turkish mainstream political parties bec
Nevertheless, it wassed by TAN parties during the membership negotiations for
accusing the EU of trying to gain as many political concessions as possible from
Turkey-si mi | ar t o t he -dvahoul giving cofcrete mensbership e at y

prospects.

The CHP claimed thahe EUled reform on minority rights was no different than the
provisions of the 1920 S vres treasy di s
were brought in front of Turkey once again (Baykal 2006b). Turgut Dibek, deputy for
Kérkl ar el i argued t hat a similar provi ¢
foundati ons was already included i n Artic
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He claimedhat the EU holds the same agenda with Europeans of the past who sought

to impose the question of minorities to Turkey since the late Ottoman era in order to

gain leverage against Turks and weaken the Turkish state (ibid.). The party officials
particularlycr i t i ci zed the AKP governmentos r el
principle and claimed that the removal of that principle would make Turkey highly
susceptible to foreign interference (TBM
the CHP even accused tBh&P government of treason against the Turkish nation

(ibid.).

The MHPOs reactions were even more dr ama
introduction of the reform as a reflection of European historical claims over Turkey.

Ks met B ¢ ydeputy foaBuesarblamed the EU for bolstering the everlasting

Greek agenda to weaken Turkey through the introduction of this law (TBMM 2008e).

He even claimed that such a reform would facilitate missionary activities to convert

more and more Turks to Ghtianity; thus the law carrighep ot ent i all to od:
the foundations of Turkish national i den
¢irkin, deputy for Hatay, the provisions
those of t he Se the law, if enaacted, twpuld lseverelyudamage

Tur k e y-dven stvereigd rights and bring down the Turkish Republic (ibid.).
Similarly, Mehmet kandeéer, deputy for Mer s
revealing the hidden intentions of Europeamsmtar ds Tur key. Accor d
the adoption of the law on minorities would demonstrate that Europeans may succeed

in taking the revenge of their defeat in the Turkish war of independence and hence
make Turkey accept some of the provisions of the yreabf S vres ( TBMM
Behi - ¢cel i k, deputy for Mer sin went even
drafted -and later submitted to the AKP governmebly the Open Democracy
Foundation owned by George Soros and the lawyers of the Greek Orthodox
Patrarchate (ibid.). He claimed that such legislation had been designed to bolster non
Muslim minorities in Turkey and allow them to conduct cowwrgle missionary

activities to convert at least 10 per cent of the Turkish population to Christianity in the

nex couple of decades (ibid.).
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4.3. Reflections of Turkish Parliamentarians on minority rights

Faceto-face interviews with parliamentarians yield important results which raise
serious challenges to the credibility tfe official stances of the AKP an@HP

towards minority rights. While the MHP respondents unanimously support their
partyodés official l ine, the AKP respondent
rights reforms undertaken by their own government. The CHP respondents are
divided over te expansion of minority rights despite a liberal change of rhetoric

toward minority rights triggered by the leadership change within the party. Finally, it

is remarkable that respondents of all three parties share similar views on many

grounds concerning imority rights.

4.3.1. The AKP Responses

The AKP respondents essentially develop two main approaches to minority rights in
Turkey. First, contrary to the allegations of the opposition, government officials
actually embrace the provisions of the Lausaiireaty. They acknowledge the rights

of nonMuslim minorities and emphasize the necessity of conferring even greater
rights for them. Most respondents also claim that minorities gained considerable

rights during the AKP government:

We accept the provisns of the Lausanne Treaty which only recognizes

nortMuslims as minority. Our minorities have long suffered from the ill

practices of the state, but the AKP government has become their

medicine. We helped them a lot. We returned properties to minority
foundations. We are also sympathetic to the opening of the Halki

Seminary but technicalities prevent us for the time being. We will
eventually solve that problem too (1 nt e

We have been acting in accordance with the provisions ofdbsanne
Treaty and conferring greater right to ABluslims in Turkey. For
instance, we have returned numerous properties to minority foundations

wrongfully confiscated i n t he past. (
Tekeliojlu).
Some government officials indui ng Af i f Demirkéran, Al Kk

claim that minorities long suffered in Turkey because the provisions of the Lausanne

Treaty had never been effectively implemented:
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Turkey did not entirely remain loyal to the Lausanne Treaty. Turkish
govenments at times undermined the rights of-Mumslim minorities and
breached the Treaty provisions. The Balkan states party to the Treaty such
as Greece too undermined the Treaty and turned a blind eye to the Turkish
minority. We are talking about a multitaal breach of the Lausanne
Treaty (InterviewwittHa | uk ¥z dal ga)

However, an important number of the AKP respond@mtisagre wi t h De mi r k ¢
and ¥zdal ga. They believe that mi nor i ti ¢
Muslims in Turkey. Bel ma Sat é-Muslemedre T¢Il i n
much betteioff than Muslims in Turkey, and apart from a few issues, Turkeyedolv

al most all their probl ems. Mehmet Sayém T
any problems in its treatment of mi nor it
even believe that as regards minority rights, Turkey is in a better condition than some
West European countries suabBelgium which is culturally split between Flemish

and Walloons.

There is also a split within the party over whether to treat minorities as locals or
foreigners. An important number of the respondértgghlights citizenship s the

only determinant for being a local and embrace every citizen as the privileged

me mber of the Turkish society. For i nst e
Ruhi A-ékg?°°z, Fatih ¢ift-i), Bil al Maci t
is a frst-class citizen regardless of religion and ethnicity because every citizen is

entitled to equal rights and freedoms in Turkey:

These people (minorities) are the citizens of the Turkish Republic. They
have been living in these lands for years. Natiomalisas become
obsolete. Today, citizenship is the main determinant of democracy. Every
citizen is entitled to same rights (Interview with Bilal Macit).

However, other tend to consider neMus | i ms as foreigners. f
Erkal Kara tends to degti nonMuslim minorities as the close friends of Turkey but
outsiders anyway. She believes that minorities live in Turkey very comfortably as if

they are living in their own country.

YMehmet Erdojan, M¢gcahit Féndeéekleée, Te¢glin Erkal K.
Bel ma Sateér.

TMehmet Erdojan, M¢icahit Féndeéekleé, Ruhi A-ékg°z,
Burak Erdetditr, ,Fa&til uk¢ ¥zdal ga, and Bil al Maci t .
2T¢1lin Erkal Kara, Belma Satér, Mehmet Kastal and
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The second aspect of the AKP officials' approach to the concephofity relates to

Kurds. The AKP respondents refuse to consider Kurds as minorities. Although
government officials defend minority rights and an important number of the
respondents claim that they consider minorities as locals not foreigners, thesr view
regarding the status of Kurds reveal the tendency to attribute an inferior status to
minorities. The AKP respondents emphasize that they consider Kurds as the primary
component of the Turkish nation. Hence, they do not want to relegate Kurds to such a
lesser category as minority. Afif DemirkEeér
background such as Kurds are not minorities but the primary elements of the country

(I'nterview with Afif Demirkeéeran):

We endorse the Lausanne Treaty and only acceptMhmiims as

minorities, while we consider all other ethnic groups as the founding
communities of the Turkish Republic and integral part of the Turkish

nation. Besides, every citizen is a ficdass citizen in Turkey. No ethnic

group has a privilege over @ts. We will guarantee this in our new
Constitution (Interview with Ruhi A-@&Kk:¢

We cannot consider Kurds in the context of the Lausanne Treaty since the
treaty clearly singles out neviuslim as minorities. However, we must
confer greater rights to Kurdghich we have long denied (Interview with
Hal uk ¥zdal ga) .

Although rejecting to see Kurds asminority, the AKP respondents nevertheless
acknowledge that Kurds have been segregated and their freedom has been restrained.
Party officials admit the existea of the Kurdish problem and call for greater rights

and |iberties for Kurdish peopl e. For in.
must officially recognize the fact that Kurds suffered too long, and confer them their

long deserved social and pdiita | rights without del ay. M
argues that as long as Kurds learn Turkish, the official language, there is no harm in
educating in their mother tongugle h me t Erdojan believes t he
as education in mother tongue dne tost pressing problems of Kurds to be tackled
immediately.Moreover, party officials essentially blame the previous government for

the maltreatment of Kurds and praise their government for improving the living

standards of the Kurdish population in Teyk
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The real problem is that the Turkish state has long refused the Kurdish
identity and sought assimilation. The long festering social problem
became political and eventually led to terrorism. We, the AKP
government, have separated terrorism from thedisbrproblem. We aim

to solve the problems of the Kurdish community. We have taken
unprecedented steps. We have lifted the state of emergency in the Kurdish
region, dismantled the state security courts, enabled broadcasting in
Kur di sh | angu ggsewere tunthi@kable Hiftesneyeass ago.
These are the rights of Kurds, not a privilege for them. (Interview with
Afi f Demirkeéeran).

Before the AKP government, Turkey treated Kurds horribly. Kurdish

villages were ransacked. Kurds were massacred. Kurdesfitityl was

denied. With the AKP government, such atrocities ceased. We have taken
important steps to solve their problems. We still have a long way to go

before granting all the rights Kurds deserve. Yet, | can firmly say that we

are ontherightpath (latr vi ew wi th Hal uk ¥zdal ga) .

Contrary to the AKP©OGs of ficial stance,
emphasize the necessity of respecting the principle of reciprocity in the improvement
of minority rights in Turkey. Although supporting the amedioon of the living
standards of minorities in Turkey, party officiglexpect to see similar positive steps

from other countries especially Greece having a sizeable Turkish minority:

Religious minorities have been granted greater rights including the

resitution of immovable properties. We support them but we also desire

reciprocity. Greece must improve the living conditions of its Turkish

minority in return. For instance, | wish there had been a mosque in

Athens. Reciprocal tolerance is what we need ideorto secure a

per manent peace with Greece (lnterview

During the AKP government; minorities were given many rights including
the restitution of properties. However, the principle of reciprocity is
crucial. Greece must confer simildghts to its Turkish minority in return
(InterviewwithT ¢ 1 i n Er k al Kar a)

There is the issue of reciprocity. We show our goodwill and ameliorate
the living conditions of our minorities, while Greece still persists in its
oppressive polices towards its rkish minority. This is unacceptable
(Interview with Ercan Candan).

No matter how unprecedented the steps we take for our minorities, Greece
continues to undermine their Turkish minority. We desire a-wim

BTe¢lin Erkal KdMua af Bet m#aBat r Me hme't Kast al, Er
Ahmet Baha ¥j]¢tken,
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bargain with Greece. For every positive steptale, Greece must do the

same. After witnessing the ailing condition of Turks in the Western
Thrace, lam convinced that the principle of reciprocity is a necessity
(I'nterview with Ahmet Baha ¥J] ¢tken).

Some AKP officials claim that they are forced to maintain the principle of reciprocity

on their agenda essentially due to a massive public pressure iryTurke

The AKP governmentdés policies to amel
have been quite successful. However, Turkish public still perceives non

Muslims as foreigners and requires reciprocity when it comes to the

extension of minority rights. When we teleim about the rights we have

given to our norMuslim minorities, they always ask what Turkish

minority in the Balkans will get in return. They are right to be concerned

about their kinsmen abroad but our minorities are not strangers, they are

our people to. Therefore, we have the duty to take care of them

(Interview with Burak Erdenir).

Only a minority of respondents considers reciprocity as unimportant:

The uncompromising behaviours of Greece and the ambivalence of the
EU can never justify the H#ireatrment of our own minorities. We must take
a good care of them unconditionally (11

There are controversies in the responses of the AKP officials. The rights they demand

for Kurds such as right to education in mother tongue aregneced as minority

rights in the EU. Resistance to similar reforms in other candidate countries has
already been discussed in the previous section. There is a consensus in the academic
literature about the redefinition of the concept of minority in Turkeprporating

other ethnic and religious groups such as Kurds and Alevis (Nas 202 eG. ma z
2012, BuharG¢ | mez and G¢l mez 2013) . Then, why
insist on excluding Kurds from the category of minority? Also a remarkable number

of the AKP respondents claim that all citizens are entitled to same rights regardless of
ethnicity and religion. Then, why do they keep advocating the principle of
reciprocity? Such controversies may have
entrenched within Turkish politics. In the mindset of many government officials,

minority is still equalto foreign settler rendering Turkey vulnerable to foreign
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intrusion. Some respondents refer to negative popular sentiments against minorities

dating back to the Ottoman era:

During the Tanzimat reform process in the Ottoman era, European states
intensivey pressurized Ottomans to confer greater rights teMoslims.

Such foreign pressures consolidated the public perception that non
Muslims were traitors (Interview with Burak Erdenir).

Some party officials refer to the consolidation of hatred ag&nsbpeans after the
Turkish independence war, and consider the confiscation of properties of minority
foundations by Turkish Republic as a reflection of such negative sentiments against

foreigners:

Due to the social and political traumas experienced befod during the

War of Independence, Turkey developed certain negative reflexes against
minorities. The establishment of natistate and nationalism it fuelled
contributed to negative sentiments against minorities in Turkey. Turkey
hence developed poles to control and restrict the living space of
minorities. The confiscation of properties is an outcome of such policies
(I'nterview with AIlIi Reéza Al aboyun).

After the initial years of the Republic, state authorities confiscated these

properties based on certain threat perceptions. | understand their
sensitivities because it was an infant regime trying to maintain itssalirv

against foreign intrusion, but today we have a wsthblished and self

confident Turkish Republic which will not hesitate to return those
properties to minority foundations (I nt

Moreover, the AKP officials maintain the fethat the expansion of minority rights

may result in the division of the country. An important number of the government
respondents highlight the vitality of preserving national security regarding the
devel opment of mi nor ity zreil ghwasr.nsF otrh ait n st
pressures for minority rights should not carry a potential to disintegrate Turkey.
Similarly, Ercan Candan reports that Turkey embraces people from different religious

and ethnic background as long as they do not constitute a threational integrity

and secur i togterus, Réofiaft tShaei tEUOS pressures f
potenti al to divide Turkey, I wi || resol u

and M¢gcahit Féndéekl & ment iidenTurkepgs si bl e Eur
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If Europe forces us to recognize the establishment of an independent
Kurdish state within our territories, we consider such an acasss belli

We know that some European states including Britain have such agendas
but we will never let thahappen. We will never let Turkey be divided
(I'nterview with Mehmet Erdojan).

References to old hatreds against -Muslims and the fear that minorities have a
potenti al to divide the country point to
AKP respondentsSome party officials even share concerns that catggorkurds

as minority carries a potential to divide Turkey. That's why the respondents stand

against the idea of categorizing Kurds as minority.

Party officials also reflect discontent with the Eldigority rights pressures which

they deem as 'discriminatory":

The Ottoman Empire was a land of minorities. The Ottomans successfully
governed the Empire with numerous minorities living within its borders.
On the contrary, throughout history, European emgdism has long
denied conferring rights to minorities. Today, Europe with such
imperialistic past pressurizes Turkey to improve its minority rights
regime. Europe is highly inconsistent and insincere towards Turkey
(I'nterview with Réefat Sait).

Holding similarity with the reactions against the EU in numerous candidate countries,

the AKP respondents essentially stress the EU's selective minority rights policy which

is applied much more differently to candidate countries than member states. Party
officals of t en compare the EU's O6carefreebd aprg

Greece and France with its pressures on Turkey:

The Turkish minority in Greece cannot
public. The irony is that Greece, an EU member, is expected to be more

advanced than Turkey, a candidate, concerning minority rights; but its

approach towards minorities is much worse than Turkey. The EU is to be

blamed for such an outcome, because the EU puts strong pressures on

Turkey while not putting any pressure on Gxeet all. This is a clear
evidence of the EUG6s selective approac
Hal uk ¥zdal ga) .

Turkish community in Western Thrace have rights conferred by the
Lausanne Treaty but Greece never let them use these rights. Why does the
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EU not pay attention to the injustice against Turks living in Greece but
only concentrate on the minority right
Sait).

While we enact reforms of minority rights, Sarkozy forces Roma
communities out of France. We try to intetigr&oma while France tries to

get rid of Roma, and the EU remains oblivious to France. This diminishes

the credibility of the EU6s minority r
with Bilal Macit).

4.3.2. The CHP Responses

Responses of the CHP officialeld similarity to the AKP respondents on many
grounds.The najority of the CHP deputies embrace the provisions of the Lausanne
Treaty and defend the principle of reciprocity. They also stand against the redefinition

of the concept of minority to includeufds and Alevis. Finally, many party officials
criticize the EU6s minority rights polic
t hat the S vres Syndrome is remarkably e
participatedn the interviews. On the otherd, there is a clear split within the party

over the amelioration of minority rights especially concerning the restitution of
properties to minority foundations. There is also a small faction within the party who

reflect a more liberal outlook calling fahe redefinition of the concept of minority

and the revision of the Lausanne Treaty.

The Lausanne Treaty is overwhelmingly embraced by party officials as the sole
determinant for minority rights. Hence, the redefinition of the concept of minority is
firmly dismissed by the majority. Similar to the government officials, the CHP
respondents express the fear of division considering such an act as detrimental to the

integrity of the nation state:

Turkey is a nation state. There may be different ethnic orioakg
communities within the nation but nation state is an umbrella
representing all differences. Redefining the concept of minority will
shift the balance in the Turkish society and prove detrimental to the
integrity of the Turkish state (Interview with Ene  K° pr ¢ 1 ¢ ) .

Every member of Turkish nation must have equal rights. Our
understanding of &6Turkish nationd embr
regardless of their ethnicity and religion. Thus, we are against racism.
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However, we are also against any apphes which will divide people

based on ethnicity and religion, and eventually threaten the integrity of

our nation state. Our unity must be preserved. External interferences

fostering minority rights in Turkey have a potential to damage the unity
ofourna i on state (Interview with AIlI Khs

We donot have to redefine the concept
the EU does not consider minorities as a sociological and societal
phenomenon but a political one. Due to the ongoing Kurdish problem in

Turkey, the EU automatically considers Kurds as minority. There is no

need for this. We, the CHP, aim to solve every aspect (economic, social,

cultural, political, and legal) of the problem based on democratic rules
(I'nterview with Faruk Lojojlu).

Similarly, the majority of the respondents refuse to categorize Kurds and Alevis as
minorities since they believe such an act undermines the Lausanne Treaty and carries

a potential to divide the country. Besides, some party officials believe that Alevis and
Kurds only demand basic human rights which have long been denied by the Turkish
state. Erdal Aks¢nger refuses to categor
religious and cultural rights have long been undermined. He also accuses the AKP
governmentof turning a blind eye to numerous problems of Alevis. Concerning

Kurds, Atilla Kart argues that Kurds do not see themselves as minority as they only
demand their basic rights and freedoms.
does not believe Kurds gaf from inequality. He claims that in spite of their
incessant demands for more rights to Kurdish people, they are actually entitled to the
same rights Turks have. OWe had a Presid
have Kurdish Ministers in the ggven ment 6 s cabi net today. T
inequality betweenconrdsr Kk ©Or mand Bgzgslod, cheai

extension of minority status to Kurds will be detrimental for themselves:

Turks have never treated Kurds as minority. Turks amdd& have
equal rights in legal terms. Kurdish demands for education in Kurdish
language do not qualify for minority rights but general human rights.
Similar human rights problems are not only visible in Kurdish populated
areas but throughout the countifyKurds are recognized as minority, it
will not be beneficial but harmful for them (Interview with Orhan

D¢zgen) .
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Only a minority within the party embrace a more liberal approach towards minority

rights and urge for the revision of the Lausanne Treasyn@a n Kor ut ¢r k adm
the CHP doesnoét have a wunified view on
importance of redefining the concept to confer greater rights to any group currently

unrecognized as minority by the Lausanne Treaty:

The Lausanne Treaty waa necessity of the time and successfully

governed the minority rights regime in Turkey, but now minority rights

mu s t be redefined i n accordance wi t
redefinition must attach priority to freedom and equality regardless of

ethnicty, religion and gender. In this respect, the minority rights

reforms led by the EU are mostly positive reforms, although the

usefulness of some is open to debatee(lntv i ew wi t h Osman Kor

Similarly, Aykan Erdemir believes in the necessity oins@ending the Lausanne

Treaty in order to successfully govern minority rights in Turkey:

We, the social democrats, believe that Turkey must embrace the highest
standards of human rights without any reservation. Lausanne is a reality
but our aim is to advace Turkey to a fulfledged democracy with a
fully functioning human rights regime; and when such a day comes, we
will no longer need the provisions of the Lausanne Treaty to govern
minority rights in Turkey (Interview with Aykan Erdemir).

Although a mirmrity opinion, such a liberal voice within the CHP is remarkably
distinct in Turkish politics. Contrary to the allegations of the opposition, the
government officials overwhelmingly declare support for the Lausanne Treaty.
During the interviews, the AKP spondents actually never questioned the provisions
of the Lausanne Treaty governing minority rights. Instead, a critical opinion came
from the main opposition known for its stalwart attachment to the Lausanne Treaty.
This, in a sense, points to the splithin the party which is much more remarkable in
the approaches to the improvement of minority rights. Especially party officials are
divided over the restitution of properties to minority foundations. Accordingly, half of
the CHP responderifsbelieve thaminority foundations are the true owners of those

properties confiscated by the state and s

“YRamazan Kerim ¥zkanAtGila¢sgmKaBtl gFmamk Lojojlu,
Erdemir and S¢heyl Bat um.
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Minorities are our internal affair; we must see their problems as a matter

of human rights and take necessary stepsolve them. The restitution

of properties to minority foundations is a positive step in this regard.

The attitude of the Turkish state in 1974 to confiscate their properties

was wrong and Turkey has fixed its past mistake by returning those

propertes o t heir rightful owners (Il ntervie

We must return those properties to the minority foundations. Actually,

we must solve all the problems of the people accepted as minorities by

the Lausanne Treaty. The AKP government took positiegssto solve

such problems but these steps are not enough. We must confer greater
rights to minorities (Interview with F

We have so many Islamic houses of worship across Europe; therefore

norntMuslim foundations in Turkey must at least beited to same

rights. We must protect their property rights and help them live freely in

Turkey (I nterview with Ramazan Kerim ¥

Contrary to Baykal, the reformist respondents of the CHP oppose the confiscation of
those properties and believe tmainorities recognized by the Lausanne Treaty must

be given full rights and liberties. It can be argued khatl € - dar oj | udés posi
toward this issue contributed to the emergence of this positive discourse among party
officials. However, the other half of the respond&htsertly declares opposition to

such a reform. They express concern that suchmsfararry a potential to divide

Tur key. Kzzet ¢etin argues that steps to
restitution of properties to minorities remind the final years of the Ottoman Empire
before its disintegratsi otno. dbils nsaenet |teh enmo dae
he adds. Emre K°pr¢le¢ is offended by the
them foreign spies having motives to diyv
opposition with referenc ¢ the supporters of $hevr e s
reform who believe that the Lausanne Treaty allows such a reform, Aldan argues that

such a reform is a serious breach of the Treaty:

The EU6s pressures on minority rights
provi si ons eatyardlhey ar® detrimental toTthre integrity

of the Turkish Republic. Turkey can discuss the revision of some issues

pertinent to minorities but the Lausanne Treaty must not be undermined
(I'nterview with ¥mer S¢ha Al dan).

BEmre K°prg¢gl ¢, ¥mer S¢ha Al dan, Kzzet ¢etin, Er
D¢zgen.
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Some responderifs require the gnciple of reciprocity to be respected by EU
members having minority groups of Turkish origin in return for the restitution of
properties to minority foundations in Tu

toward the issue as 6double standar dbo:

Thereis a double standard there. The EU undermines the reciprocity
principle by ignoring the property rights of Turkish minorities in
Bulgaria and Greece while intensifying its demands from Turkey
concerning the rights of minority foundations (Interview with A Kh s an
Koekte¢r k).

The criticisms against the EUb&6s selectiVve
almost unanimously by the CHP respond&nfBhe common argument is that the EU

does not treat members and candidates equally, and this creates nindotthle

standards in the application of its minority rights policy:

There is no objective criterion to determine minority rights. If you are a

strong state, you decide who is minority and who is not. For instance,

Germany does not count Turkish immigsandas minority. France

doesndét recognize Bretons and Corsican
permits such arbitrariness. It is not just. While the EU cannot say

anything to France and Germany, it pressurizes Turkey to recognize

Kurds as minority. This dii ni shes the EU6s <credibil

(I'nterview with S¢gheyl Bat um) .

France is a wunitary state just I 1 ke
similar pressures on France to revise its minority policy. This decreases

the credibil ity nditionstThesefole,We seetimtin or i ty c

is not a must for Turkey to f@efine the concept of minority in order to
become an EU member (I nterview with Gg

Mor eover, Erdal Aksg¢nger c¢claims that the
its minority rights criteria in Turkey. For instance, he argues that despite its intensive
demands for Kurds, the EU does not put any pressure on the Turkish government
concerning the rights of Al evi s. ol f t he

minoritycr i t eri on holds no meaning f &zzes$d,

BErdal Akse¢nger, Ali Khsan K°kt¢rk and Orhan D¢gzg
70nly Aykan Erdemirdidat openly criticize the EUOGs approach
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¢cetin reveal the S vres Syndrome in his

ulterior motive to divide Turkey:

The EU dictates the revision of minority rights regime in Turkey due to
its overarching plan to increase its influence in the Middle Héss. is

an interference with Turkeyods interna
provisions of Lausanne for nothing. T
give a minority status to the constitutive elements of Turkish nation

such as Kurds and Alevis threaten Tywk&s | ntegrity. Such
stem from the EUOGOs aim to establish a

territories (Interview wittK z zet ¢et i n) .

4.3.3. The MHP Responses

In comparison to other parties, the MHP officials reflect a more or less unified image
in their responses. They also share most of the arguments raised by the government
and the main opposition. First of all, tHP deputies embrace the provisions of the
Lausanne Treaty as the ultimate rules governing minority rights in Turkey. In this
respect, party officials oppose the redefinition of minorities and the categorization of
Kurds as minority, and similar to the Akdhd the CHP, they consider every citizen

as the firstclass citizen of Turkey entitled to same rights:

It is the Lausanne Treaty which regulates minority rights in Turkey
recognzing minority status only to Armenians, Greeks and Jews. The
Turkish Republic was founded by all other ethnic communities
including Turks and Kurds. The Republic considers everybody as first
class citizens regardless of ethnicity. There is no specific right or
freedom entitled to a certain ethnic group. Everybody is equal
(Interview with Nevzat Korkmaz).

Kurds are not minority in Turkey. | used to be a member of Turkish
minority in Macedonia and | know what it means to be a minority. You
must get official authorization for almost everything if you are a
minority. You must get stateuthorization if you want to buy a property

or even get married. There is no such implementation in Turkey.
Regardless of ethnicity, every Turkish citizen is equal. Only- non
Muslims have been granted minority status by the Lausanne Treaty and
the rest is otside the scope of minority rights regime. Therefore, |
refuse to call people other ndtuslims as minority (Interview with
Letf e Terkkan) .
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Similar t o ot her parties, t he pri mary r
redefinition of the concept of minoyit stems from the fear that such a re

categorization may divide the country:

The redefinition of the concept of minority based on ethnicity will be
very much problematic for Turkey. Such a policy aims to create new
nations and divide the Turkish nation. Tiage of Kurdish language is
the first step for division. Such policies may even result into foreign
military intervention to Turkey in the future (Interview with Zuhal
Top-u).

Concerning the improvement of minority rights, the MHP officials put forvihed
principle of reciprocity as an indispae condition. They clearly treat minorities in
Turkey as foreigners and stand against any reform conferring additional rights to
minorities unless other countries having Turkish minorities reciprocate witkaisim

reforms:

| support the restitution of properties to minority foundation only if the

principle of reciprocity is respected. If Turks do not even have the

freedom to choose their own mufti in the Western Thrace, there is no

sense in conferring greateghts to noAMuslims in Turkey. State gives

no financial contributions to mosques in Macedonia, Kosovo and

Greece; it is the Turkish state which finances the-Maoslim prayer

houses in Turkey. This is wunfair and U
T¢er kkan)

Concerning the restitution of property rights of minority foundations,
the principle of reciprocity is crucial. Turkey cannot offer its minorities
more than what the Balkan states such as Greece and Bulgaria have
been granting to their Turkish minoritie@nterview with Nevzat
Korkmaz).

Party officials also share the criticism
raised by the AKP and the CHP. They argue that the EU does not recognize the
principle of reciprocity, and treats members and candidiifferently. Such a

selective approach decreases the EUbs | eg

The EUO6s minority rights approach to
different from its conditionality towards third countries such as Turkey.
It has a dferent agenda when it comes to minority rights in Turkey.
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The EU forces Turkey to give such concessions to minorities while
turning a blind eye to situation of Turks in the Balkans. This is deuble
standard and unacceptable (Interview with Nevzat Korkmaz)

We do not accept the restitution of property rights of minority
foundati ons, because t he EU doesnoét
reciprocity. The EU does not care about the problems of Turkish

foundations in Europe but demands greater rights for minority
foundations in Turkey (Ilnterview with 2

Mor eover, the S vres Syndrome is visibl
officials!® claim that the EU has an agenda to divide Turkey. For instance, Nevzat
Korkmaz asserts that the EU which united two Garys; now aims to divide Turkey

by redefining minorities. Holding similarities to a number of AKP and CHP
respondents, such a stance reflects a hatred or suspicion toward foreigners in general

and Europeans in particular.

4 .4. Conclusion

This chapter disussed the resistance of Turkish political parties against thiedeU

reform process focusing on the controversial reforms of minority rights. Accordingly,

the two major opposition parties, the CHP and the MHP resisted reforms with the
nationalistic urged maintain thestatus quaand protect national sovereignty against
foreign intervention. Both parties perceived the reform as a deviation from the
Lausanne Treaty which equals to the erosion of the Republican principles. They both
considered minorities afreigners and treated minority rights as a foreign policy
issue. Therefore, any improvement of minority rights would mean a concession to
foreign powers, in particular the Greek neighbour. They claimed that the reform of
minority rights would empower themi nor i ti es®é country of or
Turkey. The hardine stance of both opposition parties at times reflected their

hi storical suspicion agai nst Europeans.

observable in their reactions against the refazorderring immovable property rights

BNevzat Korkmaz and S¢gmer Oral .
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to nonMuslim foundations in Turkey. The officials of the opposition parties depicted

the adoption of the reforms as the resurrtr

The study argues that Turkish resistance to reforfinmsimmority rights stems not only

from domestic cosbenefit calculations and/or threat perceptions of political parties,

but also the EUOGs selective approach wupot
treatment of member states and candidates fac#dsivbng reactions in Turkey as

well as other candidate countries. For instance, the nationalistic responses of the CHP
and the MHP to the EUG6s pressures to expe
the stances of the ODS in Czech Republic and @M in Macedonia. The Turkish
opposition parties blamed the EU for r eme
and violations against the rights of Tur
legislate greater minority rights. Similarly, the ODSticized the EU for being

oblivious to the walls segregating people in Western Europe while warning the
Czechs against the construction of the walMaticni Street Likewise, the SDSM

claimed that the EU issued double standards on Macedonia by preaunditibe

protection of minorities while failing to put the same pressure on Greece and Bulgaria
which had refused to confer rights to Macedonians living on their territories.

The Turkish opposition also stressed the lack of a common minority criterion
apdicable to all Europe as a justification for its rejection of the reforms. Again, it is
possible to trace parallels between the Turkish party responses and party reactions in

ot her candidate countri es. For i nstance,
consstent EU norm about minorities holds similarity to the PSL in Poland which
resisted the Elled reforms with the same justification. Overall, opposition to
minority rights in Turkey <cannot only b
history and politicalc ont e x t but al so with the gene
inconsistent and selective conditionality concerning the protection of minority rights

which triggered similar reactions in dissimilar candidate countries.

Concerning the Tur kpposilg stanaes a/er mindnitg righH P 6 s
remains intact (during both as a coalition partner from 1999 to 2002 and in opposition
afterwards). This rigidity may-ndiaalidtar gel

and conservative elteral tsuxaesstine1999 Elackonspvas t y 0 s
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primarily based on its objection to Kurdish separatism and denial of granting minority
rights to Kurds in particular (¥nik 2003)
post as the party leader during both temes/ also be seen as a contributing factor to

the MHPOGs resol ut e o-pnp stacetbothodaring govierameMH P 0 s
and opposition shows resemblance to the stances of Right/TAN parties across
different candidate countries. Especially, it is polesto draw similarities with the
persisting efforts of the TB/LNNK in Latvia not to confer any rights to minorities
during both its term in opposition and government. The main reason for such
resemblance could be seen in the fact that both Turkish amthheagocieties are
conservative and generally support populist parties to preserve the petaitced quo
(Kalaycéojlu 2007; Solska 2011) .

On the other hand, the leadership change in the CHP had a remarkable impact on the
CHPOs of ficial mrhetioryc ritgoglwisds Unl i ke |
Kel ée-darojlubés CHP approached minority ri
than a foreign policy matter; thus defended the amelioration of minority rights in
Turkey. The new | e a doegrfestering dpmbsitienvto thehre par t
opening of the Halki Seminary and the restitution of property rights of minority
foundations. Party officials prepared new reports and took new initiatives to resolve

t he Kurdish probl em. Keil gn dmea et] il rug sh eil d @il
Hakkari, highly populated by Kurdish citizens, to whitie Baykal administration

had not paid any visit since 2002. Kel é-
| awyer of Abdull ah ¥cal anputyledder ofthe @GHPer o f
He even stated that he was ready to sacrifice his political career to solve the Kurdish
problem (Vatan 2012a). Such a dramatic shift in the CHP can be explained with both

Kél ée-darojluds resol ut enesdemotratic roosstbyr n t I
abandoning Baykal 6s national i strelaed r het o
commitment to expand minority rights. He is both Kurdish and Alevi, thus a member

of two minority groups in Turkey. This identity factor may have been inflakin

his reformism towards the issue of minority rights in Turkey.

The interview findings, however, raise serious questions about the reformist stance of
the governing AKP and the ability of Keéel
approach towards minoritie$o begin with, there are remarkable resemblances in the
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responses of all three political parties. Surprisingly, the officials of all three parties
embrace the Lausanne Treaty as the primary document to govern minority rights in
Turkey. Attachment to the Treaty provisions is not a surprise in the cases of the CHP
and the MHP who decl are allegiance to At
bul k of t heir resources on the preservat
attachment to the Lausanne Treaty is a novelty since it is the AKP government which
announcedits aim to transcend the Republican principles and establish a post
Kemal i st Turkey (Dajé 2008 and 2012). A
makes statements about the Treaty concerning minority rights, the interviewed
government deputies essentially ppance their attachment to the Treaty provisions.

This indicates a clear divergence from t*h
for the treaty is rather selective. The AKP respondents actually do not remain loyal to

the Treaty provisions concernirige reform of foreign land ownership (FLO). Many

AKP officials secure the view that the principle of reciprocity (dictated by the treaty)
concerning the FLO has become obsolete in tfeCxHntury, while they defend the

principle of reciprocity as vitalor the amelioration of minority rights. This selective
attachment to reciprocity reveals the reluctance of the AKP respondents to treat

T ur k e y-NMuslimmarities as locals; yet they easily embrace people of Turkish

origin living in other countries ashe native people of Turkey. Therefore, the
interview results definitely run counter to the scholarly works which claim that the

AKP government considers minority rights within the scope of citizenship rights

rather than foreign policy¢(a j at a yThe2a@tathingnt of the AKP respondents to

the principle of reciprocity also reveals their reluctance towards the reforms of
minority rights undertaken by their own government. Such reluctance is visible in

their remarks concerning the restitun properties to minority foundations. Half of the

AKP respondents deem reciprocity as a crucial condition for the implementation of

this reform. The rest who do not hold Greek reciprocitgias qua norfor the reform

of minority rights in Turkey stillpr ot e st Greecebs indiffere:

foundations.

In line with the official stance, the respondents from opposition parties support the
principle of reciprocity as well. The MHP officials unanimously endorse the official

line of their party.However, the status of CHP officials is rather dubious. Although
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embracing the provisions of the Lausanne Treaty and extending rhetorical support for

the principle of reciprocity, half of the CHP respondents defend the restitution of
properties to minont foundations without seeking reciprocity from third countries.

The other half is divided over the issue. While a quarter considers reciprocity as
indispensable, the other quarter firmly rejects such reforms out of the fear of division.

The remarks of thero-reformist respondents can be explained as an allegiance to

Kel é-darojl ubs reformist rhetoric on mi
respondents stildl defend a nationali st S
respect, a quarter of the CH&spondents reject the reform outright considering it as a
European pl ot to dismantle the Turkish
agenda is not shared by at least half of the CHP officials. This reinforces the claim

that the CHP is clearly dividebetween traditional and reformist groups.

Moreover, while the AKP government does not overtly stand against the
categorisation of Kurds as minority, the AKP respondents overwhelmingly oppose
such a classification. Although embracing every eiiizas a firstlass citizen of
Turkey; as discussed above, the AKP officials clearly attach a pejorative meaning to
minority primarily due to the historical negative memories toward Europeans living in
the Ottoman Empire. Unsurprisingly, this stance igdfr shared by the CHP
respondents and unanimously endorsed by the MHP officials. Apart from a small
fraction of the CHP deputies, the respondents essentially refuse to depict Kurds within
the category of minorities. Such a unified stance depicts thativegéews against
minorities have been wedintrenched in Turkish politics. The CHP respondents refuse
to categorize Alevis as minority either, while the AKP and the MHP officials remain
silent about Alevis. The main justification essentially shared lthi@e parties is that

they consider Kurds (and Alevis) an integral component of Turkish society.
Moreover, the fear of division is considerably vivid in the remarks of all three parties.
They share the concern that the redefinition of the concept ofritgirio include

Kurds and Alevis carries a high danger for the division of the country. Moreover, the
S vres Syndr ome, the suspicion or | ack o
the respondents from all three parties lay claims that the EU or iaupartEU

member state has an agenda to divide Turkey. Precisely one fifth of the AKP
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respondent$ and one fifth of the CHP respondefitss e nounce the EUOS
agenda to dismantle Turkey, while all the interviewed MHP deputies raise such a
claim againstt h e EU. Mor eover, t he EUGSs condit
criticized by all parties as selective and discriminatory. An important ndinber
respondents from all three parties think that the EU treats members and candidates
differently, and sucha poi cy i s discriminatory for Tu
existing minority rights policy diminishes the credibility of its overall membership
conditionality.

Concerning the hypotheses Btiroscepticismthis chapter came up with important
findings. Thedebate about the ideology versus strategy has some implications on
Turkish political party attitudes. Accordingly, the chapter finds that ideology plays a
significant role concernindguroscepticismn the case of minority rights. The first
hypothesis is quported sincethe Left-Right distinction does not explain Turkish

political resistance to the reforms of minority rights. Both the CHP (Left/TAN) and

the MHP (Right/TAN) adopt a critical stance against minority rights with similar
justifications. Moreover hypothesis Il based othe GAL-TAN distinction finds

support since TAN ideology is a decisive factor concerning the party preferences
towardsEuroscepticismTAN parties perceive minority rights as a matter of foreign

policy and denounce the adoption b&tEUled reforms of minority rights as giving

unilateral concessions to foreigners. GAL parties on the other hand mainly treat
minority rights as a matter of democratization and support the expansion of liberties

for minorities. The (Left/TAN) CHP and théRight/TAN) MHP used similar
justifications to protect the integrity of the Republic and maintain national security
against foreign interferences. Their criticisms even reflected the resurfacing of old

mi strust agai nst Eur op e draonte. Gnithe otder lgadd, i n t
Kéel é&- daise tojlebdership initiated the transformation of the CHP from TAN to

GAL which remarkably shifted the partyds

However, the interviews findings demonstate the limited esg®f such a liberal

95 out of 25, namely};1 ker G¢zel, Ercan Candan, Réfat Sait, N
203 outof 15, namely mer S¢ha Al dan, Rpzetl ¢¢etin and Emre K
21 More than half of the AKP and the CHP deputies explicitly share their concern while all 4

respondents from the MHP raise the same claim.
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transformation within the party. The CHP respondents are clearly divided over the
expansion of minority rights. Besides, a quarter of the respondents reflectslimd&ard
stance similar to that of the ultreationalist MHP respondentdismissing the
restitution of properties to minority foundations as a European plot to dismantle
Turkey. Apparently, the CHP has a long way to go before truly transforming itself to
a GAL party.

On the other hand, once preformist, the AKP governmestowed down the reform

process after the curtailment of negotiations. Although the government did not
entirely abandon the reform process, its approach to the reforms of minority rights

could be considered as selective and inconsistent. While the AKP ngometr

returned numerous immovable properties to-Muslim foundations, it has failed to

re-open the theological school at Halki seminary. Primei st er Er doj an m
attempts for an OAl evi initiatived to wi
opposes the recognition of Al evi sd 06Cem
worship. Alevis accuse the Directorate of Religious Affairs of famguSunni Islam

at the expense of the Alevis (¢tarkojlu a
religion classes at primary and secondar
i mposing an exclusively Sunni idi.Beéseespr et at
in his 2011 election campaign, Erdoj an sc
| eader Kélé-darojlu among conservative el
(The Economist 2012). The AKP al sas aband
2009 after intensive public criticism. While the government has recently taken new
steps for resuming negotiations with Abc
Erdojan has announced his willingness to
terroriss (Shafak 2012). These instances indicate the fact that tHelp®KP has

turned out to be a Right/TAN party with its rising authoritarianism and selective and

i nconsi stent approach towards the reform
inertia in thisdomain can be explained with the lack of credible EU membership
incentives which di minished the AKPGO6s en:
factors such as oO0its Turkish nationali st
deep[er commitment$o] democratic values and its weak administrative capacity
about the Kur-diks 2 0ihddstione2idé inerview findings indicate
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reluctance in the AKP respondents towards the expansion of minority rights, although
most refrain from openlygriticizing the reforms undertaken by their own government.

This reluctance increasingly stems from (1) the negative image of minorities in the
eyes of the AKP respondents based on the
selective approach toward mairity rights, which is perceived as discriminatory

against candidate states like Turkey.

Concerning hypothesis lll, the interview results indicate that all three parties criticize
the EUGs selective approach i n intettaut, mi nor
the CHP respondents are clearly divided over the enhancement of minority rights.

Half of the CHP officials are in favour of the reforms and some even question the
necessity of preserving the provisions of the Lausanne Treaty. Such liberaleattitu

are reflective of Keéelé-darojluds efforts
the emerging | iberal wing within the part
and discriminatory approach in its minority rights policy. Besides, as theotoase,

the BDP, a Left/GAL regionalist party reflects similar reactions to the EU as well. As
apregKurdi sh political party, t he BDP suppo
that through the EU membership process, Turkish citizens of Kurdish arigigain

greater cultural, political and administrative rights. Therefore, the party did not
necessarily oppose Eld reforms. On the contrary, the BDP officials have quite

often sought support for their cause from the EU institutions; and they caititiee

AKP government's handling of the Kurdish problem before the European Parliament.
However, t he BHDRtarce veedkened ajter pU aofficials declared
support for the AKP's O6Kurdish openingb6;
distance itsélffromPKK terrorism (Ojuzlu 2012: 233)
officials accused the EU of having turned 'a blind eye to the unfair treatment of
Kurdish peopl e’ i n Turkey (B¢yeé¢kbay and
support to the EUed reform proess, the BDP officials have become convinced that

the EU has a discriminatory approach towards them giving priority to the AKP
gover nment-drse Osmiimggowpol i ci es. Therefore,
propensity of liberal (GAL) political actor® tadoptEuroscepticismas a response to

the EUb6s selective and discriminatory mi

case supports the explanatory power of TAN ideology in gaasedEuroscepticism
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yet, t he EUG6s sel ectesofthe gapeas it @Gagshs readtians g € S

from GAL parties as well.

Regarding the CEECs, the mainstream literature does not offer much supporting
evidence that GAL parties turn guroscepticisnwhen the EU applies its minority

rights conditionality in a set#ive manner. This is probably due to the fact that the
EU6s selectivity does not necessarily jeo
parties continue their support for EU membership regardless of the shortcomings of

the accession process as l@sgthe membership prospects are certain. In the Turkish
case, the rising uncertainty of me mber sh
comply with the EUG6s Cypr 4ehusasmofpoliticalo nal i t
parties in Turkey which also makehem mor e reactionary agai
application of its conditionality in other reform areas. Yet, comprehensive research is
necessary to find out to what extent t h
conditionality affects the EU discaes of GAL political actors in candidate

countries.

Strategic party competition has some degree of influence in the development of
Euroscepticismn Turkish politics. Accordingly, hypothesis IV is supported since all
Turkish mainstream political partigeflect Euroscepticismin the case of minority

rights. Therefore, one does not need to be a fringe party in Turkey to oppose-the EU

led minority rights reforms. Moreovethe governmenbpposition distinction has

limited explanatory power in Turkey sincewgrnment officials reflect a remarkable
reluctance towards the development of minority rights in Turkey due to the fear of
division and historical suspicion against Adaslims/Europeans. Nevertheless, the

AKP took positive steps to confer greater freedonminorities until the last couple

of years. The uncertainty of membership prospects after the suspension of the
negotiations di mi ni shed the AKPOSs ent hu
respondents now emphasize the chridgnng doubl
minority rights, although such a critical rhetoric was absent when the bilateral
relations were progressive during 2002 and 2005. Therefore, the initial years of the
AKP reign supports hypothesis V rendering the AKP governmentdegibndent to

embrace Etled reforms when the accession process was progressive. However, after
the suspension of t he negotiati ons, t he
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replaced by inertia. Therefore, in line witlypothesis VI, the uncertainty of
membership prospget s has shifted the AKP gover nmet

to join the ranks of other ElSceptic parties.
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CHAPTER YV

THE REFORM OF FOREIGN LAND OWNERSHIP

Another reform area that drawsiroscepticisnin Turkey involves the free avement

of capital through lifting restrictions against foreignershmationals concerning land
acquisition. Accordingly, this chapter will first discuss the concepiodign land
ownership (FLO) and its application in the EU. Focusing on the mainedebeér the
restrictions on FLO across Europe, the chapter will then investigate the political
resistance to FLO in Central and Eastern European Countries (CEEC) during the EU
accession process. After examining the political party behaviours towards Eh® in
CEECs, the chapter will turn to the Turkish case discussing the FLO regime in Turkey
and the Turkish resistance to the FLO reforms. The findings of the interviews
conductedwith 45 Turkish parliamentarians will be comparatively examined with
respect @ the official discourses of the parties over FLO. The concluding part will
offer an overall analysis of the domestic resistance to FLO in Turkey and test the
validity of the hypotheses proposed by this study comparing the findings of the
Turkish case witlthe CEECs.

5.1. Foreign Land Ownership and its application in the EU

FLO is a highly o6unregul ateddé issue in
the discretion of nation states (Hodgson et al 1999: 2). While customary international
law foreges no restriction on FLO, public international leagognizs the complete
sovereignty of states over their territories (ibid.). Besides, there are no global
multilateral treaties which regulate the issue of FLO (ibid.). Although there are some
instrumens adopted by the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development
(OECD) such as the Code of Liberalisation of Capital Movements, none of them

directly addresses the issue of FLO (Hodgson et al 1999: 3).
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Restrictions and reforms regarding FLO arebpegmatic in international law in the
context of regional international treaties such as the Treaty of European Union and
bilateral agreements enabling states and regional bodies such as the EU to regulate the
issue of FLO with their own legal mechanismigidi). Although EU law does not
directly regulate land acquisition by foreigners, it nevertheless enables EU nationals
to buy land in other EU member sta{®4ajoros2000) Article 54e of the Treaty of
Romeé? and Article 9 of the Regulation 1612/68/EE0f the Council of 15 October

1968 on freedom of movement for workers provide a legal basis for a national of an
EU member state to acquire and use land and buildings situated in the territory of
another member state (Hodgson et al 1999: 21). Besidesjudgements of the
European Court of Justice <clearly dismis
right to acquire land since those acts are incompatible with EU law ensuring non
discrimination and freedom of movememMgjoros 2000: 14). Accordingly, th&U

defends the freedom of Efdreignerg* to buy land within the EU territories while
mainly leaving the status of ndflJ citizens to the discretion of member states
(Mayhew 2000). Although a number of EU member states including Belgium,
Germany, France, Uxembourg, the Netherlands, Portugal and the United Kingdom
place no restrictions on ndflJ nationals concerning property acquisition, the failure

to satisfy the immigration requirements often prevents foreigners from using the
purchased land for intendedrposes (Hodgson et al 1999: 1).

The EU favours FLO in order to facilitate the smooth transformation of the accession
country to liberal market econongreating a favourable environment for foreign
investment; therefore the Etéquires all EU accessiaountries to undertake major
reforms of their land administration system including the liberalisation of FLO
(Bogaertsa et al 2002: 3Blpodgson et al 1999: 21; Trzeciak 2012: 1 E®sides, sale

of land to foreigners brings certain economic benefits to host country.

Accordingl vy, it O0i mprovel s] productivity,
knowl edge, and hence stimulate] s] econom
20009 i) . The EU also attaches i mport

integration in Europe requires the development of a strong territorial identity that

22 See: http://ec.europa.eu/economy_finance/emu_history/documents/treaties/rometreaty2.pdf
23 See: http://eutex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:31968R1612:en:HTML
24 EU citizens who are not nationals of the host EU country.
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encompasses the entire aread (Wood 2004:
neutral terms as oOreal estated6, and its
bargain (Hilson 2008: 195). Therefore, it perceives any restrictions in national laws as
an interference with the single market and dismisses them as discriminatory (Hilson
2008: 194).

However, from a nationalist perspective, land is considered ab forastate
sovereignty and to be restricted to foreign acquisition. Upon governmental request,
the EU permitted Austria, Finland and Sweden to issue a temporary restriction against
FLO of other EU nationals, while Denmark was granted a permanent rigkgttat

the foreign ownership of holiday homes (Mira 2004). Moreover, Greece puts
limitations on FLO in its border areas while Ireland restricts foreign purchases of
agricultural land, forests, and water reservoirs (Tesser 2004: 217). Restriction of FLO
is a common practice across the gostnmunist countries too (Verdery 1998: 298).

In the early 1990s, Latvia, Romania, Bulgaria, Hungary, Czech Republic and Slovakia
constitutionally banned FLO (Verdery 1998: 299). In Poland and Estonia, foreign
acquisition of property was subjected to the permission of local and national
authorities, while in Lithuania, the new law ih996 liberalizd foreign land
ownership excluding agricultural lands (ibid.). During EU membership negotiations
for the eastern enlargemeritMay 2004, a number of accession countries demanded
temporary restrictions on foreign purchase of land property. For example, Hungary
and Slovakia asked for 10 years of transition period while Poland demanded 18 years.
The Czech Republic demanded a peremirright to derogation on FLO without
specifying a time period. Only Slovenia and Estonia did not demand any transition
period(Trzeciak 2012: 108). The EU agreed to confer derogatory rights to most of the
2004 accession countries up to 7 years whiletgrgiPoland a transition period up to

12 years due to the considerable size of its arable lands and permitting Malta to
restrict the foreign acquisition of second homes on a permanent basis due to the small
size of the countryBurger 2006: 572)

There @ae numerous motivations for restricting FLO in Europe. First of all, foreign

acquisition of land is seen as a security matter. For instance, selling borderlands to

non-nationals have often been prohibited with the preoccupation to protect national
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security while the sale of arable lands to foreigners has increased national concerns

for food security (Hodgson et al 1999: 19). Especially, in those countries whose
economy heavily depends on agriculture such as Poland, agricultural land is a symbol

of t heerdnontd 6 and those countrymen who a
nationdé against foreigners (Burger 2006 :
cul tur al identity and national survival

may thusbeseenas f or m of national security threse

Moreover, restrictive measures stem from a preoccupation to prevent foreign
economic domination, as well as the perceived threat that excessive foreign purchases
may pave the way for land scarcityigyhew 2000; Burger 2006; Hilson 2008). For

instance, the gap between the purchasing power of applicant countries and that of EU
member states creates a public fear in Eastern European accession countries that such

an economic imbalance wouidhpair theirci t i zens 6 capacity to
Europe while extensively selling their own (Mayhew 2000: BZeciak 2012: 105)

Hil son (2008: 195) stands against t he EU
FLO are discriminatory. He points to the relative eliéinces in land values and

national wealth between the old and new Member States which raise fears that
wealthy old members could purchase significant amounts of land from new members
(ibid.). According to Hil son iagQRcouddot 195)
be regarded as discriminatory because equality involves the idea of treating like cases
alike. And since [old and new member states] are not in a like position as regards their

weal th; treating them differently is not

However, economic justifications only partially explain opposition to FLO.
Nationalism, historical experiences and collective memory against foreigners in
general or particular states (if not xenophobia) also play an important role behind
FLO restrictons (Hodgson et al 1999: -28). Despite their relative wealtenmark
and Austria issued restrictions on foreign purchase of second homes essentially due to
their historical antiGerman sentiments (Hilson 2008: 195). Similarly, Bogaertsa et al
(2002: 31)argue that the national historical context plays a determining role behind
the challenges facing land administration reform in the CEECs. Territorial changes
following the World Wars resulted in the rise of nationalistic reflexes to oppose
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foreign land aquisition (ibid.). Especially, in Poland and the Czech Republic where

the lands formerly owned by Germans had been expropriated, FLO reforms advocated

by the EU triggered nationalistic resentments (ibid.). For instance, much of the land in
current WesterrnPoland was owned by Germans before the Second World War.
ThereforethePol i sh public was afraid that Pol an
an opportunity for Germany to reclaim the real estate lost in the aftermath of the
Second World War, or buy it chelg in the market (Trzeciak 2012: 104).

Finally, |l and i s an i mportant component
and who is in or out, and what bel ongs t
discourse in the CEECs is that land is the maijimibate of nationhood together with

language and religion (Trzeciak 2012: 105). Besides, emphasis on kinship and shared
history is often used as a justification for opposition to FLO since locals identify land

as the legacy of ancestors and hence sed¢uas ian inalienable symbol of their

identity (Verdery 1998: 299).

There are numerous restriction techniques including the outright prohibition of FLO,
restricting the quantity of land available for foreign acquisition and limiting the
purchase of agrictural, recreational, and border lands (Hodgson et al 1999: 44). As
part of derogatory rights, accession countries temporarily maintained numerous
restrictions on EU citizens and legal entities wishing to acquire property. For instance,
foreigners are notgor mi t t e d t cagrrultura lana B aread alamgithe state
border s, nature reserves or in the territ
the Czech Republic, Estonia, Lithuania and Slovakia;aitirens are not allowed to

buy agricutural land (Swinnen and Vranken 2009:12). Countries often put
bureaucratic restrictions such as the requirements for foreigners to get prior
authorisation, make prior notice of transactions apdstacquisitionnotice, and the
obligation to registerhie purchased land (Hodgson et al 1999: 44). Moreover, there is
no common bureaucratic procedure concerning land sale to foreigners. For instance,
the authorizing institution for FLO is the Ministry of Justice in Denmark while it is
the Council of Ministeran Cyprus (Hodgson et al 1999: 38). Poland on the other
hand holds FLO subject to special permission granted by the Ministry of Interior and
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Administration and the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development (Swinnen and
Vranken 2009: 6).

5.2. Political Resistance to the FLO Reform in EU Accession Countries

Legal amendments to liberadizFLO in line with the EUacquisgenerate heated
political debates in accession countries. Domestic political actors oppose the FLO
reform mainly due to economic fearst foreign ownership may increase land prices
enormously at the expense of local buyers and/or out of patriotic concerns over the
loss of national sovereignty and nationalistic fears of foreign invaSiesser 2004:

214). The issue of FLO caused seriquaditical clashes in the parliaments of some
candidate countries and decreased the support for EU membership amongst national

elites and in the domestic public opinion.

In the Polish case, opposition parties with different ideological leanings stoodtagai
FLO. The SeHdefence [Left/TAN] and the Polish Peasant Party (PSL) [Left/TAN]
stood firm against the Eléd reform liberalting the foreign acquisition of land,
forests and areas containing water sources in order to secure the interests of Polish
farmers (Batory 2003: 11; Tesser 2004: 220). The justification of such opposition was
well-grounded in the public fear that excessive sale of land to foreigners would
threaten Polish |livelihoods following Pol
Similary, the centreright party, Law and Justice (PiS) [Right/TANJpposed the
Il i ber al | egi sl ations permitting FLO and
prevent speculative buying of Polish lands by foreign investors (Szczerbiak 2008:
232). The Leaguef Polish Families (LPR) [Right/TAN] and the Seléfence argued
t hat Poland should not sign the accessi
(Trzeciak 2012: 126). The centright Solidarity coalition (AWS) [Left/TAN], the
governing party between919 7 and 2001, f r-aunefcatidhdl O a s
property to foreignersé and 6éGermansd i n
insisted on a long transition period for Poland concerning land liberalisation 10 non
Polish EU citizens (Trzeciak 2012: D14Party members demanded 25 years of
transition period if permanent derogation is not possible (ibid.). The Polish Prime
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Mi ni ster Jerzy Buzek (AWS) explained his
intensity of Pol i sh pthabforimany yearadid:notbaWwea we r €
Polish state and there are social fears <c
(Tesser 2004: 222).

The most intensive political debates concerning the issue of FLO in Poland started
with the agreement ahe Polish government led by the Democratic Left Alliance
(SLD) [Left/GAL] to reducethe transition period from 18 to 12 years and to allow EU
citizens to buy second homes in Poland after a sggantransition period and EU
farmers to buy land for cultation after a thregear lease (Trzeciak 2012: 117).
Correspondingly, the main opposition parties the LPR and the PiS announced that
60t hey would submit a motion to hold a r
foreigners in connection with the condemnalblled scandalous position of the
government that failed to inform society about the scope of concessions in EU
accession negotiations with regard to th
failed attempts to hold referendum on FLO backed by the Pi&¢iEk 2012: 125).
The officials of the PSL, a coalition partner of the time, announced its plan to submit
a regulation to fix the Omistakesd of th
Pol andds national interastéduclPaanyi mpbrt
as the sale of agricultural land to foreigners [must] be settled favourably and Polish
agricultural |l ands [must] be in the hands
PSL argued that 200.000 hectares of Polish land akeady leased to foreigners,
and party officials threatened to leave the government unless the coalition government
considered the Polish interests more seriously (Trzeciak 2012: 122). The primary
reason behind such a strong opposition to the FLO reftemnsed from the public
concern that the FLO reform would provide Germans with an opportunity to buy up
their former territories lost to Poland (Wood 2004: 588). Krzysztof Janik, Secretary
General of the SLD, the senior coalition partner dismissed suclertenby stating
t hat 6it i' S not necessary to create an a
parts of Germany ceded to Poland after World War 1] are ours and it will remain that
way for centur i €233) The FLO alsoevoiceditd tthidm againdt 2
its junior partner by stating that the PSL cannot be in both coalition and in opposition
at the same time (Trzeciak 2012: 126).
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Similarly, the reform of FLO was rejected in the Czech Republic by major parties

such as the Civic DemocratRarty (ODS) [Right/TAN] and the Communist Party of
Bohemia and Moravia (KSCM) [Left/TAN] since the general public perception in the
country was that the | iberalisation of F
decrees which protect the Czechs agaims property restitution demands of Germans

and Austrians (Wood 2004: 600). The KSCM proposed a constitutional amendment to
drastically Iimit the restitution cl ai ms
the ODS also highlighted the necessity tmtpct domestic financial interests
pertaining to the iIissue of FLO (Hendersor
Czech Soci al Democratic Party (LSSD) [ L
between 2002 and 2004, voiced his concerns for German ecodomination after

the liberalisation of FLO in the Czech Republic, although his government did not
actively takea position against the FLO reform (Tesser 2004: 231). The political
resistance to FLO in the Czech Republic was overcome after the EU dectded no

include the annulment of the decrees as a membership precondition.

Negative reactions to FLO have also been witnessed in Slovakia where politicians
shared a concern over a possible 6édHungar
proclamation of th B e n [Begrees, numerous ethnic Hungarians were deported from
todaydés Slovakia and their | ands were <co
During EU accession negotiations, there was a popular belief among Slovak
politicians that the FLO reforms wihbienable Hungarians to buy up their previous
properties in Slovakia (ibid.). Forr insta
right Christian Democratic Movement (KDH) [Right/TAN] and speaker of the Slovak
Parliament (1991992), opposethe EUled reforms to liberalie FLO with the claim
t hat such amendments would Oput Sl ovaki
Hungarian | andownerso6 (ibid.). VIiadi mir
Democratic Slovakia (HZDS) [Left/TAN] and former Prime Miteis accused the
gover nment |l ed by Mikul 8g Dzurindads Sl o
Democr at i c -DSaJRighyGAL]B @ kedlily surrendering to EU pressures
that forced Slovakia to give concessions to Hungarians who had been expelled afte
the Second World War (Rupnik 2002).
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Hungary is another example with political parties opposing FLO liberalisation. The
Hungarian Democratic Forum (MDF) [Right/TAN], the governing cenght party

between 1990 and 1994, defied any attempts totshlle 6 Hungari an mot t
foreigners (Burger 2006: 573). While in opposition during 1994 and 1998, the MDF

and other opposition parties in the Hungarian Parliament rallied in order to reject an
amendment allowing foreign business corporations to ezgeal estate in Hungarian

lands (Tesser 2004: 227). Similarly, the Hungarian Civic Party (FIDEBR)
[Right/TAN], a coalition partner between 1998 and 2002, declared itself as the
protector of Hungarian land and proposed a referendum to prevent thef&s

t hat woul d enabl e foreigner-878). Theapardy pur c |
included the rejection of the FLO deal with the EU in its campaign for the 2002
electiongSitter and Batory 2008: 71)

Similarly, the Smallholder Party (FKGP) [Left/TANthe other coalition partner,
rejected O0selling out the motherland [to
manifesto to renegotiate the FLO question with the EU (Sitter and Batory 2008: 65).
Party officials claimed that the adoption of the Ftgform in Hungary would mean a
premature accession that would subordinate Hungary to the EU and result into a loss
of national identity (Batory 2001: 16Jhe extreme&ight Hungarian Justice and Life
Party (MIEP) [Right/TAN] equated EU membership conditility with the Trianon
Treaty of 1920 that cost Hungary an important portion of its territories (Tunkrova
2010: 99). Party officials conditioned their support for EU membership on the full
guarantee for not selling land to foreigners (Batory 2008: 27Be Mungarian
government led by the FIDESMIPP receiveda sevenyear transitional period after
the accession, during which prohibitions against foreign purchase of agricultural lands
would remain in force (Burger 2006: 57Z)Jowards the end of the sevgea
transition period, the FIDESKIPP government declared its will to pass laws that ban
|l and purchases by EU nationals in Hungar
provisions (FriedINews 2012). The main reason for such persistent opposition to FLO
inHungary is explained wintaht iaonladngtedtdaell io:
from rural overpopulation and land scarcity (Burger 2006: 575). Following the
Trianon Treaty of 1920, Hungarians having lost a significant part of their national
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territories @ vel oped a reactive tendency to equ
protected from foreigners (ibid.). Besides, in the aftermath of the Hungarian
independence from the defunct Soviet Union, the lack of protective laws to restrict

FLO enabled Austrian ¢#ens to buy considerable amounts of agricultural land in
Hungary between 1989 and 1994 (Tesser 2004: 225). This intensified nationalistic
sentiments that land cannot be taken as a simple commercial issue because it is

0 c a gpiotoal Hungar yohsi chnlsyh oaud sdenté® vwe easily
(Tesser 2004: 227).

Contestation against FLOasalso witnessed in Slovenia, a strong-gid country
which had already determined its O6return
dissolution of Yugoslvia (Krasovec and Lipicer 2008: 316). The reform of FLO has
become a source of intense political debate in Slovenia in the late 1990s. The
Slovenian Parliament amended its Constitutaril4 July 1997 for the first time after

the Slovenian independence kijtering Article 68 which had prohibited foreign
acquisition of land (except for inheritance) (Albi 2005:773).

The Constitutional change permitting foreigners to acquire land in Slovenia drew
criticism from opposition parties. Members of the Demacr@pposition of Slovenia
(DEMOS) [Right/TAN] alleged that the Eléd reform of FLO would transfer
Slovenian sovereignty from Belgrade to Brussels (Lindstrom 2000). Officials of the
Slovenian Nationalist Party (SNS) [Right/TAN] and the Democratic Party of
Pensioners of Slovenia (DeSUS) [Right/TAN] accused the Slovenian Foreign
Minister, Lojze Peterlgo f fdestroying the Slovenian s
pressures and demanded his removal from office (Lindstrom 2000). The SNS
announced that the debdtEUled reform of FLO revealed the imperialistic nature of
the EU (Krasovec and Lipicer 2008: 318)put strong emphasis on the continuation
of prohibitions against FLO in Slovenia a
accession process (Beith2004).A party of fici al argued th
sold their land so easily. . . . Such law poses a great danger; in fact, we are opening
the door to the whole world!o (Bandel|j 2
with overwhelming majorityeven some of the government officials could not conceal
their reluctance for FLO reforms. The Deputy Prime Minjsidarjan Podobnikof
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the ruling Slovenian Peoplebs Party (SLS)
the sake of EU membership but vaicdiis concerns about loss of Slovenian
sovereignty (Bandelj 2004: 466). Podobnik similarly stood against the foreign
ownership of major banks in Slovenia but his government proceeded with bank
privatization in compl i anc elityfindstromtaide EUOG <
Piroska 2007: 122).

The cases discussed above point to the fact that FLO has become a source of intensive
political debates in many candidate countries. Opposition against FLO reforms
primarily stemmed from public fears of fogaei economic domination and historical
disputes with other countries. Especially, the collective memory against Nazi
Germany was highlighted as a justification for rejecting to sell land to foreigners.
Political actors in candidate countries mainly preférte raise nationalist and
populist criticisms against FLOmirroring the public fear against foreigners, and
exalted 6l anddéd as an inalienable part of
EU for being an imperialistic force endangering themeot r y6s nati onal S
It is mainly because the EU seems to consider FLO within the narrow scope of
economic freedom while domestic political actors tend to associate land with national
sovereignty and survival. This is comparable to the case oabrityirrights which
witnessed contestations against -lEd reforms due to the generalized domestic
perception that minorities are foreigners and potential threats to national sovereignty.
However, FLO differs from the case of minority rights since domestponses to
FLO reforms are not justified with the EL
application of its membership conditionality. In the case of FLO conditionality, the
EU adopted a uniform approach to candidate countries that contestedyfanfing
them a sevenyear transition period before opening their lands to foreign purchase.
Previously, Austria, Finland and Sweden were granted ayéae transition period so
that they could establish effective land registration systems. The EUeatsgnized
the special circumstances of certain countries and decided to extend the transition
period in Poland to 12 years due to its bigger landmass and population, and permitted
Malta to restrict the foreign purchase of second homes permanently deesioail
si ze. Al t hough the EUOGs decision to gran
was criticized by several member states as discriminatory (Mira 2004), there is a
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general consensus on the fact that the EU is consistent in its application of FLO
conditionality and increases its legitimacy further by taking into consideration
domestic concerns about development, land registration, and scarcity. Furthermore,
unlike the case of minority rights, the FLO domain is subjettigéactive interference

of the European Court of Justice, which collaborates with the European Commission
in ensuring that all member state legislation and practice comply with the principle of

free movement.

As regards party ideology, similar to the case of minority rights, it coeldrgued

that parties with TAN ideology from both Right and Left constitute the bulk of the
political opposition to FLO due to their attachmentstatus quoand nationalism.
Therefore, resistance to FLO is primarily a TAN phenomenon which builds upon the
public fear against foreigners. Party competition has a weaker explanatory power over
Eurosceptiattitudes towards FLO compared to ideology, since TAN parties both in
government and opposition resist the FLO reforime following section will discuss

the Turkish responses to the reform of FLO in comparison with the cases of CEECs

discussed above.

5.3. Foreign land ownership in Turkey

The legal foundations of foreign land ownership were established with the Lausanne
Treaty of 1923, the Village Amf 1924 and the Land Registry Law of 1934 which
stipulate the principle of reciprocity concerning the foreign acquisition of real estates,
do not allow foreign corporations to buy Turkish land, and ban foreign ownership of
land in villages and militaryraas. Turkish governments made several attempts to
liberalize the Turkish FLO regime in 1984, 1986, 2003 and 2005, but the
Constitutional Court abrogated any | egi sl
own land in Turkey. The Court justified itecisions on the grounds that land is a
crucial element of national security therefore its acquisition by foreigners must be
restricted; the legislated reforms violate the principle of reciprocity, which is a vital
legacy of the Lausanne Treaty; and finafiyreign land ownership is often restricted

in several EU member states (Court decision no. 2005/14).
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The EU considers FLO within the scope of the free movement of capital and urges
Turkey to withdraw its restrictions in order enable the smooth functiosiriberal

mar ket economy and integrate with the E
progress report on Turkeyds accession hi
more efforts to render its legal regime fully consistent with theaBjlis(European
Commission 2008: 41). The progress report of 2011 deems the steps taken by Turkey
insufficient reqguiring an action plan o6f
estate by foreigners in line with trecquis and to demonstrate that it is making

progress towards gradual liberalisation, which is a key element for the accession

negotiationsdé (European Commission 2011:

The AKP governmentdés initial attempts to
was faced with objection from the oppositi and the EWed reforms were quickly
repealed by the Constitutional Court. The suspension of TiEkkyaccession
negotiations massively slowed down the reform process in Turkey; yet the AKP
government persisted in its attempts to pass the bill in thdshuparliament despite

the fact that Turkeyds EU accession pros
AKP government introduced another bill about FLO in 2008 which was again
abrogated by the Constitutional Court in 2011. Finally, the AKP enactedwhaf [&

May 2012 following a heated debate in the parliament. Thdilbdialized FLO in

Turkey and lifted the reciprocity requirement for not only EU nationals but all foreign
citizens (Sabah 2012). Moreover, the bill conferred greater rights to the iCotinc
Ministers concerning the determination of the limits of FLO (ibid.). The main
opposition party CHP appealed to the Constitutional Court again in order to repeal the

new law.

The AKP? shares the economic justifications of the EU concerning the adopti

the reform. The government expects that the FLO reform will attract Foreign Direct
Investment (FDI) and bring financial gains that might help to close the national
budget deficit (TBMM 2008h). The AKP government depicts the principle of
reciprocity & an obstacle to the worldide economic development of Turkey. For

i nstance, t he Tur ki sh minister for Envi

5 See the speeches¥fée | maz Tun-, the AKP deputy for Barteén a
Tokat, 12 June 2008.
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Bayraktar justifies the abrogation of the principle of reciprocity from the FLO
legislation on the grounds thdttis would bring Turkey one step closer to become an
advanced country like many other European countries that do not observe the
principle of reciprocity (TBMM 2012a). Finally, in order to fend off the main
oppositiondbs critici samrskahlhe aAKoPu nctl aadfmsT u
had been sold to foreigners when the opposition parties (CHP and MHP) were in
office (ibid.).

5.4. Reactions to the FLO reform from the opposition parties

Similar to East European accession countries, the Turkish itippoparties

extensively oppose the FLO reform because, unlike the EU, they interpret FLO as a
security issue which threatens Turkeyds |
During the | eadership of Deni z Bmatwk al , t
premises. First, the party differentiated between land and real estate (buildings) and
opposed foreign ownership of land territory (including forestry, natural resources, and
agricultural land) deeming it a sacred symbol of national sovereignty (TRBD3h).

Second, the CHP defended the principle of reciprocity urging other states to authorize
Turkish citizens to buy immovable properties on their territories if they want their

own citizens to be authorized to acquire real estate in Turkey (ibid.prdiogly,

party officials appealed to the Constitutional Court in 2003 and 2005 demanding the
abrogation of the FLO legislation introduced by the AKP government. The 2003 law

gave foreign individuals the right to buy land up to 30 hectares and authdrezed t

Council of Ministers to bypass legislative limits on the sale of land property to
foreigners. The 2005 law that passed after the annulment of the 2003 law by the
Constitutional Court decreased the foreign purchase of land property to 2.5 hectares

but insisted on authorizing the Council of Ministers to bypass the law. The
Constitutional Court annulled botiieces off egi sl ati on upon the C
highlighting the vitality of onational
(TBMM 2008h).

The CHP also proposed a parliamentary inquiry in order to discuss in detail the
repercussions of the 2003 reform one year after its enactment. Signed by 42 CHP
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deputies, the proposal intensively criticized the legislation which resulted in an
extensive sale ofurkish land to foreigners in less than one year (TBMM 2004). The

CHP questioned the AKPOs insistence for t
condi tional pressure from the EU, and Tul
unclear (ibid.). Party ditials argued that it is not acceptable to justify the FLO

reforms with mere economic motivations since land isnaiispensableslement of

national sovereignty and security as previously stated by the Constitutional Court
(ibid.). The CHP called the AKBovernment to reconsider its decision about the FLO

bill of 2003. However, the motion for parliamentary inquiry was denied by the AKP

votes that held a majority of the seats in the Parliament following the 2002 general

elections.

Similarly, the CHP oppasd t he AKPOSs 2008 proposal W
purchase of land up to 10% of village territories. Atila Emek, the CHP deputy for
Antalya, dismissed the proposal as a threat to national sovereignty which would
transfer a consi delamdtd wreigners (ibid.)o Accomihg tof u r k e
FevziTpuz, the CHP deputy for Mujla, with t
aimed to sell lands to foreigners in order to close the national budget deficit the AKP
government caused over the years (ibid.). Topuz remarked that the AKP undermined

the Court deisions which forbid extensive sale of land property to foreigners, and

rushed to bring new legislations depicting them ad&tlreforms (ibid.).

Party officials criticized the AKPOG6s tenc
the sake of EU memberisip . Onur ¥ymen, the CHP deputy
the fact that there was no common practice among the EU members concerning the

|l i beralisation of FLO (TBMM 2003) . ¥y men
the EU could pressurize candidate counttesypass the principle of reciprocity

(ibid.). He claimed that the AKP had arbitrarily prepared those bills for -stont

economic benefits and had introduced them to the parliament as if they were part of

the EU accession criteria (ibid.).

The CHP particularly emphasized the necessity to preserve the principle of reciprocity

that represents the sovereign equality of states. As early as 2003, the CHP #fembers

%Seeths peech of Birgen Kel ek3Jujg208 CHP deputy for |Is
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of the Parliament warned the government that the dismissal of such an important
principle would inflict irreparable damages upon Turkey (TBMM 2003). Fevzi
Topuz, the deputy of Mujla claimed that t
village landshad no precedent elsewhere in the world and the adoption of the law

meart that Turkeycould lose a sizeable portion of its coasts to foreigners without

securing a right to buy similar amount of lands abroad (TBMM 2008h).

The party also criticized the amendment in the Village Act which granted foreign
ownership rights in arable lands of Tutkiwillages. The Village Act of 1924
prohibited the foreign ownership of agricultural fields. Seeing the Village Act as a

|l egacy of Ataturk, CHP officials dismisse
of Republican principles (TBMM 2003). Reminding Atat k s wor ds ; oVi | |
master of nati ono, G¢rol Ergin, t he CHP

legislative reform betrayed Turkish villagers relegating them to pariah in their own

country (ibid.).

The leadership change in the CHP liberalizés rhetoric towards FLO since

Keél ée-darojlu announced his support for |
Turkey including FLO (Kéeleée-darojlu 2010)
shared by all in the party. Some party officials applied to thies@utional Court in

2012 to repeal similar AKP legislation (CHP 2012). They charged the AKP with

aiming to sell limitless amousbf land to foreigners for shetérm economic gains

(ibid.). Party official8’e qual | ed t he r ef or mfteo portrdyedO t o
the AKP as oO6traitorsd who can6t wait to
CHP?8 claimed that the amount of land sold to foreigners under the AKP government

in the last decade (136 Million square metres) was twelve times highehthéantl

sales of previous governments combined (12 Million square metres) (TBMM 2012b).

Party members often resorted to patriotic discourse in their opposition to the reform.
Associating o0l anddé with national soover ei
Turkeybds war of i ndependence through whi

2012a). Party officiaf® often accused the government of selling national lands

2’See the speech of B¢l ent,3¥ay2@ld, the CHP deputy f
®%See the speech of Ali Khsan ,EMdyR20i2 k, the CHP dep
®See the speech zkdn, tHe E€xPadepaty forBerdui, 3rMay 2012.
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acquired with the blood of Turkish martyrs (ibid.). However, they also claimed that

the contentoff e FLO bi | | was not in |ine with t
because it foresaw the liberalization of land sale not only to EU nationals but every
other nationals in the world without seeking reciprocity (ibid.). They argued that the

AKP brought ths bill to facilitate land sale to rich Arabs rather than Europeans
(ibid.).

The MHP uses similar arguments in its opposition to the FLO reform. Party officials

attach priority to the preservation of territorial integrity and the principle of
recipiocity. The MHP® urges that the AKP places an expression to the draft law
guaranteeing the protection of t he ~coun
reciprocity before agreeing to such legislation (TBMM 2008i). Similar to the CHP,

the MHP officialso f t en charge the government with
government enthusiastic to sell national territories for economic gains. The MHP
exalts Turkish lands as sacred and haodn with the blood of Turkish soldiers

during the independence w@rBMM 2008h). Therefore, the party strongly opposes

the sale of such strategically important lands based on economic justifications
(TBMM 2012a). Party officials also believe that the reform proposals have been
actually drafted anawernstér owdlluc edi rhyt @@ fione
country (TBMM 2008h).

The reform under scrutiny was often dismissed by the MHP officials who often
adopted nationalistic and as8ie mi t i ¢ di scour se. Yusuf Ha l
Kayseri, contended that t he ArKeRdainsous!| egi s |
amount of land to elvs and Armenians. He argued that land sales triggered the
establishment of the Jewish state in Palestine and blamed the AKP govefament
giving Jews the same opportunity in Turk:¢
34.000 acres of land were sold tevdan his constituency and it was just the tip of the
iceberg (i bid.). He also alleged that the
such as Armenians and Greeks to eventually buy the lands they long aspired for
(TBMM 2012a).

30 See the speech of Faruk Bal, the MHP deputy of Kphyalune 2008
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The MHP official$* particularly defend the fulfilment of the reciprocity principle

which should be the only way for a foreigner to buy immovable property in Turkey
(TBMM 2008h). Oktay Vural, the MHP deputy for Izmir, labels the lack of
reciprocity as capulation, a unilateral concession to foreigners (TBMM 2012a).

Vural stresses the fact that the Lausanne Treaty abrogated all capitulations and
introduced reciprocity for Turkeyods inter
the reform as incompatiblgith the provisions of the Lausanne Treaty (ibid.). He also

charges the AKP with dishonesty since he claims that the government officials
promised the MHP that the new FLO would observe the reciprocity principle but then

did not remain loyal to their plggs (TBMM 2012b). MHP officiaf¢ accuse the

AKP government of using EU conditions
precious |l andsdé6 (TBMM 2008h) .

The MHP today demands the inclusion of
property can be restridle when nati onal security is at
Constitution (Milliyet 2012) . Oktay ¥zt ¢
MHPOGs proposal reiterating the MHPGs all e

Israel was made possible duettone &égr ave mistaked of Ar 8
amounts of |l and to Jews (ibid.). ¥ztg¢rk
measure might save Turks from experiencing a similar end or dissolution (ibid.).
Following the general overview of the maarguments against FLO reforms in

Turkey, the next section provides original empirical datgherturrent stances of the

main parties in Turkey towards the question of FLO. The data discussed below derive

from faceto-face interviews with 45 Turkish p&amentarians.

5.5. Reflections of Turkish Parliamentarians on the issue of FLO

In order to gain greater insight into the stances of Turkish political parties towards
EU-led reforms of FLO, | conducted fateface interviews with Turkish
parliamentarias in Ankara between October 2012 and April 2013. The interviews

yielded important results comparable to the official discourses of the parties under

31Se e
2See

speech of Behi- ,42JuneR008 t he MHP deputy fo
speech of Mehmet Ser d,d2Jarfek008. t he MHP dep
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scrutiny. Interestingly, the AKP deputies primarily reflect a unitary stance giving
support to FLO mainly d&sed on economic expectations and confirm the official
policy of their party. However, they demonstrate internal disagreements over the
guestion of whether to bypass the principle of reciprocity. On the other hand, some
opposition deputies draw a slightiyore liberal picture than the official discourse of
their parties. For instance, most of the opposition deputies stated that they did not
oppose the sale of land to foreigners under the condition of reciprocity. Moreover,
opposition responses reflect a mqllcity of framings towards the FLO issue ranging

from very liberal to highly conservative.

5.5.1. The AKP responses

All the AKP officials | interviewed are very supportive of FLO. They mainly consider
FLO within the scope of economic liberalisatiamd claim that FLO will bring
nothing but economic gains for Turkey. Several party offitialtate the necessity of

liberalizing FLO in order to attract foreign direct investment (FDI):

Foreign companies buy land in Turkey to stvact factories which

revitalize Turkish economy. When they decide to leave Turkey,

they will sell these lands back to us. Therefore, there is nothing to

worry about. Besides, the European population is getting older and

they intend to spend their lives in our coastal areas ietieement.

They spend their wealth in Turkey. If | deny selling them land and

property, | will prevent an important source of income for Turkey
(I'nterview with AlIi Reza Al aboyun).

Another justification raised by the AKP officidfsis that FLO facilitags social and

cul tur al di al ogue between Turks and Eur oy
image in Europe. Similarly, Burak Erdenir, the deputy undersecretary of the Ministry

of European Union, believes that the liberalisation of FLO enables mdmnare EU
citizens to come to I|ive in Turkey and
integrated with the EU.

m >

bdul ah ¢al éxkkan, Al Réza Al aboyu
atih ¢ift-i Bel ma Sateéer, M¢icahit
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Party officials also refer to globalization as a justification for libeiradj FLO. For

instance, Beim& at ér bel i eves ihdagobalidd lwd®dld prasnotingh e nor
competition for foreign investment and it is actually advantageous for Turkey to be
preferred as a destination to live and do business by people from different parts of the
world. Similarly, according to Ercan Candan, globalization has resulted in a paradigm
shift in the world and now the <classical
everybody is able to go to everywhere. We cannot prevent people from living in our
country &GtatesCamfdiain Demi r kéran believes that
family and asts member, Turkey must liberadizits laws to allow foreigners to

purchase land.

Party officials do not believe that FLO imposes any real threat to Turkey. Rejecting
the opposit on 0 s concerns over |l oss of nati ot
Tekeliojlu argues that maj or powers | ike
destroyed by such small issues as FLO. The favourite expression shared by almost all
the AKP intervieweesagant such concerns is that o6for

l ands in their p8ckets or on their backsb®d

If I want, | can buy lands in all EU member states. Even in

authoritarian states such as Russia and Saudi Afalwa can buy

immovable properties. If oubilateral relations become uneasy, we

wonot be able to take those propertie
same is true for foreigners who buy land in Turkey. Their purchases

do not constitute a threat to our ter
harm inselling land to foreigners. It will bring nothing but economic
benefits (I nterview with Mehmet Erdoj a

AKP officials particularly emphasize the importance of -selfifidence and the

necessity to leave aside domestic fears against foreigners:

We s h ¢ helafdaid.6Turkish politicians often pursued the politics

of fear but to no avail. If we want to be a great country we have to

think bigger. We can go nowhere with taboos and fears. We must
establish our | iving standabBUds freely
and its standards. (Interview with Abd | ah ¢al ekkan) .

®The expression was explici tld WMehraes Buddu Kagtal, Belrhame t Sa
Sat ér , Ruhi A-ékg?°z, Me hmet Erdoj an, M¢cahit Fénd
36 Saudi Arabia law of FLO:
http://www.sagia.gov.sa/Documents/Laws/Real_Estate by Foreigners.pdf
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Similarly, Bel ma Satér depicts Turkey as

is one of these fears Turkish decisimakers maintained throughout history. We must

leave fears aside. | see no harm in FLO. We must havecaditl e n c e 0 ; Sat
contends. Bil al Macit cl ai ms: oi f foreigt
we have become an advanced country and confirms ouc seli f i dence 6. Lil
Fatih ¢ift-| believes that FLO iswera gl ob

must show the world its setionfidence by liberai ng FL O. Ahmet Baha
stresses that the increase in foreign demands for Turkish lands indicates that Turkey

has become an economically advanced country with a fully functioning democracy.

Thegover nment deputies strongly reject t h
out the motherlandd with excessive amoun
el sewhere in Europe, Turkey i mposes <cert.
| a n d .haveé aMays been careful to sell land to foreigners based on certain criteria

such as the size and the I ocation of t he
i mportance such as border areasbo, L'l ker

deputies areonsiderably divided on the principle of reciprocity. While some deputies

such as T¢lin Erkal Kar a, Réef at Sait, Af
Tekeliojlu and Ahmet Baha ¥]J¢¢tken deem r
ot hers (ile&alkadi, ngakar, A-éeékg®z and Candan

The principle of reciprocity is a political matter. We can be flexible
with it in order to increase the level of FDI in Turkey. Many
countries have done such arrangements before. The critfisne
opposition is absurd. We can monitor the sale of land to foreigners
and secure our national interests. We must trust ourselves. FLO is a
normal phenomenon in a globa world (Interview with Ruhi
A-ékg®°z).

As a matter of fact, the principle ofaiprocity is not that important.

We have bypassed this principle not for Europeans but for Arabs,

since they dond6ét trust Europeans or An
us [and invest in Turkey] (Il nterview w

We no longer observe theipciple of reciprocity and this is good for

our economic development attracting greater FDI. If any problems
emerge in the future, we can always bring reciprocity back
(I'nterview with Muzaffer ¢akar).
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Moreover, some government deputies fail to acknovdetigat the new FLO law

bypasses the principle of reciprocity and claim that Turkey continues to implement

the reciprocity principle in all its transactions. Although the AKP deputies mostly
remain | oyal to the gover nnmmses,thé splitoverf i ci al
reciprocity is a remarkable indicator of

internal division.

5.5.2. The CHP responses

Contrary to the radical discourse of the CHP which only accepts foreigner ownership

of real estate (andgimisses sale of land to foreigners), the interviewed party officials

support FLO under certain conditions. For instance, they deem it necessary to
determine an upper limit for foreign land purchases and to unconditionally respect the
principle of reciproc t vy . Al i Khsan K°ktg¢grk argues t |
human rights, but he also points to the importance of limiting FLO for national
sovereignty. Li kewi se, ¥ mer S¢ha Al dan
apartments and land for the purposesot our i sm: O&éForeigners af"
buy apartments, even lands in Turkey to spend the rest of their lives, but we must
determine an upper | imit for this [FLO]GO®S.
as a threat to Turkey but he is agaitise sale of excessive amount of land to
foreigners. Faruk Lojoj !l u, the deputy <ch
does not set an upper limit for FLO, and stresses the necessity for regulating the issue

with bilateral agreements respecting the gpte of reciprocity. Therefore, party

officials criticize the government policies which resulted in an excessive amount of

|l and sal e t o foreign persons and compal
government has been invobwed bmpassenpgesh
law. He states that a serious number of land properties along the shores of Istanbul
were sold to Arabs based on the new FLO laws which are still under the examination

of the Constitutional Court. Atila Kart points to the forejgurchase of arable lands

in large amounts:
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We need to differentiate between the sale of property and the sale of
land. We must put limitations to the sale of land. The current
situation in Turkey is alarming. There is no official monitoring
mechanism ovethe foreign purchase of land. The government either
overlooks or intentionally promotes the excessive sale of land. For
instance, one seventh of Konya, my constituency, has been sold to
foreigners. This is unacceptable (Interview with Atila Kart).

Partyof fi ci als strongly oppose the gover nmel

emphasize the vitality of preserving national sovereignty and integrity:

Economic justifications for liberaing FLO are wrong, because we

observe similar restrictions in alsioall countries in the world in

order to protect the agricultural lands, sea shores and strategic areas.

However, Turkey has lifted such restrictions as well as the pteci

of reciprocity and liberalied the sale of lands to foreigners up to 600

acrespr purchase. Such a |iberalisation
food security and national sovereignt
Kokte¢r k).

Aldan believes that an excessive amount of land sale todbirdtry nationals will

t hreat en peac etniclamsThatrthe AKP.has Katdzanedt of theearable

lands in Soutta st ern Anatolia to Israel: ol f a
belongs to Turkey but to him/her. Therefore, we must put limitations. If unregulated,

FLO may turn out to be athreatioa t i on al integrity. Money i

CHP officials also highlight the principle of reciprocity as an indispensable condition
for liberating FLO and blame the AKP government for undermining it due to
expectations for shoeterm financial gains. Soe deputies refer to the war of
independence in order to justify the necessity of the principle of reciprocity:

Reciprocity is asine qua nonfor Turkey. Selling lands without
respecting that principle wild.l seriou
sovereigntyand freedom. FLO cannot be justified with economic

gains because the motherland which Turkish people had fought and

spilled blood for is priceless (I nteryv
There is a popular saying: 6what matt e
alt ri cko. We must protect our agricult

properties in the EU but the purchase of land is based on reciprocity.
The AKP government has lifted that principle. We are not against
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the sale of land to foreigners but we reject land sdlle mo limits.

We won our land with the blood and tears of our ancestors who
fought in the independence war (Interview with Ramazan Kerim
¥zkan) .

While the majority of the respondents give conditional support to FLO reforms, there

are also factions withirthe CHP over the issue. For instance, a minority of
respondents including Aykan Erdemir and
approach towards FLO embracing it unconditionally. Erdemir believes that rights and

liberties are not to be separated fromeadh h e r : 0As a soci al d e m
to support FLO which is a part of human
Korut ¢rk deems it necessary to adjust al |

today respecting freedom and equalityjogher small faction within the respondents

including Orhan D¢zgeéen is not sympathetic

| am against FLO because the EU is not honest with us. Turkish
people think that once Turkey becomes an EU member, they will be
able to buy lands, for instae, in Germany just like Germans buy
lands in Turkey now. However, nothing is certain. If the EU is
disintegrated in the near future or Turkey fails to become an EU
member, the laws we accept today [in order to comply with the EU
acquis] will be counteproductive for us tomorrow (Interview with
Orhan D¢zgen).

5.5.3. The MHP responses

The MHP respondents are deeply divided over the FLO reforms. The responses of
some MHP deputies very much reflect the official discourse of the party since they
relecctE O outright seeing it as a 6weaponbd u:¢
For instance, Letfe Terkkan expresses his
to foreigners in Turkey might result in the establishment of a Kurdish state within

Turkishterritories:

It is crucial to know which part of Turkey is desired the most by
foreigners. We observe a large amount of land sale [to foreigners] in
the SouthEastern Anatolia and this worries us. We should not forget
that Israel was established throufiind purchases (Interview with
Letf e Terkkan).
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While a number of respondents dismiss FLO outright directly reflecting the official
discourse, some others give less antagonistic responses and declare conditional
support for FLO similar to the CHP deputigsu h a | Top-u, the deput
the party, Nevzat Korkmaz and Sg¢mer Or al

official upper limit for it:

There is no problem for me if foreigners buy land in Turkey but we
have a limited amount of lands. We must deterntirgelimits of FLO
attaching priority to our national sovereignty and territorial integrity
(Interview with Nevzat Korkmaz).

The MHP officials also underline the principle of reciprocity:

The liberalisation of FLO without respecting the principle of
reciprocity is unacceptable. In the EU, you can only buy immovable

property. Land S owned by the state
initiatives have made it so easy for foreigners to buy our lands
(I'nterview with Zuhal Top-u).

5.6. Conclusion

This chapterracedEuroscepticismin Turkey focusing on the resistance of Turkish

political elites against the FLO reform. Similar to the case of minority rights, the two

major opposition parties, the CHP and the MHP resisted FLO reforms with a
nationalistic urge to maatain status quoand protect national sovereignty against

foreign intervention. Both parties emphasize the indivisibility of Turkish lands and the
vitality of the reciprocity principle stipulated by the Lausanne Treaty. The parties
support foreign ownergh of immovable properties (buildings) on the condition that

the principle of reciprocity is applied indiscriminately. They however strongly oppose

the sale of lands including forestry, agricultural land, natural resources, strategic areas
such as miltaryz ones and border regions to forei
devel opment 6 thesis of the AKP government
more than a means of economic exploitation and attach both patriotic and strategic

value to it. This cortgutes the basis of their opposition to FLO. Both parties make
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reference to the independence war through which those lands were gained with
massive casualties, and charge the AKP
national ancestors. Similar patidl arguments have been raised against the FLO
reforms in the CEECs where land is seen as the main component of national identity
and an important legacy of ancestors. Therefore, the critical stances of political parties
in the CEECs against FLO reformeiuding the FIDESZVPP in Hungary, the ODS

in the Czech Republic and the PiS in Poland are highly comparableEorth&ceptic
attitudes of the CHP and the MHP of Turkey.

Moreover, the officials of the CHP and the MHP both consider the FLO reforms as
violation of the Lausanne Treaty. Both parties regard FLO as a form of foreign
invasion, thus an issue of national security. However, unlike the CHP, the MHP often
resorts to amtBemitic and xenophobic rhetoric in its criticisms and confirms its
Right/TAN political identity. According to someY(é | ma 2, b&hotlee BVIHP and

the CHP are victims of th8 v syadsome, which refers to a Treaty disintegrating
Ottoman territories and indicates a fear of foreign invasion. This holds similarity to
t he MI EP of Hungary that ncerengiFcOQ & the h e

E L

resurrection of the Trianon Treaty, which ceded-twb i r ds of Hungaryos

neighbouring countries in 1920.

The interviews on the other hand yield interesting results indicating some evidence of

deviation from the political pat i esd of fi ci al di scour ses.

overwhelming support to the liberalisation of FLO. They mainly justify their support
on economic grounds aiming to attract greater FDI. There is also a particular
reference to Globalization which facdtes the free movement of people around the
world and pushes countries to review their restrictive policies. Building upon this
perspective, some party officials reject the principle of reciprocity since they see it as
a political obstacle in front of ecomic liberalization and the free movement of
people. On the other hand, more than half of the AKP deputies attach importance to
reciprocity and some seem to ignore that the current laws bypass it. This is an
important deviation from the official discours# the party. While some AKP

officials mainly defend the principle of reciprocity in order to promote bilateral

economic cooperation, some others (Tekélil u , G2kt keSm)i t sugg

observing reciprocity to preserve national sovereignty.
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Concerningthe main opposition party (CHP), the responses of the interviewed
parliamentarians indicate that the leadership change has altered the views on FLO.
Unlike the official discourse of the CHP during Baykal leadership which dismisses
FLO and only accepts tHereign acquisition of immovable property on the basis of
reciprocity; the CHP officials under Keé
support for FLO.The mmjority of the respondents believe in the necessity of
determining an upper limit for land sad@d respecting the principle of reciprocity.
Moreover, the respondents primarily justify their support for FLO with particular
reference to basic human rights and liberties, which is not visible in the responses of
the reformist AKP deputies. This confisnthe gradual transformation of the party
from TAN to GAL. Furthermore, a couple of respondents reflect a very liberal image
highlighting the importance of conferring liberal rights to people rather than
protecting the state. Such a liberal approach doesepresent the official discourse

of the party for the time being, yet it holds a symbolic importance in terms of
indicating a gradual shift in the political outlook of the party after the leadership
change. Furthermorethe majority of CHP respondentsefrain from populist
references to the independence war and the Lausanne Treaty which were widely used
by the party officials duringhe Baykal leadership. Only a few respondents resorted to
populism; yet they still gave conditional support for FLO. Witle @xception, party

of ficials dondét tend to criticize the EUC
is rather to criticize the government for selling significant amounts of land for
economic gains. Overall, the CHP respondents are not aloof tdg¢heof FLO but

still require certain measurements such as respecting the principle of reciprocity and

determining an upper limit for land sales.

Finally, the MHP responses partly reflect the official discourse as they are replete
with populist refereces to the war of Turkish national independence. Moreover, the
threat perception indicating a possible division of the country out of land sale is
shared by a number of respondents who reject FLO outright. On the other hand, some
responses indicate a deten from the official discourse endorsing FLO under
certain conditions. This is a remarkably liberal rhetoric coming from aidht

political party.
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As for the hypotheses of the studiie Left/Right distinction does not necessarily
determine party cdastations against FLO reform. For instance, both the HZDS
[Left/TAN] and the KDH [Right/TAN] in Slovakia, as well as the LPR [Right/TAN]
and the PSL [Left/TAN] in Poland stood against FLO reforms. Accordingly, it is the
TAN ideology which stands out as anportant base for opposition to the reform in
the CEECs. Nationalistic preoccupation to prevent foreign invasion is a common
justification TAN parties utilizd in order to oppose FLO reform. It is similar in the
Turkish case, since both the CHP [Left/TR&hd the MHP [Right/TAN] opposed the
reform with nationalistic justifications. On the other hand, the BDP, a Left/GAL party
also opposed the latest FLO bill in the Turkish Parliament since BDP officials blamed
the AKP for dictating its own version of FL®hich aimed to facilitate land sale to
Arabs rather than EU nationals. Therefore, a GAL party may oppose the FLO reform
i f the bildl i s prepared according to thi

agenda.

Concerning the effects of strategic parpmpetition in Eurosceptic attitudes,
resistance to the FLO reform mainly comes from the opposition parties in Turkey. In
the CEECs however, party competition has a weaker explanatory power compared to
ideology since there are examples of TAN parties Wisimod against FLO despite

the fact that they were in government. For instance, the PSL in Poland, the FKGP in
Slovakia, and the MDF and tikéDESZMPP in Hungary declared their opposition to
FLO while in government. The PSleven threatened to leave theattion
government if the FLO reformwas revised in line with national sensitivities. Such an
oppositional stance against FLO in the CEECs might stem from thestanding fear

that Germans would buy up those lands they had lost after the Second World Wa
(Tesser 2004). Moreover, the rural nationalism in Hungary in response to the land
scarcity in the country emerged after two thirds of Hungarian lands were lost
following the First World War might explain why TAN governments in Hungary
stood opposed to ¢hFLO reforms (Burger 2006). Finally, many TAN parties who
opposed the FLO reform were coalition partners which might have made it less costly
for them to resist reforms in comparison to single party governments that have more

to lose unless they actimlie wi t h t he EU6s accession con
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In the Turkish case, as a single party government, the AKP [Right/TAN]
overwhelmingly endorses FLO. Therefore, similar to the reform of minority rights,

the AKP government despite its TAN attachnsecontinued the FLO reforms. The

AKP officials who participatedh the interviews unanimously support FLO remaining

| oy al to the governmentds policy. Yet , t
associate the reform of FLO with the EU membership m®c®n the contrary, one
government deputy (Abdalh ¢ al ékkan) stressed the fac
FLO reform for Europeans but for Arabs.
pressures while justifying their support for FLO. Similarly, the opposition officials
believe that the reform was tdictated by the EU but was a s#dftiative of the AKP
government. This is the main reason why the Left/GAL BDP strongly opposed the
government 6s | at e gksel Mutld, the deputy IEadeDof theparg/,0 1 2 .
explains that the BDP extendsastg support to FLO for it is a human right. She also

refers to globalization which shrank the world enabling different cultures to live
together and emphasizes the necessity of conferring people the right to own property
wherever they wish to live (Inteetv with Y¢ksel Mutlu). However, the BDP joined

the main opposition to criticize the reform of FLO brought by the AKP government in
2012 (TBMM 2012a). Hasip Kapl an, t he BDF
government's bill would enable foreigners to kg lands they could not invade

through use of force (Radikal 2012a). He also criticized the withdrawal of the
principle of reciprocity from the | egi sl s

lands easily while we are not even permittedto buyatent hi s countryoé (i

Finally, unlike the reform of minority rights, there are no examples of parties in the
CEECs and in Turkey criticizing the EU for applying its FLO condition in a selective
and discriminatory manner. Therefore, it could be argueak tssuespecific

Euroscepticismmegarding the FLO reform essentially emanates from domestic factors

involving ideology and strategy in Turkey as well as the CEECs.
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CHAPTER VI

THE EUGS CYPRUS CONDI Tl ONA
TURKEY

This chapter discusses whethed w t h e E Ushecific canditionalityy
contributes to the emergence Btiroscepticismin a candidate country. Previous
chapters that dealt with the isssigecific conditions of the EUfocusing on the

reforms of minority rights and foreign land owsleip explained the rise of
Euroscepticattitudes in candidates mainly with domestic factors such as political
ideol ogy and strategy. This <chapter f octL
specific candidate country and finds that in the case of cegp#agific conditionality,

the explanatory power of domestic factors decreases. Cespejfic conditionality

of the EU is defined in this chapter as
imposed on a candidate country due to an ongoing disputedetine candidate in

guestion and an EU member state. Often, the solution of the bilateral conflict is
introduced by the EU as a precondition for accession. Such extra membership
conditionality is usually perceived as discriminatory and faces serioustiobgeby

political actors in the candidate country of interest. Therettuepscepticisnmises as

a reaction to the EUOGs extra conditional:@

EU member state that seeks to gain leverage in a bilateral conflict

Il n this respect, the chapter will -begin
specific conditionality and then provide examples from candidate countries which

have faced additional membership preconditions due to a bilateral conflict with an EU
menber. After examining domestic responses in Macedonia regarding the name issue

with Greece, reactions in Croatia against the maritime border dispute with Slovenia
and resistance in the Czech Republic to
will turn to the Turkish case and discuss tharoscepticresponses of the Turkish
political elite against the EUOGs Cyprus
probl em, t he EUbG s Cyprus policy and Tur
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scrutinize Turkishe s ponses to the EUb6s Cyprus cond:
of the parliamentary interviews will be discussed in comparison with the official
discourses of the political parties in question. The conclusion will summarize Turkish
responses Cypws doridigonalityand examine the validity of the general
hypotheses of the study to find out to what ektemroscepticisnin response to the

E U 6 ®untryspecific conditionality is affected by party ideology and party

competition.

6. 1. T h e ntrig-spécific coralitionality and responses from accession

countries

This chapter argues thd&uroscepticismis not only associated with issgpecific
conditionality. It al so emerges in candi
countryspecific condionality. Domestic reactions intensify when the EU applies
additional preconditions for membership due to a bilateral issue between a candidate
country and an EU member staBuroscepticisms thus a particular stance against

the instrumentalisation of UlE accession negotiations by an individual member state

which seeks to get concessions from a candidate country on a bilateral issue that is not
directly related to the EU's official membership criteria. The EU thus inherits the
extant bilateral problem anghder the pressures of the EU members, it fails to act as

an impartial problem solver towards the candidate country. The member state that is a
party to the conflict can use its veto power to block the initiation of accession
negotiations or even freezen angoing negotiation process by objecting to the
negotiation of individual chapters. Under such circumstances, the EU remains
indifferent to the constraints inflicted upon the candidate by the member state and/or

puts extra preconditions on the candidadantry to solve the bilateral problem before

joining the Union. As a result, political parties from different ideological backgrounds

in the accession country of i nterest st a
even end up losing their initial gtivation to join the EU. The mitigation of this
reactionary stance is directly contingent upon the solution of the bilateral issue either
through reciprocal compromise or unilateral concessions given by the candidate

country in return for EU membershipaantees. It is crucial to scrutinize these cases

177



primarily because in every casa,member state forces the EU to introduce the
solution of a bilateral conflict as an accessiongedition fora candidate country.

In some cases (Macedonia and Croati@mber state pressure temporarily prevents

the negotiation process while in others (the Czech Republic), the EU manages to
withstand the pressures of member states and continues the accession process without
curtailment. In this respect, it is crucial ttudy how political parties in different
countries respond to similar external pressures. These cases are also directly
comparable to the Turkish case, because Turkey has been facing similar pressures
from the EU due to its bilateral conflict with a membtate, the Republic of Cyprus
(RoC).

T h e E UO6 sspecific wanditionality does not only stem from a bilateral conflict
between member and candidate. The domestic political context of a candidate country
might complicate the accession process as Well.instance, the EU denied opening
accession talks for Croatia unless two war crimindlste Gotovina and Janko

Bobetkg were returned to the International Criminal Tribunal for the former
Yugoslavia (I1CTY) (Jovic 20 gpoliticallatteess EUOG s
in Croatia primarily because the public considered Gotovina and Bobetko as heroes
rather than criminals (Jovic 2009). Such cowspgcific conditions are essentially
introduced by the EU in order to enforce the respect for the rildevaind democracy

in the candidate country. On the other he
bilateral conflict is introduced due to the pressures of a member state, which aims to
solve the bilateral conflict in its own desired way by using é&wo\power. Such EU
conditions face resistance ithe candidate country and are dismissed as
discriminatory and unfairEuroscepticresponses against this conditionality hence
deserve greater attention as domestic political actors justify their opposgtanae

by rejecting injustice and discrimination. Below are some cases in which domestic
political actors r a | -bpgcificacgralitionss and deremte EU 6 s

Eurosceptizdesponses.

The Republic of Macedonia candida¢ since 2005, has been put under pressure by
Greece that has a historical claim on t
Macedonia as historically and exclusively a Greek name and asserts that its use by the
newly formed exYugoslav republic implies a tetorial claim to the northern Greek
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province of Macedonia (Panagiotou 2008: 228). Greece has persisted in its efforts to

bl ock Macedoniads entry to major internat
North Atlantic Treaty Organization until a mutyalhcceptable solution is reached

(ibid.). However, neither Greece nor Macedonia seem to agree on a common solution
since Greece considers the name OMacedoni
prevent its usage outside its borders, while the Macadongovernment
wholeheartedly defends its liberty to choose any name just like all other states
elsewhere in the world (Mavromatidis 2010). Greece has been blocking Macedonia's

EU accession talks since 2009 despite the European Commission's recommendation

to initiate the accession negotiations. The Greek government even considers putting

the EU membership of Macedonia to popular referendum as a last resort to prevent its
accession (Tziampiris 2012: 158). The series of blockades against Macedonia
triggered n#onalist resistance (Koinova 2011: 826). Domestic political actors
showed strong reactions to Greece and condemned Brussedstiedeess which has

been precluding Macedonia's EU bid (Balkan Insight 2011). Blaming the EU for
inflicting double standardsthe officials of the nationalist government under the
Democratic Party for Macedonian National Unity (VMRIPMNE) [Right/TAN]

even compared the EU's Macedonian policy
Democratic Union of Macedonia (SDSM) [Left/TAN]fafials particularly referred to

the name dispute as a serious problem that diminished Macedonian enthusiasm to
proceed with ELl ed ref orms (Koinova 2011: 826) .
currently remains frozen and its government accuses Greece of shawimgrest in

finding a middle ground to help them proceed with EU membership negotiations
(MINA 2011). Tziampiris (2012: 165) explains that Macedonian accessionly

possible if Macedonia satisfies Greek demands regarding the name dispute.

Similarly, the maritime border dispute between Croatia (official EU candidate since
2004) and Slovenia (EU member since May 2004) caused a temporary curtailment of
Croatia's EU membership negotiations due to the Slovenian veto. Following
Yugos | avi a 0theredvassasdspuie tbetveedme two emerging countries
over the demarcation of the maritime borders on the bay of Piran (Mackelworth et al
2011: 648). Croatia defended the principletloé equidistance line adopted by the
1982 UN Convention on the Law of SBANCLOS). However, Slovenia dismissed
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the equal share of the bay claiming to be a disadvantaged state due to its limited
access to high seas (ibid.). Upon acquiring the rotating EU Presidency in January
2008, Slovenia presented this issue as a disputeebrtthe EU and a third country
violating the neutral position of the Presidency (Mackelworth et al 2011: 653). After
Croatia provided documentation for several negotiation chapters that prejudged the
border despite the lack of a settlement, Slovenia detbdeven negotiation chapters

t hat were technically ready to open, and
accession process (Jutarnji 2008). The Slovenian government even stated its
willingness to hold a referendum on Croatian accession hadlispeate persisted
(Whitman and Juncos 2009: 196). The Slovenian veto causeaty sttionalistic
reaction in Croati a. Stj epan-200p and the t he
former top official of the Croatian People's PaityLiberal Democrats (HNS)

[Right/GAL] firmly defied the Slovenian demands for concessions:

The political elite in Slovenia think they can abuse their EU and

NATO membership to blackmail Croatia. In other words, they want to
block our negotiations on joining the EU and NATO if we do not

accept their demand to settle the border problem through political
negotidions (Pejic 2009).

Similarly, the Croatian Prime Minister and the HDZ [Right/TAN] leader Ivo Sanader
accused Slovenia of blackmailing Croatia and asserted that Croatia did not intend to
'‘buy EU membership with the [Croatian] territory' (Vucheva 2008.nSa der 6 s
unexpected resignation from government was interpreted in the Croatian media as a
reactionary move against the Slovenian veto (Covic 2012: 4). The extreme right
Croatian Party of the Right (HSP) [Right/TAN] too deemed the Slovenian veto as the
main obstruction for Croatia and refused to sacrifice Croatian national interests for the
sake of EU membership (Stojarova 2012: 154). The EU accession negotiations
resumed only after Croatia and Slovenia agreed to ae@Ulan of bringing the

issue in from of an ad hocinternational arbitration court (Sancin 2010). Croatia

consented to the plan only after receivin

Finally, the strained relations between the Czech Republic and Germany over the
Beneg decr eeBU-campagngie theeQkeclaRepublic. The decrees had
ordered the deportation of 2.5 million Sudeten Germans and Magyars from

180



Czechoslovakia in thenid-19408’. During the accession process of the Czech
Republic, Austria and Germany put pressure on thedgbttoduce the annulment of

the decrees as an official membership precondition. However, the Czech people
considered the Beneg decrees a Omrmati onal
Nazificationpr ocess 6 in Czechosl ovakfi2a05:257). t he t
The public support for the maintenance of the decrees reached 80% in 2002 and the
major political parties were unified in their support for the decrees. The KSCM

[ Left/ TAN] praised the decrees astoa | egi't
of the Czech Sudetenland and opposed its annulment for such an act would enable the
realization of the 6German | and cl ai ms, (
influencesd (Petrovic and Solingen 2005:
defended the decrees as part of Czech national pride and the party leader Vaclav
Klaus threatened to caatnegative vote in the referendum unless the EU guaranteed

that Austria and Germany would not make claims against the Czechs based on the
decrees (Petrogiand Solingen 2005: 294). Also, the Czech Social Democratic Party
(LSSD) [ Left/ GAL] repeatedly declared it
Solingen 2005: 295).

During the 2002 election campaign, t he B
cause to fuel negative public sentiments against the EU by the ODS and the KSCM

(Hanl ey 2008: 247) . Even the Czech Pri me
Milos Zemanr ef erred to the Sudeten Ger mans as
t he Bene@gaiemsttedAustrian criticisms. Ze

Ger mans should be happy that they were o

reconciliation with traitors?6 (Nagengast
a unanimous (161 to O) resolutio i n Apr i | 2002, 6refusing
matter, | et al one fHAapologizedo for the ex

2005: 292). Despite the German and Austrian pressures, the EU Commission decided
not t o put t he a n reardesnasna pieomdition tfdr €€zecB e n e §
membership. The Commission justified its decision based on expert opinions which
stated that the decrees were no longer legally binding; therefore there was no need for
annulment (Cornides 2009: 218, Kingsland 2002:MQreover, the EU emphasized

SFor details on eiNégengBtd20@8)y decrees, se
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the fact that once an EU member, the Czech Republic would have to open its borders

to Sudeten Germans giving them liberty to buy properties in Czech lands (Cornides
20009: 219) . Hence, t he be mgratbn, free movdmend po !l i t
of goods and services, of persons and caj
the Beneg decrees than O6any compensatio
(ibid.). This was a decisive factor for the Czech accession to the Huk aginion

polls in 2002 indicated a strong public rejection of EU membership, had the
annulment of the decrees been introduced as a precondition (Hanley 2008: 362).

Overall, countryspecific preconditions for EU membership stimulBtegoscepticism

in candidate countries having bilateral issues with member states. It is plausible to
argue thatturoscepticisma g ai nst t h espeéifid éomditicnality iisthot gn
opposition phenomenon. When there is a &nr
political actors are convinced that the EU unfairly prioritizes member states over

t hem, gover nment and opposition ar e uni
conditionality. In all three examples, both governments and opposition parties resist
the EUO6s opr ewshsaur eiss perceived as a O6nati
ideological preferences cannot explain political party behaviour towards the EU, since

all major political parties coming from different ideological backgrounds dismiss the

EUG6 s capacifictcandition as discriminatory and unacceptable. In Macedonia,

both the SDSM [LeffTAN] and the VMRGDPMNE [Right/TAN] opposé the
county-specific pressures of the EQimilarly, the HDZ [Right/TAN] and the HSP
[Right/TAN] showed similar tendencies in Crizgtand the KSCM [Left/TAN], the

ODS [Right/TAN] and thel. SSD [ L e bftthhleGJxdch Republic adopted

common attitudes againsttherepeah@ B e ne g .decr ees

Finally, sucha common reactivécuroscepticstance is reversible once resolute steps

are takerfor the solution of the conflict and the EU no longer considers the solution

as an official membership precondition. Accordingly, the above examples indicate the
EU6s potenti al to reverse such domestic r
states.For instance, the EU took a successful political initiative not to include the
annul ment of the Beneg decrees as a membe
despite t he pressures of Ger many and Al
convinced Slovenido pursue a legal solution to its conflict with Croatia through
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international arbitration. Despite the E
convincing Greece and Macedonia on a joint solution to the name issue the prospects

for a solution remain utear so far, and the membership of Macedonia is still
uncertain. This constitutes the main reason behind the ri&imgscepticisnin the

country.

Similar political reactions are also obs
Cyprus conditionality. Tie next section provides a short discussion of the Cyprus

probl em. It wi || then focus on Turkeyods
responses to the EUOGs Cyprus conditionald.

6.2. A Brief Discussion of the Cyprus problemandthE U6 s Cyprus pol i c)

Surviving under the yoke of various rulers, the island of Cyprus was annexed to the
Ottoman Empire in 1571. It was governed by Turks until 1878 when its
administration was granted to Britain as a reward for the British assistancelingquel

a rebellion in Egypt. After the outbreak of the First World War, Britain annexed the

entire island as it fought against the Ottomans. The British rule intensified the social
separation of the island since Britain established separate institutiomaris and

Greeks and denied conferring greater administrative rights to Greek Cypriots although

their population exceeded 80% of the entire island (Christou 2004: 30). This policy
notonlyinstiledantBr i ti sh senti ments i nem@adawgk Cypi
possibility for the achievement of a political understanding between Greeks and
Turksdéd (ibid.). Greek Cypriots always cor
Hellenic civilization, and the ideal @nhosis(union with Greece) had long been the

agenda since the ¥%Century (Christou 2004: 31). The British rule revitalized the

Greek Cypriot quest foenosis(ibid.). However, the push for achievimnosisalso

reinforced the ethraational identity of Turkish Cypriots in return (Christ@004:

32).

After centuries of subordination to foreign powers, the Republic of Cyprus (RoC) was
established in 1960 under the joint rule of Cypriot Greeks and Cypriot Turks. The

Londori Zurich accordsofficialised t h e -natiobal independence and politica
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equality and administrative par-Basmaendshi p
G¢ney 2005 282) . According to the provi
Turkey were recognized as the guarantors of the Republic. However, the Greek
Cypriot leadeship remained critical of the agreement for it was not a result of a
compromise between the two Cypriot communities but between Greece and Turkey
(Kedourie 2005: 650). The Greek Cypriot attempts to amend the Constitution

generated heated debates in thenid which led to intecommunal violence (ibid.).

The outbreak of the fight between Turkish and Greek Cypriots in late 1963
culminated in the isolation of the Turkish community into enclaves and resulted in the
forced evacuation of the Turkish repretsgives from the government of Cyprus at all

l evel s BaMgfangd eGegney 2005 283). The 1964
Council was interpreted as the recognition of the Greek Cypriot government as the
legitimate ruler of the RoC and in 1968, the @btablished a mechanism of inter
communal talks bringing together the representatives of two communities to negotiate
the terms for O6a system of | o eCgpriotsgao v er nn
degree of autonomy without endangering the unity of thas e6 ( Souter 19
The talks lasted on and off untile Turkish military entered the northern part of the

island in 1974 as aresponse tc @ u p id €ywprusaallegedly perpetrated by the
Colonels junta of Greece. Turkey responded with a mylitatervention to maintain

the security of Turkish Cypriots as their guarantor state according to the provisions of

the Treaty of Guarantee. The Turkish intervention divided the Island into two zones

and the partition was further consolidated with the ateral proclamation of the

Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus (TRN€)n 1983. The bizonality was later

confirmed by the UN through the delineation of the Green Line, which has been under

the control and surveillance of the UN forces since 1974. TheHgN $ponsored
peace talks for a settl ement based on
citizenship and comprising two politically equal communities in-admmunal and

bi-z onal federationd (Nugent 2000: 135) . H
as consistently supportive of a solution based on UN sponsorship, the stdhee of

Turkish Cypriot leadership under Rauf Denktaas regardeds obstructive to the

38 The selfproclaimed TRNC is only recognized by Turkey, which has maintained its troops in
Northern Cyprus since 1974 to date.
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UN6s peace plans due to its insistence o
(ibid.).

Anastasiou (20009) cal |l s t he Cyprus pr ot
communitieson the island have conflicting approaches to the problem which make it
impossible to solve. Using the advantage of being internationally recognized as the

sole official authority in the island, Greek Cypriots always choose to approach the
confl i ct with | egalistic |l enses raising
human rights violations, the fate of mi ¢
2009: 133). On ke other hand, Turkish Cypriots consider the Cyprus problem
primarily as a political matter rather than a legal one, because they secure more than a
half-centuryo | d f ear t hat Greek Cypriots wild.l i
even anni hi |astdsieud 2000:h E2). TIjisA sharp difference in the
perceptions of the two communities long determined their conflicting stances towards
aUNmedi ated settl ement . That ds why Gr eek
as presolution and Turkish Cypriots habkee en consi dered as obst

peace plans.

The EU6s relations with Cyprus were mai nl
opinion in favour of the Ro0C6s accession
the accession of the RoC wdutonstitute aatalystfor peace in the island (Christou

2002; Tocci 2005; Anastasiou 2009). EU officials and Greek Cypriot authorities
shared the hope that the I|Iinkage bet ween
the Cyprus problem would force Tuskéo take a more compromising position-vis

vis Cyprus (Christou 2002: 8; Christou 2¢
resisted by Turkey and Turkish Cypriots essentially because the incentives the EU

offered neither addressed the security corsefTurkish Cypriots, nadid they daw

O0Turkey further in to the EU structuresbo
power in 2002, the reformist AiKkeposgianver n me
towards Cyprus and supported the 49pbnsored A n a n Pl an. The EU

strategy was to reinforce the UNitiated efforts to acleve a settlement before the

accession of the RoC. However, the Annan Plan was rejected by the majority of

Greek Cypriot participants to the referendum despite the positotee of Turkish

Cypriots. The EU had managed to induce 01
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secessioni st nationalism and opt for a

persuade Greek Cypriots about the necessity of the EU membership of a unified

Cyprus (Anastasiou 20009: 130) . According
0l ukewarm approaché, which put no ostrong
the Cyprus problem in return for EU membe

Cypriotpd i cymakers that <concessions to the o
the UN, the dominant impression in the EU was that Detkka unc ompr omi s
approach had drawn Turkish Cypriots away from a solution, and the Greek Cypriot
community had a much more positive image concerning the willingness to resolve the
Cyprus problem (Christou 2002; Engert 2010). This led the EU to accefltréed
Cypriot government 6s EU accession despit
the Greek Cypriot leadership revealed its intention to reject the Annan plan, it was too

late for the EU to counteract as the accession treaty had already been Biggetl (

2010). By accepting the membership of a divided Cyprus, the EU imported all the

legal and political aspects of the Cyprus problem (Anastasiou 2009: 133). Since then,

the EU has failed to reciprocate the tdtdesire of Turkish Cypriots to integrate
because the EU6s subsequent attempts to
financi al aid to Northern Cyprus were pr
2010: 82). The EU also disengaged itself from the peace process after the failure of

the Annanplan primarily due to pressing issues such as the Lisbon treaty and the
Eurozone crisis along with the lack of information and interest of most EU member

states on the Cyprus problem (S°zen 2010:

6. 3. Turkeyds Cyprus policy

Turkey adopoedd apodlhiacnydst owar ds Cyprus u
became a national cause and since the 2000s, Turkish deuviskars have
succumbedtosef r i ti ci sm about Cyprus (Dojan and
British ruleon the island, Turkish decisiemakersdid not initially consider Cyprus a

matter of Turkish foreign policy. The words of the Turkish Foreign Ministers,
Saadettin Sadakwharejectedrthe &xdstenCé tife Cypriusiproblem
benchmarked the Turkish indifference towattie Cyprus qestion in the 1950s
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(TBMM 1950). However, after the eruption of ilewmmunal violence following the
disagreements over the new Cypriot Republic, Turkey started considering Cyprus as a
matter of national security. Due to its geographical proximity ta tir&ish mainland,

Turkish political elites perceived Cyprus both as an imminent threat and an integral
part of Turkeyds national security (Kali
0i nval uabl e geostrategic asseQregce)waidi c h at
jeopardize Turkeyods security since it C Ol
and as a means to encircle Turkey in the Mediterranean (Suvarierol 2063; 56

Kaliber 2009: 106). The policy of preventirenosisand increasing the Turn

influenceon t he i sland has thus become the fo
(Kaliber 2005 and 2009). Turkey threatened to attack Cyprus twice in 1964 and 1967
as a response to the ethnic violemce t he i sl and. | smet Kn°n

Minister of the timeresisted the warnings of the United States (US) aiming to prevent
Turkish intervention o the island. The invasion of Cyprus in 1974 was justified as a
decisive step against the imminent realizationeabsiswhich would jeopardize

T u r k e@ati@nal security (Suvarierol 2003: 57). After the proclamation of the

TRNC, Turkish governments intensified their efforts for the preservation of the bi
zonality in Cyprus and the safety of Turkish Cypriots through the survival of the self
proclaimed Tukish Cypriot government. Although supporting the didiated

peace efforts, Turkey attached priority to the continuity of the TRNC which then
constituted the core of Turkeybds oO6tradit
has become a national causeTiur key and a taboo which ¢

democratic debate artie capacity of subsequent governments to intervene in the

substance of the existing policyd (Kalibe
Af ter t he Col d War , Turkeyos Cy pElJu s pol
membership perspective enabled-prdd Tur ki sh pol iticians i ngc

the deputy Prime Minister of the time, to question the validity of the securitized

perspectives on Cyprus (Zambouras 2001).
Cyprusml icy as a mere reflection of the S v
during Turkeyds EU member s hi3@). The dKkPe s s ( z
government further altered Turkeyds appro

the emerging opportuties for economic cooperation in the eastern Mediterranean
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and t o become O6an activist regi onal p OV
membership (Kaliber 2009: 122). However, after the rejection of the Annan plan and

the EU accession of the RoC, the Ebr&d to pressurize Turkey to open its harbours

and aerospace to the RoC that was not officially recognized by Turkey as the
legitimate authority of Cyprus. Upon Turkey's rejection to comply with this
membershipcondition the EU partially froze the Turkisaccession negotiations by

refusing to negotiate eight accession chapters (European Commission 2012: 5). The
suspension of the accession negotiations shattered the reformist agenda of the AKP
governmenttods ecur i ti ze Tur key6s dafgsterrpeaeecand t owa
cooperation in the island. The AKP government and opposition partiesshrae
thenbeen unified in their resistance to the
EU with discrimination against Turkey. Below is the comparative dsoun of the

political party r e-speofinredgiondlity abbuh@prisUbés cou

6.4. The AKP government and Cyprus

Upon its landslide victory in the 2002 elections, the AKP determtingidhe solution

of the Cyprus problemwas one of ts main foreign policy goals. Blaming the
traditional Cyprus policy of Turkey as a stumbling block against solution, the AKP

|l eader TayygmmpoEnded anhat they were not gc
Cyprus (H¢grriyet 20029n, E6do] anbet famous
became the rhetoric of the partyds Cypr us
Cyprus policy taking the risk of being f
Turkey and Northern Cypmprzdsu ((20l1nRaz 2283011 :e
the AKP took such a risk in order to make
constitute a threat to Turkeyds EU acces:
claims that the government also aimed to remove a niegancial burden from
Turkeyds shoulders by solving the confl i
island. Contrary to previous Turkish governments, the AKP did not reject the link

bet ween the Cyprus question amrdnndhplark ey 6 s
as a means to a permanent solution and supported Mehmet Ali Talat, t&& pro

Turkish Cypriot politician who became Prime Minister in the 2004 general elections.

188



Upon the rejection of the referendum in 2004, the AKP government made an offer to
the EU that Turkey would open its harbours and airspace to the RoC in return for the

lifting of economic embargoes on Norther

the proposal was rejected by the EU (i bi
soonsuspeded after Turkeyds insistence not t
RoC.

The suspension of the negotiations severely affected the Cyprus policy of the AKP.
The partyds reformist rhetoric was repl a
statemets of party officials signalled a return to the traditional Cyprus policy of

Turkey. The AKP accusedthe &' sacr i fi ci ng' Turkeybs EU
Cypriots and announced that Turkey would never give up on Turkish Cypriots for EU
me mb er s hnikp 2(0¢0e7l)e. Tayyip Erdojan decl ared
EUOG s odtoaurbd a&r d s 6 regarding t he Cyprus p
withdraw Turkeyos EU member ship bi d ( R
Mi ni sterds | atest rreeataurkrs tiondT ek ey éas dterc
policy. Erdojan rejected the existence of
Cypriot and the Turkish Cypriot administrations; and there is a green line in between.
However, the EU doen2012bh He atse stated thae thel Greeke 6 (!
Cypriot administration cannot take any decision on behalf of Turkish Cypriots since it

has no authority over Northern Cyprus (Vi
Mi ni ster of EU Af f ai riasor vatm tthe EDulreld ¢hg B ¢ h i ¢
responsi bl e for the current i mpasse in
accession. Admitting that the Cyprus problem had become the most important
obstacle against Turkeyods EU ismpartglity Baj €k
by awarding the uncompromising Greek Cypriots with membership (Euractiv 2011b).

He also rejected the EUOGS pressures on Tu
RoC since he did not want Turkish Cypriots to paypgheef or  Tsuacckssigno

by being further isolated (ibid.).

Al s o, Cemi | ¢i -ek, the speaker of the Tur
AKP, announced that EU membership wasswoé quanod or Tur key. ¢i - el
that if Turks were obliged to choose eitlid) membership or Northern Cyprus, they

woul d not hesitate to prefer their O6Cypr
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t he Deputy Prime Minister, announced t he
Cyprus problem: withdrawing its quest for EU mengbgp and campaigning in
favour of the recognition of Turkish Cypriot independence (Euractiv 2012). Even

Yakar Yakekxk, the former Turkish Foreign |
government 6s willingness to giveer¢toncess
achieve Turkeybdbs EU accession, recently

Northern Cyprus over EU membership (Yakeécx
a former top AKP official and the curren
decis on to grant the EU presidency to the
policy would make the Cyprus problem unsolvable. He argued that such an act would

de factoconfirm the existence of two separate states in the island (Euractiv 2011a).

The AKP govemment froze its relations with the EU for six months after the RoC

took the rotating EU Presidency.

Overall, the AKP&6s agenda to swiftly refo
lived. Party officials mistakenly believed that the Cyprus problem avbal resolved
during Turkeyob6s EU membership process. On
a major iIimpedi ment to Turkeyds accession.
has quickly been replaced with the traditional Cyprus rhetoric of Turkeg s$ivec

AKP government found the EU6s Cyprus app
Cypriots and Turkey. Party officials believe that the E#ardedthe RoC by

accepting its membership despite its negative vote in the referendum on the Annan

plan while fu t her i solating Turkish Cypriots wi
(¥nik 2010: 365). Al so, the EU granted 1in
could wuse it to block Turkeyds accessio
government even questionsh e wi | | i ngness of the EU to e
The failure of the Annan plan and the
considerably mitigated the legitimacy of the EU in the eyes of the AKP, which lost

ent husi asm f or Tu wdlasytliesolutiob of the Cyprgsglioldem a s
(Ojuzlu 2012, ¥nik 2010; Yél maz 2011). E
Turkeyos har bour s and airspace to the R
compliance will either solve the problems of TurkishpQyi ot s or faci | it

EU accession.
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6.4.1. The views of the AKP Members of the Parliament

The interview results are very much supp
Cyprus policy. The government officials mainly declare their supporafpeaceful

settlement in Cyprus. The majority of the respond@mtsfend any solution which

embraces the will of Turkish Cypriots; while only a minority of the AKP deputies

urge that the EU should recognize the fstate modelon the island. Hence, the

priority is mostly given to the preservation of the rights and liberties of Turkish
Cypriots rather than the establishment of federation or separate states on the island.
Moreover, the respondefidirmly claim that the AKP government did its part for a

long lasting solution in the island by supporting the Annan plan in 2004. Mustafa
Elitak and Bel ma Satér find their governi
Bel ma Sateér particularly praises the govV
revolutionaryin comparison to the previous Turkish governments which, in her view,

never desired the solution of the Cyprus problem and always considered Cyprus as
political leverage to maintain Turkish interests against foreign powers. Ercan Candan
admits thatthe AR6s support for a peaceful settl e
the Turkish public long considered the Cyprus problem as a national cause and

supported the traditional Turkish policy.

The AKP officials are, however, highly pessimistic about the prospeciseaceon

the island since they question the EUbs v
equitable way. The EU is blamed for its ambivalent approach which not only
prevented a solution based on the Annan Plan but also further isolated Turkish
Cypriots. The accession of the RoC without a precondition to solve the Cyprus
problem is depicted as the EUG6s <critical
authority important leverage to stand as a stumbling block against solution. Muzaffer
¢akar aentd Blehrmat ¢tonkar share the concern
made the Cyprus problem much more complicated and harder to solve, because

admitting Greek Cypriots while further marginalising Turkish Cypriots only

¥ includingF a t ifth, Bifal Macit, Burak Erdenir,A h me t B tkénpgA b¥jud dledkan¢ T¢l i n
Erkal Kaia andAfif Demirk&an
O“T¢lin Erkal Kara, Bel ma Satér, Musteapficilyakglei t ak, E
that Turkey did more than it could in Cyprus for a peaceful settlement.
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contributes to the deadlock in the isfarSimilarly, Bilal Macit claims that Greek
Cypriot accession not only undermines the will of Turkish Cypriots but also ensures
the prevention of a solution. The AKP de

contradictory to thiplessU0s own values and

The EU was wrong to accept the Greek Cypriot membership since it is
contrary to its own principles which prohibit the membership of a state
with ongoing border conflicts (Intervi

The EU breached its own norms by admitt@ageek Cypriots. The EU
suffers from crisis when it undermines its own norms and values. The
Euro-zone crisis is a remarkable example. The accession of the Greek
Cyprus accelerated the eruption of the Exwae crisis (Interview with
Al'i kahin).

T he Eypéus policy contradicts its own principles which favour

pacta sunt servanda’he EU will be eventually forced to take a step

forward concerning the Cyprus problem but it has already lost its
credibility in our eyes (Ilnterview wit

The government MPs also accuse the EU of failing to live up to its promises in return

for Turkish Cypriot support to the Annan plan. According to Ercan Candan, the EU

forgot its promises to conduct direct trade with Turkish Cypriots and grant financial
assistance to Northern Cyprus in return for a yes vote in the referendum following the
RoC accession. Abdul l ah ¢al ékkan contend:
promises, because it lacked the will to embrace Turkish Cypriots.

According to the goveme nt of ficials, the ambival enc
primarily stems from two main factors. First, the EU does not consider Turkish
Cypriots and Greek Cypriots as equals and hence does not seek an equitable solution

in the island:

The EUOGS Cyy ip wrorgy allpavohg. The EU has never

considered Turkish Cypriots and Greek Cypriots as equal nations but

treated Greek Cypriots as the owners of the island. This approach

stands as an impediment to an equitable solution to the conflict. The

EU should foce the Greek Cyprus to make real efforts for a solution

on the basis of the Annan plan. However, the EU has neither the
capacity nor the willingness to do t
Alaboyun).
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The EU was not impartial in its approach to the Cyprublpro as it

favoured Greek Cypriots by admitting them to the Union without

precondition. The EU hence sabotaged a possible solution based on the

Annan plan (Il nterview with Fatih ¢ift-

The EU has been treating Turkish Cypriots as minority and imposing
its own terms on them. However, the EU must realize the fact that it is
Greek Cypriots who oppose an equitable solution to the Cyprus
conflict (Interview with Alik a h'i n) .

The EU must put pressure on Greek Cypriots to seek for an equitable
solution in the island but the EU does not seem to care about solving
the Cyprus problem (I nterview with Ahn

The second deter mi nant Iotéward theeCydEud preblema mb i v 8
i s, according to the AKP officials, t he
membership. Many government MPs claim that the EU has been using the Cyprus
problem as an excuse to deny Tukkkaepmpdst hec
EU is aware of its mistake in Cyprus but it never steps back, because there is no such

wi || in the EU towards Turkeyds accessio
problem is just a pretext for the EU to keep Turkey out. He claims that etles if

Cyprus <conflict is settled, the EU wild.|
member shi p. Ahmet Ber at ¢tonkar argues t|
conditionality on Turkey iif 1t really wa
willintheEU. The | ack of willingness within t

been highlighted by almost all the AKP respondents as the primary reason behind the
EU6s controversial approach towards the C

The EU aimed to scare Turkey off by adimigt Greek Cypriots. It has

no intention to accept Turkeyb6s member
the motivation to keep Turkey out. If Turkey becomes an EU member,

it will be much easier to solve the Cyprus problem (Interview with

Ruhi A-éekg°z).

The EU s not the right actor to solve the Cyprus problem. The conflict

must be solved under the auspices of the UN. Besides, the Cyprus
problem and Turkeyds EU membership ar
The EU wuses it as an excusepiew 0 pr even:
withAbdul | ah ¢al ékkan) .

Cyprus stands as an i mportant obst a
member shi p. France and Germany who of
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whol eheartedly support this obstacl

million people has become the servant of a small dshkaith 600
thousand people (Interview with Burhan Kuzu).

The EU jeopardizes its vital relations with Turkey, a major power for

the sake of Cyprus, a small island. This is mainly because the EU is

not governed rationally. Europe is still engulfed witmservatism and
religious d ogma whi ch fuel publ i c
accession (InterviewwitRé f at Sai t ) .

Overall, the AKP deputies find the EUOGS

EU is held responsible for the failure of the Annan plan and the lack of a sadation
the island ever since. The AKP respondents unanimously emphasitieetttdt) has

lost its credibility and they no longer consider the EU trustworthy. An overwhelming

e .

0|

C

majority of the AKP officials reject the

and airspace to the RoC, as t hleaye thé on o

t

solution of the Cyprus problem or* Turke

mai nly believe that even i f Turkey compl.

EU wi ll never accept Turkeyds member shi

2006 efforts to convince the EU to lift its embargo in Northern Cyprus @sidh pro

qguof or opening the Turkish harbours and
This confirms the drastic change in the AKP discourse on Cypefiecting an
increasing disust in the EU and the Greek Cypriot government. A shared belief
among the government officials is that the RoC will make further demands for
political concessions if Turkey opens its harbours and airspace to them

unconditionally:

Greek Cypr i otoshard the fuling meahartism of the
Republic of Cyprus. They donot con
but only as a minority. We dondt t
and airspace, they wil/| demand mor
want to reach @ermanent solution. They are happy with the current
stalemate (Interview with ARé za Al aboyun) .

4 Mehmet Erdpan M¢cahit Fndéklé Mehmet Durdu KastaBurak Erdenir, Elin Erkal Kara, Pelin
G¢ n d e k, Alldallah& alé kan Mustafa Elita, Ah met B eRubi A - & lo gknet Baha
¥ J tken, Bilal Macitand Ali Rza Alaboyurexplicitly stated this expression during the interviews.
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Only a minority of the AKP officials still believe in the importance of establishing

trade relations with the RoC:

If opening harbours and airspace means the recognition of Cyprus,

then | reject it. Nevertheless, there must be a middbergl which

would enable Turkey to trade with Cyprus without necessarily

recogni ng t he Cypriot government (Ilntervi

6.5. The CHP and Cyprus

The Republican Peoplebébs Party (CHP) has |
of Turkey bolstering the survival of the s@ifoclaimed Turkish Republic of Northern

Cyprus (TRNC). Turkeyds o6traditional 6 Cy
CHP. It was founded by the CHP | eaders |
Lyndon Johnsobbs war ni ngs over Cyprus in 1964 a

order for Turkish military intervention to Cyprus in 1974. Although in a different

political party (Democratic Left PartyDSP), Ecevit later dismissed the Annan plan

as a oOtrapdkdglorey Toirkas, Gamel Foreign Min
threatened the EU that Turkey would be unified with Northern Cypirtbe RoC

became an EU member (Milliyet 2002). Therefore, despite its rhetorical support for

EU membership, the CHP praisesCypgus a 6 nati onal causeo0 ar

over Turkeyods EU accession.

Deniz Baykal, the CHP leader between 1992 and 2010, wholeheartedly defended
Turkeyds | ong established Cyprusstgusel i cy
gquoinCyprus.Hedrt i ci zed the association of Tur ke
solution of the Cyprus problem (Celep 2011: 429). As early as 2002, Baykal warned
the AKP government about the perils of t
He claimed that thiswouldblgant t he RoC cruci al | ever age
(Baykal 2002). He opposed the Annan Plan on the grounds that the plan, if accepted,
would eliminate the Turkish identity in Northern Cyprus relegating Turkish Cypriots

to minority position and shattehe current bizonality which provided peace and
security to the island for decades (Cel e

of the party, claimed that the adoption
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Cyprus and 61l osanmnsg liotstasCrtehe 60t(tBamamdner
failure of the Annan plan, Baykal urged the AKP government to work for the

international recognition of the TRNC.

The CHP's sceptical stance towards the E
conditionaliy. Baykal found it unfair that the EU pressurized Turkey to resolve the

Cyprus problem while admitting the RoC without such precondition. He argued that

the EU could Onever convince Aristotl e,
standard plol2892) (BBgklkal al so put stron
sign the EUOGs additional protocol that wo
of the RoOCO by Turkey (H¢grriyet 2005) .
membership bids or is prevext by the EU from becoming a full member, this is not

the end of the worl d’ (i bid. ). (cledthe ¥y me |
60 Luxembo hwwhigh dRtatéshabthe EU suppogta member country against a

norrme mb e r no mat t @tl). Mehchimed (thétyha &Wd ca never be
impartial about the Cyprus problem unless both states compete on equal terms as EU

members (ibid.).

The new CHP | eader Ke mal Ké lE® -riietorico J | u
di smi sses the EU's Cyprus conditionality
2010: 25) . Li ke Baykal 6s @Hfeament lofethenew C

Cyprus problemasna EU precondition for Turkeydés m
Kel é-darojlu supports a solution under t}
sovereign equality of two states under a federation similar to the Annan plan (CHP
2011b). Otherwise, he insistthat Turkey must invest its resources for the
international recognition of the TRNC (ibid.). He considers the TRNC as an
independent state having better democratic culture and human rights records than
Turkey, and demands the EU to remain loyal to itsnises and enable direct trade

with the TRNC (Haber Kébreés 2013).

Overall, the CHP wuntil dadub guoid @yprasjands | ong
rejected the UNed solution. It was often seen as reflecting an uncompromising and
conservative (TAN) stanc®wards the Ebled reform process in Turkey. However,

the | eadership change revised the CHPOGs
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agenda. Unl i ke Baykal, Keél é-darojlu suppc
Plan. Yet, despite such ideologicals f t from TAN to GAL, Kel e
refuses to comply with the EUOGs conditi on
as double standard. Besides, it defends the recognition of the TRNC as the second
best option. | t e policy after the failsre df thee Anay@asm asCy p r L
a major mistake and expects the EU to keep its promises to the TRNC. The CHP is
still opposing the EUOGs Cyprus condition
the partyods of fi eileadershiplthannge, bacause fparty offcials n g
continue to perceive the EUG6s Cyprus app

unacceptable.

6.5.1. The views of the CHP Members of the Parliament

The interview results indicate that the officials of the nmmapposition party CHP
partly share the AKPO6s views although t he
parties defend an equitable solution to the Cyprus problem respecting the will of
Turkish Cypriots and blame the EU for its ambivalent approachhahés proven

detrimental to Turkey and Turkish Cypriots. Moreover, the CHP responses confirm
thatthel eader ship change from Baykal to Keél e
sceptical stance towards the EUGs Cypru:
| argely divided over the reform of Turkey

Just like the government, the CHP deputiggpsut a long lasting peace in the island

although divided over the future of the Turkish Cypriot community. An important
number of party officials defend the international recognition of the TRMEcting

t he |l egacy of Baykal 6s of G fCHR sespqnaefits c vy . A
emphasize the importance of maintainingzbnality and equal sovereignty of

Turkish Cypriots urging the EU to recognize a tstate model in Cyprus:

The only viable option for peace is the recognition of two separate
authorities in the island. This is the worst nightmare of Greek
Cypriots. If the EU endorses the possibility of recamy the two
state model in the island, this will force Greek Cypriots to make an

Zincluding Emr ©s K@ pk KbBuhegyl Bat um, Or han D¢zgeén,
Ramazan Kerim ¥zkan and Atilla Kart.
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effort for a solution. Otherwise, in the current circumstancess it
extremely difficult to solve the Cyprus problem (Interview with
Osman Korutg¢r k).

Correspondingly, the other h&ifreflects a more liberal approach leaving the issue to

the discretion of the Turkish Cypriots:

Northern Cyprus must take its own decisiolisthey want a single

stat e, thatodos fine for us as | ong as
Cypriots are guaranteed. If they want the existing-stedes model,

thatos fine as wel{dngef).l nterview with Er

On the other hand, CHP officialeflect a more unified image while talking about the

EU6s approach towards the Cyprus probl el
Cyprus policy as doublstandard which protects Greek Cypriots and isolates the
Turkish Cypriots:

The EUG6s appr oGymus problerw s dallstariddrd
because it ignores the pt®74 period in Cyprus and pretends the
Turkish Cypriot people had not suffered from the Greek Cypriot
oppression before the Turkish military intervention in 1974. The EU
embraces the Greek Cypristance mainly due to the fact that Greece
as an EU member puts pressures

on the
Turkey are unacceptable (Interview withAl Khsan K°%kt ¢r k) .

We regret to see that Turkish Cypriots have been further marginalized
after the EU membership of Cyprus although they had made
considerable efforts to solve the Cyprus conflict by accepting the
Annan plan in the referendum. Conversely,e€k Cypriots were
awarded with EU membership although they had rejected the Annan
pl an. Thi s s h oasstandardi(leterview @ith Raimazarb | e
Kerim ¥zkan).

The EU lost its credibility after the failure of the Annan plan. The EU

itself defended the ph but awarded the Greek Cypriots who had

rejected it and further marginalized Turkish Cypriots who had

embraced it. | no longer trust the EU concerning the Cyprus problem
(I'nterview with Orhan Dg¢gzgen).

4 including Erdal Akgn g e r Ge¢l s¢n Bi |l ge han,KenglZEkireitandtAgkan n Far
Aydemir.
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Similar to the AKP officials, the CHP respondenisoablame the EU for failing to

remain loyal to its promises after the referendum:

The EU did not keep any promises after the 2004 referendum.
Essentially, the EU adopted an ambivalent approach towards Cyprus
as it never reflected a solid stance to pusguee on Greek Cyprus
which turned out to be the real obstacle against a solution based on the
Annan plan (Interview with Faruk o ] oj | u) .

Another common argument shared by the CHP officials is that the real obstacle for
peace in the island is the EUG6s failure t
abusing its position as an EU member and challenging both Turkish Cypdot an

Turkish interests:

The EUOGs Cyprus policy was a failure
The EU long believed that Turkish Cypriot leadership was the main

stumbling block against solution. However, the real problem turned

out to be the Greek Cypriot leadbip. The EU could have adopted a

different approach by granting a semémbership status to Greek

Cyprus conditioning the full membership on the solution of the Cyprus

problem. Until then, the EU could have denied political rights to Greek

Cypriots such aveto power, while recogring all other economic and

social rights gained through accession (Interview with Osman

Korut¢rk).

The conflicting agendas of Turkey and Greece resulted in such a crisis
in the island. Turkey actually adopts a solution underatspices of

the UN, but Greeks and Greek Cypriots have been abusing the
leverage of EU membership by pressurizing the EU to extract
concession from Turkey (Interview with Kemal EKkinci).

The results of the referenda reflect the fact that if there iasonable

plan to bring peace to the island, Turkish Cypriots will accept it; but

the real problem is to convince the Greek Cypriots. The EU must draw

|l essons from its mistakes (Il nterview w

On the other hand, the CHP responses diverga fhose of the AKP deputies on
several points. First, the respondents not only blame the EU and the Greek Cypriot
administration but also accuse the AKP government for failing to govern the Cyprus

peace process in Turkeybs favour:
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The AKP government thaint that the Annan plan would facilitate the
solution but the AKP failed to see that the Annan plan only limited the
policy options of Turkey towards Cyprus and the result of the
referenda in the island further catalyzed the division of Cyprus. Today,
it is almost impossible to find an equitable solution to the Cyprus
problem. Therefore, not only the EU but also the AKP government is
equally responsible for this stalemate. Seificism and a new
approach for a solution are necessary in both sides (leverwiith
Atilla Kart).

The CHP officials also hold the AKP government responsible for the curtailment of
Turkeyds accession negotiations foll owing
a viable policy to avoid tRo@ 6éadditional

The EU deceived the AKP government when Turkey signed the
additional protocol . The EU officials
signature would not constitute a formal recognition of Cyprus but they

l ater rejected the AKPgnaturedobktbed ar at i on
protocol. The AKP should have had a written guarantee from the EU
before signing the protocol. We donot
again (Ilnterview with S¢gheyl Bat um) .

It was evident that the signature of the additional protocol wowldepr

probl ematic and would bar Turkeyds pat
government did not listen to our warnings. Now, not only the Cyprus
problem has become wunsolvabl e but al s
member ship have been | oehan). (I nterview w

Unlike the AKP officials, the CHP deputies do not entirely shut the door to the EU
and the RoC. Accordingly, half of the CHP respond€mte not dismiss the idea of
opening borders to the RoC. Some CHP officials essentially demand an official
guarantee from the EU that such an act does not constitute the recognition of the RoC
and require the lifting of international economic, political and social embargoes in

Northern Cyprus:

It is not a problem for Turkey to open its harbours and airspace to
Greek Cypriots. It is actually advantageous for Turkey as it will most

probably render Greek Cypriots economically dependent on Turkey.
However, in return, Greek Cypriots must sign a direct trade protocol

4 including Ramazan Kerin¥ z k &rg | SBiljgehan,Burak Erdenir, OsmanK o r u tKzralkeett i n ,
FarukL 0§ o § ¢ ln Batum
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that allows Turkish Cypriots to trade with the restiod world freely
(Interview with Osman Koruyrk).

Turkey must open its harbours and airspace to Greek Cyprus.
However, the EU must give Turkey an official guarantee that this does
not mean the recognition of the RoC (I

Some CHRleputies reflect even a more liberal stance claiming that if it truly wants to
become an EU member Turkey must ful fil t

any rese rvation:

Turkey must fulfil all its obligations arising out of its EU candidacy.

T h e [Ednditen for Turkey to open its harbours and airspace to

Cyprus is one of these obligations and the Turkish government must

ful fil it (Interview with Faruk Lojojl

If you would like to become an EU member, you must fulfil your

obligations arising out ofme mber s hi p conditionality
Cyprus conditionality is one of such obligations Turkey must fulfil if it

wants to become a member. If the equal treatment of all EU members

is one of the accession criteria, then Turkey cannot turn a blind eye to

theBJ6s demands regarding Cyprus, an EU
Kzzet ¢etin).

Had Turkey fulfilled all other membership obligations and had the
Cyprus problem remained the only obs
accession, it would make sense to negotiate whether to open our
harbours and airspace to the RoC. However, Tuskiiyhas so much

to do for membership. Nevertheless, social democratic principles
dictate that Turkey must use all its resources to successfully finish the

EU accession negotiations. Turkey must keep all its communication
channels open for the EU and mabtays be ready for a compromise.

Thi s does not me an 6concessionbd
understandingdo (Il nterview with Bur

) i
ak E

On the other hand, the split within the party is remarkable in this issue since the other
half of the responderfsreject such an act as it will mean the recognition of the
Republic of Cyprus and further isolate Turkish Cypriots:

Even if the EU guarantees Turkish accession, Turkey should not open
its airspace and harbours to Greek Cypriots in return, because such an

4 includingEmre K © p r AtillagKart, ErdalAk s ¢ nAgleir , KR & & ¥ mk 1  Sldah and
OrhanD ¢ z g ¢ n
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act constitutesde factorecognition of Greek Cypriots as the main

rulers of the island. This is contrar)
demands equal rights for Turkish Cypriots. Therefore, | reject any

external impositions on Turkey to leave aside its l@sgablished

Cyprus policy (I nterview with AII Khs a

However, unlike the AKP officials, the CHP respondents who refuse the opening of
harbours to Greek Cypriots do not justify their opposition with the lack of trust
towards the EU. The AKP dapes primarily reject it because they do not believe that

the EU will give any guarantee for Turkish accession in return. The CHP deputies
reject it even if the EU guarantees accession because they essentially see the Cyprus
problem as a comptliedadredly dadded ent from Tu
An official even dismisses the opening of harbours as an act of treason and the

selinpout of Cyprus (I nterview with Emre K°p

6.6. The MHP and Cyprus

The farright nationalist MHP sees the Cyprpsoblem asadé nat i onal cause
Turkeybds internal matter (KKTC Medya 201:
the auspices of the UN or the EU, the MHP favours a revisionist solution: Northern
Cyprus will either remain as the Turkish Republic of NerthCyprus (TRNC) or
become T ud%cikydMWH® L00B 27). The party has always been against the

|l inkage between the solution of the probl
them as separate matters for Turkey. During its term in governmentdreh®89 and

2002, party of ficials firmly denied giwv
return for Turkeyds EU membership (Yeni |
Cypriot accession to the EU was <condemne
complete the Greellegali Ideaand to turn Cyprus into yet another Crete cleansed of

its Muslim Turkish heritagedéd (Canefe and
a steadfast guardian of the TRNC within the Turkish government (Tank 2002). Party
officials even threatened to leave the coalition had the Turkish government decided to

make concessions on the Cyprus issue (Loizides 2002: 441).
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The MHP-ine stdaneerowker the Cyprus problem did not lose momentum after

the party was relegated to oppasiti foll owing the AKPOGs I
victories. The MHP stood against any compromise on the Cyprus problem despite the

fact that the problem itself became a major stumbling block against Turkish EU
accession (¥nik 2003: smb¥)sedathyg Ahhanoi @
destruction of Cypriot Turkishness wunder
223). They alleged that the plan threatened the future of Turkish Cypriot community
relegating them to minority, and accused the AKP gawernt of sacrificing Cyprus

for the sake of EU membership (Avce 2011
charged the AKP with forcing Turkish Cypr
Annan Plan and declaring war against the Turkish Cypriot LeRderu f Dwehok t a K
opposed the Annan plan (Bah-el/ 2004). Th
by the MHP as a 6blessingé for the future

The party also targeted the EU as the main obstacle in front of an equitablensoluti

on the island. It accused the EU of destroying the prospects for the resolution of the
Cyprus conflict by accepting the membership of the RoC (MHP 2003: 18). In its
opinion, the EU membership of the RoC enabled Greece and Cyprus to achieve their

long aricipated ideal ofenosis(MHP 2003: 9). Furthermore, the MHP blamed the

EU for having 6deceived6 the Turkish Cypr
the EU had promised to lift economic restrictions to Northern Cyprus in return for a

60y e s 6 thedrnan referendum, but not ordid the EU not keep its promise but

it also managed to place the solutionhefCyprus problem as an official precondition

for Turkish accession (MHP 2009: 2). The MHP particularly charged the AKP
government with surremdr i n g t o t he EUbG s demands ar
established Cyprus policy of Turkey. Party officials claimed that the government had
extended ae factorecognition to the RoC as the representative of the entire island by
signing the EtUbco lad(dikiid.n)al Tphey depict t
to open harbours and airspace in return for the lifting of isolations in Northern
Cyprusas Otreasono. Me hmet kander, the depu
making such offerosutt Cey pAKR had Gascaclept ed
2006Db).
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The MHP currently perceives the EU's Cyprus conditionality as the major obstacle for
Turkey's membership. The official report
claim that EU accession was strictly cdimhal upon the recognition of the RoC

(MHP 2009: 7). It is argued that the EU primarily uses membership as a
O0bl ackmailing deviced to force Turkey to
troops from the island and accept NATO membership of the ®&4P 2003). The

MHP declares that it attaches greater importance to the independence of Turkish
Cypriots under the TRNC than Turkeyods EU
MHP 6 s -life golicy over Cyprus persists as its-faght nationalism remains

intact. Labelling any attempts for a compromigethe island as an act of treason, the

MHP justifies its uncompromising policy
the Cyprus problem. In this case, its ideological standpoint constitutes the main
divi ng force behind the MHPG6s Cyprus agen

Cyprus consolidates this halide stance.

6.6.1. The views of MHP members of the Parliament

The interviews conducted with MHP deputies hold parallel to the official discourse of
the party. Party officials essentially embrace Cyprus as the national cause of Turkey,
highlight the importance of the TRNCOs s
conditionality. Similar to both the CHP
criticized by MHP official$® as doublestandard and the Greek Cypriot nationalistic
stances are framed as the real obstacle in front of a sottitire island. In support
of AKP officials, the MHP deputies also emphasize that the EU has lost its legitimacy
in Cyprus:

The EU has lost its power and harmony. From now on, what the EU

dictates about the Cyprus problem is unimportant. As long as Turkey

remains strong, the EU will have to adjust itself to what Turkey says

about Cyprus. Not the other way around (Interviemi t h Letf ¢
T¢rkkan) .

The EUbG s Cyprus policy i s unaccepta
pressurzing Greek Cyprus to make an effort for a solution, the EU

% Zuhal Top-u, S¢mer Oor al , Nevzat amlkcmaz taired ELUDHI
Cyprus policy as double standard and unacceptable.
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acts as if Turkey is the main stumbling block against the solution of
the Cyprus problem. Therefore, the E2Jniot to be trusted (Interview
Zuhal Top-u).

Different from the AKP and the CHP, there is a consensus among the MHP

respondents towards the necessity to maintain astate model in the island. Party

officials believe that the EU must abide by a tstae system in Cyprus if it really

wants a long lasting solution:

We believe that Turkey should never give concessions to Greek
Cyprus. Turkey has done its best to contribute to a solution but the
current stalemate primarily stems from Greek Cypriots. From o,

the only viable strategy for Turkey is to work for the international

recognition of the TRNCO6s statehood (1

The EU must accept that there are two equal nations and states in
Cyprus. After the proclamation of the TRNC in 198®lence ended

and peace prevailed in the island. Unless the EU admits this reality and
endorses the equality of the two nations, its Cyprus policy is doomed

to failure (Interview with Nevzat Korkmaz).

Moreover, the MHP officials seem to have lost theithfaand patience for an

equitable solution since they suggest radical action for Turkey to secure its own

interests:

Turkey must immediately find a solution to the Cyprus problem, it is a
bleeding wound. The world does not officially recognize the TRNC.
Besides, the Turkish military presence is not appreciated by Turkish
Cypriots. Therefore, there are two options: Whether Turkey will leave
the island alone or make the Northern Cyprus it§ 8y (Interview
with L¢gtfeg Terkkan).

Finally, party of i ci al s strongly oppose the

airspace and harbours to the Republic of Cyprus:

Even if the EU guarantees accession, Turkey should not open its
harbours to Greek Cyprus because we can never be sure whether the
EU will reman loyal to its promise. The EU must make serious efforts

to regain its credibility in our eyes before asking for concessions
(I'nterview Zuhal Top-u).
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6.7. Conclusion

Overall, t h-specEdJabrelitiocabty arising yut of a bilateral conflict
between a candidate and a member state, results in inteBsrescepticisnin the
candidate country. Political parties defy external pressures since the bilateral conflict

is considered as national causdy the public and hence compliance proves too

costy for governments. Moreover, the veto power of EU member states grants them a
crucial leverage over the bilateral issue and forces the EU to introduce additional
preconditions for accession. Therefore,
extra condions which jeopardize their own accession process. The name issue
between Macedonia and Greece, the maritime border dispute between Croatia and
Slovenia, and finally the issuetifeBene g decr ees bet ween t he
Germany triggered nationwadEuroscepticism All major political actors in those
candidate countries regardl ess -gpécifict hei r

pressures in an attempt to protect national interests.

Similarly, the EUG6s Cypr uativecgeadtiahifrom alnal i t
major political parties in Turkey. The CHP and the MHP perceive the Cyprus problem

as the o6red | i ned,having priarity bviersEl accession.iEgen p o |
the | eadership change in tmhe tGHP CHIPdBrso tCyl
policy. Al t hough the CHPOs new | eader K€
|l asting solution under the auspices of t
Cyprus conditionality since he edCgpeus not
probl em. The AKPOGsenmprhiatsiiazle athtee mprtasditta od
with its support for a united Cyprus failed after the Greek Cypriot rejection of the
Annan Plan and the EUG6s additional Cypr
abandoned its reformist stance and joined the opposition parties in condemning the
doublestandards of the EU following the suspension of the accession negotiations in
2006. The major Turkish political parties blame the EU for shattering the hopes for a
peacef ul solution in the island, and di si
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deviation from global standards that attagtrimary role to the United Nations in the

resolution of such international conflicts as Cyprus (BuGagil mez 2012: 83) .

Inordert o control for political ideol ogy 1in
countryspecific (Cyprus) conditionality, the views of the Democratic Society Party
(BDP) have been examined as well. The BDP's stance on Cyprus is highly distinct.
The BDP pereives both Turkey and the EU as imperial forces threatening the

freedom of Cyprus and preventing the peacefukexistence of the two Cypriot

communities (Ilnterview with Y¢gksel Mut | u)
Istanbul, argues that the TRNCs n o't a |l egitimate state
(Radi kal 2012b) . Ertujrul Ke¢r k- ¢, t he BI

military presence on the island as 'invasion' (Radikal 2011). He believes that every
Turkish Cypriot wants the Turkish army oot the island (ibid.). These statements
confirm -eashteabbastiment d natur e of t he p
Nevertheless, the BDP joins the other Tur
to admit the RoC as an unacceptable dostdedardthat has further alienated the

Turkish Cypriots (TBMM 2012c). Party officials also blame the EU for using the
Cyprus <conflict as a Oblackmailing devi
substantiates the fact that dissimilar political actors give affBilroscepticdesponses

in Turkey if they believe the EU treats their country unfairly.

Similarly, the interviews confirm the argument that the government and the
opposition in Turkey are unified in thei
considert he EUOGs Cyprus <conditionality as dc
Turkey and the Turkish Cypriot community. The Greek Cypriot administration is
equally held responsible for preventing asoluort he i sl and and barr
EU accession. In pacular, officials of both the AKP and the MHP seem to have lost

hope for an equitable solutiam the island. They have also lost their faith in the

EU6s capability and willingness to solve
credible and trustwdnty. Accordingly, almost all of the respondents from the AKP

and the MHP reject the EUG6s conditionald
airspace to the RoC. I n their opinion, T
help Turkey become an EU membersolve the problems of the Turkish Cypriots.

What is equally striking is that the government MPs essentially associate the lack of a
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solution in the Cyprus problem with the
membership. Accordingly, the EU is discriratory in its Cyprus policy, because the
continuation of the Cyprus problem is |

accession.

On the other hand, the CHP deputies are less unified but also less pessimistic in their
responses. There is a clear splithin the party over the Cyprus problem. The
leadership change created such a divide since it gave voice to liberal thoughts within

the party but did not erase nationalist elements. The reformist wing of the CHP
reflects a far more liberal approach towds t he EUOGs Cyprus cc
comparison with other parties. Accordingly, a half of the CHP respondents fuels
optimism for TurkeyEU relations with respect to the Cyprus problem since they

deem it necessary for Turkey to open its harbours andaaggp the RoC if it truly

wants to be an EU member. A number of CHP deputies call for Turkey to comply
with the EU6s Cyprus conditionality with
from Kélé-darojluds own pol i cigjonatf. @mce t o
the other hand, the remaining half of the CHP informants stick to the old guard
rhetoric of the Baykal | e-atatus gue policg. Theyw i ¢ h  d
consider the Cyprus problem as a national cause and dismiss any effort for a
compromise as Oselling outd Cyprus. The
problem shows that the CHP is not yet detached from nationalist (TAN) ideology,
although the Kélé-darojlu | eadership aspi
Actually, almost none of the CHP respondents entirely share the official stance of

Kel e-darojlués CHP. The views of t he | il
Cyprus stance of Kel é-daroj !l u, whil e the
views. The Cyprustance of conservative CHP respondents is very much close to the
nationalist (TAN) rhetoric of the MHP deputies which opposes any compromise in
Turkeyobs tradi t evennifathe EC guarantess fu mémbership in

return. They both insist on nmaining the twestate modebn the island and embrace
azeressum game rhetoric in |line with the S
establishment to fear foreign plots. The MHP officials go even further and offer a

unilateral solution to the problem bylet abandoning Cyprus or annexing Northern
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Cyprus reflecting the MHPO6s natrasenyal i st
terk et in Turkish).

The main reason for the oppositional stance in the AKP is actually different in
comparison with the MHRand the nationalist wing of the CHP, since the AKP

officials do not consider the Cyprus problem as a national cause to protect against
foreign powers but a problem to be solved by any means necessary. However, they
oppose t he EUbG s Cymrcies tderydinad ohahigey, t
willingness to solve the problem and accept Turkish accession. This confirms the
hypotheses of the study that the cowspgcific conditions of the EU draw
Euroscepticismirom all segments of domestic politics renderthg government

opposition positioning and the ideological differences less important. This is
essentially due to the generalized percep
and detri ment al to Turkeyds membeership p
candidate countries (Macedonia, Croatia and the Czech Republic) and the Turkish
case, demonstrate similar tendenci es: al
countrys peci fic conditionality since it was
causeo for t he sake of accession but a
discriminatedagainsty the EU.
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CHAPTER VI

TURKISH POLITICAL PERCEPTIONS OF
RISING TURKEY -SCEPTICISM IN THE EU

This study has so far discussed the reactions of meamstpolitical parties in Turkey

against two types of EU membership conditionality: isspecific and country

specific. Euroscepticpolitical stancesn candidate countriesainly result from the
uncertainty ofthe EU accessi on pr oc e s sissuesf@eaificc er ni n
conditionality, political actors resist the uncertainty of the terms of EU accession. As
discussed previously, parties oppose certainlgelUreforms that are perceived as
unilaterally dictated by the EU in a t@lmwn manner. They rather desmembership

in their own terms. They resist because they cannot be certain under what conditions
they wil/l be admitted to the EU. That 0s
reforms of minority rights and foUbeign
accession by giving 6éconcessions6 to the

national wealth, security and sovereignty.

On the other h a n-specifict canditionality 6generates yprofoundy
uncertainty as it is usually based on a bilatemiflecct with an EU member that
jeopardizes the accession process. Political actors of the candidate country in question
become increasingly reluctant towards EU

specific conditionality threatens to suspend membersHgssithey comply with the

EUBs ter ms. For instance, the failure to
has directly stalled Turkeyos accessi ol
conditionality since they aree@ elWwutharnEU
me mber shi p. The dissipation of -gpedfiertai ni

conditionality is essentially contingent on the solution of the bilateral problem in

guestion. For instance, Croati adlgaftene mber s
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Croatia and Slovenia agreed on a joint plan to solve their bilateral problem in
compliance with the EU. However, in the Turkish case, domestic political actors
strongly believe that the uncertainty over EU membership will not dissipate even if

they comply with the EUO6s Cyprus conditi
official documents such as absorption capatitgant-Turkish membership rhetoric

of certain European statesmen and the curtailment of the accession negotiations have
contributedto the development of a strong conviction among Turkish political elites

that the EU does not desire Turkish accession.

Unl i ke the case of Croatia whose compl i ar
deriving from its conflict with Slovenia sufficed continue its accession process, the
uncertainty towards Turkeydéds EU member shi
thus creates a perception that even thou
criteria (including the countrgpecific ones), theEU will never accept its

membership.

This research does not claim that the EU is in any sense opposed to Turkish accession

as if it was a unitary bloc. It rather argues that certain developments in Jkitkey

relations in the last decade have contributethé burgeoning of such a perception in
Turkey. Perceptions Omatterd in the Turki
shift in the Turkish political discourses and actions towards scepticism against the

EU. It is thus necessary to discuss howlthegeoning Turkish perception about the

EU -that the EU fell prey to faright nationalism, xenophobia, Islamophobia and

0 T u rskceeyp t i c ofeedslineEnmsteptcisnin Turkey. With this motivation,

the chapter will first explain the main elemeatsd developments that have resulted

in severe criticisms against the EU in Turkey and have led over tithe spread of

the perception that the EU would never a
chapter will examine party programmes, public statgmeand parliamentary

speeches of party officials to demonstrate that widespread perception of Europe as
O0Turskceeypt i cd6 is strongly reflected in Tu
chapter will then discuss the findings of the interviews condueatitd Turkish
parliamentarians which seek to find out to what extent the perception concerning the
EU6s reluctance towards Turkeyds accessi
finds that Turkish political elites strongly believe in the existenaelattance within
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the EU over Turkish accession, and this diminishes their enthusiasm for membership.
Regardless of whether they are in government or in opposition, Turkish political
parties from different ideological backgrounds highlight the lack of wilthe EU
towards Turkeyds accession.

Nevertheless, the study argues that this negative perception of the EU stands as an
important, yet insufficient factor behind the risiBgroscepticismn Turkish politics

today, because it fails to explain why th&R government continued the reform

process during 2002 and 20@¥enthought he Tur ki sh c¢cl ai ms ag
reluctance towards Turkish membership were already present. It was the rising
uncertainty of membership prospects after the suspension ofgbgations in 2006

which altered the EU policpf the AKP governmendiminishing its EUenthusiasm

and emphasizing the EUO6s reluctance or ut
the main reason behind the current stalemate in bilateral relations.

7.1 Main determinants of Turkish perceptions towards the EU

During the initial years of the AKP government (2a804), TurkeyEU relations
gained momentum and Turkeyods EU accessic
certain expressions in the European Commigsn 6 s progress repo
negotiating framework document were interpreted by Turks as detrimental to
Turkeyos me mb e rTiseh apmpositign r higklighted the .danger those
expressions would bring to Tur kebyobpse NEur o
ended processd suggests that the accessio
membership to Turkey. According to Sedelmeier (2010: 424), this is a clear break
away from the EU6s previous enlargement |
will not grant accession even if Turkey meets the conditions. Moreover, the insertion

of Oabsorption capacity®o as an i mplicit
enlargement waves indicates that even if Turkey meets all the conditions, the EU can

still sayno to full membership based on its institutional, political, economic, social

and cul tural dynamics (Emerson et al 200
empirical and 6objectived |limits to what
suggeststht t hese | i mits have been or are <cl c
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Pl us, the introduction of &6l ong transiti
or per manent safeguard clausesd6 concerni
structural policieor agriculture in the negotiating framework document implies that

such freedoms might be permanently prohibited to Turkey even if it becomes an EU
member. Permanent safeguards have no precedent in the history of enlargement. The
EU6s common epransitiohal asrengements uphto 7 years while the EU
adopted these permanent arrangements onl
terms were interpreted by Turks as symptc
to grant fulll me mb @ 09OBi: p 4019 . Tur key (¥ni

The reluctance within the EU over Turkish accession has been largely associated with

the rising |Islamophobia and right wing po
CananSokul ' u 2011) . Depicting the cEssionopean
as Oby far the most <cruci al aspect of S

Turkeybdéds EU membership aspirations set [
against Turkish accession in several EU member states, and far right politiced part
enjoyed a fertile ground to gain electoral success in, for instance, France and Austria.
The argument that &élslam is external and
has been increasingly defended by right wing political actors in Europeect rej
Turkeybds membership (¥zy¢rek 200Bolas 509) .
Sarkozy and German ChancelloAngela Merkel s har ed concern tha
6inclusion would permanently disrupt t he
populations, bringingan end to all their attempts to build a united and strong
OEuropeawélsmaz e@®0T: 305) . The Presi den
Rompuyhi ghl i ghted the same concern when he

are in force in Europe, and which are also fundamental values of Christianity, will

lose vigour with the entryofalgre | sl ami ¢ country such as
Li kewi se, Val ery Giscard d' Estaing, For me
of Europed in case of Turkish membership.

to membership, has been particularlypgorted byright wing political elites in
Ger many, France and -A22)sThose aliteq hdve @lsoebeen 2 0 0 7

vetoing the implementation & visa liberalisation regiméor Tur k ey . That 6s
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Turkey remains the only EU candidate whose citizens are eshjus have a

Schengen visa for visiting the EU (B¢grgin

The @mpaignagainst Turkish accession has become a strong electoral strategy for
right wing political actors in Western Europe since it resonates well with public
opinion. Recent studiesndi cate a <cl ear public opposi
(CananSokullu 2011). There is a burgeoning fear tihme European public that

0l sl ami sati on of Europebod wi || mo s t | i Kk €
me mb e r s h i-po&ullu(2CLla: &N Besidete failure of Turkish immigrants

to be integrated into European countries damages the image of Turkey and plays a
determining role behind the public resenment towards Turkish accession (McLaren
2007). In Western European countries, Turkish immigrantssalleperceived as
foreigners (Spruyt and Elchardus 2012: 806). Consequently, propaganda against
Turkeyds EU membership promises to secur
countries such as France, Austria and Germany that are host to a significdner nu

of Turkish immigrants. Such campaigns are run, for instance, by almost all political
parties in Austrian national elections (Bunzl 2005: 506). Opposition to Turkish
accession was also the most popular election strategy used by right wing parties

during the 2004 European elections (ibid.).

This has led to the emergence of a new concéeptu rskceeypt i ci smé t o e mp
EU6s reluctance towards Turkeyb6s accessi
6enl argem&rmtut f atl isgpu eadb o u tand Tcuiturd aliffedescess oc i a
( G¢ Ayata 2003; Canadokullu 2011). However, it is too fetched to claim that

the EU as a wunified bloc opposes Tur keyos
documents for Turkey, rising Islamophobia in Europe, pubiktadte for Turkish

i mmi grants and the right wing propaganda
existence of Turkegcepticism in the EU. Yet they still contribute to the
crystallization of a perception ithe Turkish political elite that Europe iSurkey

sceptic.The suspension of eight negotiation chapters by the EU along with the French

bl ockade on five other chapters not only

47 A general poshccession reticence within the EU towards further widening in favour of a greater
focus on deepening integration across Member St at
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process, but further strengthenedgitshe Tur

feetd to delay, if not i mpede Turkeyds me

7. 2. The EUOGs Operceivedd reluctance for
Turkish Political Elite

This section discusses how the EUG6s oOrel u
within Turkish political parties and how it affects their EU poli€pllowing the

suspension of the accession negotiationgarticular Turkish political parties (the

AKP governmentespecially have shaed the concern that the EU does not want

Turkish accessioand hence¢hati t  wi | | never accept Turkey:

7.2.1. The AKP government: from indifference to strong criticism

Pioneering the | egislation of sever al 0 h
singleparty government in Turkey, the AKP deégd much energy to comphg with

the Copenhagen criteria. Its advances towards steady economic development and
improved democratization triggered the golden age of Tuikeyrelations resulting

intheint i ati on of accession negotiations ( ¥n
accession negotiations with Turkey in 200
policy. While previously refraining from any criticism against the EU, AKP officials

adopted aighly critical approach to the EU. Prime Minister and party |leabyyip
Erdojoan sever al occasions criticized the
Turkey. Arguing that the 10 new EU members were comparably in a much lower
status than Turkey bothiner ms of democratic and econor
claimed that the EU admitted the latter rather than Turkey for political reasons
(NTVMSNBC 2010). He asserts that there are particular political motivations behind

the opposition toviTunhkeywbse mdmb esruschhi pas T
huge population, Muslim identity, proximity to conflict areas such as the Middle East

and great economic potential to constitute a strong rival to major EU member states
(ibid.). Claiming that the EU had been dragpits feet over Turkefor more than 50

year s, Erdojan demanded EU officials <cl e
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intended to |l et Turkey in (H¢grriyet 2011e¢
although they had been patiently working for membership for so lonig,péteence

had i1its Iimits (ibid.). He argued that n
treatment like Turkey and claimed that now therere 27 EU member states to

omockdé Turkey (Vatan 2011l1la).

The Turkish Prime Minister has recently reactedhicet EUdS i nsi stence
visas to Turkish citizens while it lifted visa requirements for the rest of the EU
candidate countries. Stating the fact that even the citizens of South American
countries such as Bolivia and Paraguay do not meggatoer¢ r t he EU, Er d
found the EUGs pegoesn sTenkey tiondaoampree hweins
2011b). He said that if the EU was willing to be an exclusive Christian club, the EU
politicians should explicitly announce that they did not want Turkeyand thus

Turkey would go its separate way (ibid.)
was | i kely to force them to reconsider t
(Bild 2011).

Erdoj an (2011) accused the EU TofrkagtHisng
accession. He complained that Turkey had not even been invited to attend EU
summits anymore after the then French Presjd¢iocholas Sarkozyand the German

Chancelloy Angela Merke| had taken over (Bild 2011). He denounced Sarkozy and

Merkel for mobilizing an unholy alliance reflecting fascist tendencies against Turkey

(i bid.). Si mi | a foimgrChieENegotredonof Bikéy &vikh the EWh e

raisal harsh criticisms blaming the EU for remaining reluctant towards Turkey. He

claims thatal t hough the European Commi ssion cc
numerous fields, the EU stil]l prevents Tu
by bl ocking sever al negotiation chapters
is meaningless topen and close negotiation chapters if the EU has no inteation
givingTur key full me AP 0dHLNi. p Baé&xr iayesto decl
0insincere and inconsistentdé attitude tow

and more people in Turkey (Milliyet 2011a).

Concerning the EU6s ongoing visa rUestric

was negotiating visa liberalization with even third world countries such as Moldova
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excluding Turkey (Yeni kafak 2011). 0l n
efforts to dissuade Turkey. However, we will not be the ones to pull the plug. We will

le¢ the Europeans do it?o, the chief negot
directed his <cri-scepsmed oBUt Beattdam&kreysu

Sarkozy. Bl aming them of being O6myopicbé6,
tothsggposition and persevere on its quest f
Ot her cabinet me mber s al so occasionally

reluctance for Turkey. Sadullah Ergin, the Minister of Justice, stressed the possibility

for the EU to refain from granting membership even if Turkey fulfils all the
necessary conditions (Vatan 2010a). Ergin stated that they would not tolerate such a
move andvouldr et al i ate by going their own way (
the Turkish Parliament, aounced that EU membership was sote qua norfor
Turkey. ¢i -ek argued that 1 f Turkey was
Northern Cyprus, they would not hesitate to prefer their Cypriot brothers (Milliyet
2011c). Abdul | ah Tukeyland farneeForBignvifister datlaredo f

t hat 0the world doesnoét end with the EU

develop significant relations with the rest of the world (Le Figaro 2011).

The AK P sctiyism oeased after the curtailmenthef accession negotiations

and the preEU stance of the party was replaced with harsh criticisms against the EU.
The AKP officials blamed the EU for der a
guestion why the EU started the membership negotiations ifeyuslas not wanted

in the EU. The party officials frequently declare that they will go their separate way if
the EU persists on its current policy to
EU membership is not indispensable. As a reaction to the rmispeof the
negotiations, the AKP slowed down the reform process and even delayed 3
negotiation chapters fit for negotiation (Euractiv 2011). Nevertheless, the AKP
continues its membershipquestavid | et t he EU &6pull the pl uc
thepartyés previous manifestoes, the 2011
scepticism in Europe and emphasized the fact that the AKP will insist on working for
Turkeyods eventual membership in spite of
certan EU member states (AKP 2011).
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7.2.2. The CHP: Increasing criticisms towards the EU

Unlike the AKP government, the main opposition party adopted a critical stance
towards the EU from the outset of the AK
manifestohighlights the necessity for securing equal membership conditions without

any double standards for Turkey (CHP 2002). Shortly after the curtailment of the
negotiations in 2006, a new manifesto pr
me mber s hdampd omdjyédbct s any ounfair treat ment
(CHP 2007). The party programme adopted in 2008 even threatens to withdraw the

C HP 6 s-EUpstace ifthe Turkeysceptic proposal to offer Turkeprivileged

partnership instead of full meratship gains ground in the EU (CHP 2008). Similarly,

the 2011 manifesto underscores the vitality of full membership having equal rights

with the rest of the members. The manifesto asserts the CHP will take every measure

to make sure the EU withdraws anyfegpard clause against Turkey (CHP 2011b:

125). The @ r t Budoscepticismstill persists today. However, in order to fully
comprehend the CHP6s EU policy during th
contrast the perceptions of two party leaders tosvdahd EU; Deniz Baykal and

Kemal Kel é-daroj !l u.

Deniz Baykal, thdeaderof the CHP from 1992 to 2010, initially signalled a solid

pro-EU stance. As the Foreign Minister of Turkey for a brief period, Baykal devoted

much energy to the conclusion thie cusbms union with the EU in the early 1990s
(Ayat a a-Aydta ZDR7n @A3). However, after the 2002 elections, he
incessantly criticized Turkeyods accessi o
accelerated march towards EU membership. Baykal was highlpdci c a | of the
approach which would allegedlyed a i | Turkeybds accession pr
leadership, the CHP focused its criticisms primarily on additional clauses and right
wing politicians in the EU. -éadreddnptraces
signals the EUOGs reluctance against Turk
Turkeyof the meritsofa ki nd of Oprivileged partner s|
also convinced that Oabsorption demypacity

Turkeyos member ship (Baykal 2004Db) . Bes
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safeguardsd would mean the permanent de
indicate the EUOG6s willi-olgaess memberfdleirp T
2004a). SimilarlyOnur ¥y men, the deputy chair of ¢t}
additional clausesvere developed by the Turkesceptic EU member states in order
to derail Turkeyds membership process (¥
CHP was not against the Ebut was against Turkegceptics who were pressurizing

the EU to inflict double standards upon Turkey (ibid.).

Baykal 6s CHP not only questioned the EU
accused the AKP government of failing to take resolute steps agairk&y-sceptic

politicians in Europe. Blaming Merkel for resorting to Tursgeptic rhetoric to

secure electoral success in German elections, Baykal denied any communications
with her even during her visits to Ankara. Moreover, Baykal (2009a) considered
Sarkozyds opposition as a fundamental obs

particularly condemned the Constitutional amendment in France to hold a referendum

on Turkeyds EU accession. He argued: 0T
prisoner inagi ant 6s den, which is on the seven
mountain and get through al/l the traps a
the EU wil!| say: O0Let s ask what t he Fr

Merkel and Sarkozy redtated their calecisiveness for granting Turkey only a
privileged partnership, Baykal (2009hb)
antagonistic and recklessd and warned t he
Turkey-sceptics more courage to stand fagainst TurkeySupporingBay k al , k¢ kr
El ekdaj], t he CH PclamedphattFyancé and Gekrany hijadkad the

EUG6 s d-making structare in order to leave no option for Turkey other than
Oprivileged partnershipd (TBMM 2009b) . F
influence of these two | eaders would never
blamed the AKP government for its inaction against Twkegptic politicians, and

urged the Turkish Parliament to adopt a resolute stance against them (TBMM 2009a).

With this motivation, the CHP submitted a proposal for parliamentary inquiry signed

by 25 CHP deputies in order to discuss in a private session how to react to these
additional clauses along with the oppositional stances of certain EU member states
(TBMM 2011b). However, the motion was rejected by AKP votes. The CHP even
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demandedhatEr doj an freeze the negotiations ar
constitute a firm warning to the EU leaders who were still undecided about accepting

Turkeyds membeldhi p (H¢grriyet 2

After the negotiations stalled and the &0 activism of the AKP slowed down, the

CHP seized the opportunity to fill the void and act more-Fuoopean. Baykal

worked for establishing contacts with prarkish European social democrat
politicians. He also tried to reinforce dialogue with EU officials through visits to
Brussels, Berlin and London. Finally, in 2008, the CHP became the first Turkish
political party ever to open an office in Brussels. However, those steps proved
ineffective as the CHPaifled to offer a solid strategy to revitalize Turk&y

rel ations. Besides, the CHPO&6s i mage in tfF
The CHP was accused of inhibiting Turkey
hardline stance (The Economist 2009

Kele-darojludés rise to | eadership raised
t he CHPOGOs c ap a bBurbsceptiy stance aral bexcome annnflueritia pro

EU actor for Turkeybdébs EU accession. Kel é
swport for Turkeybés EU membership and prc
relations with the EU (BBC Turkish, 2010). He acknowledges the failure of the CHP

to explain its EU policy to the Europeans (lbid). He atkdithat they became much

more awareof their image in Europe as a hdnge party after their visit to Brussels

and Berlin, and promised that Turkeyods EI

CHP becomes government (Kéeleé-darojlu 2010

On the other hand, K é het principlesospdarheadedebya i n s
Baykal that are fair membership negotiations with no double standards and full
membership having equal rights with the rest of the members (CHP 2011b: 124).

Kel ée-darojlués CHP argues that thetEUwi | | t
withdraws any safeguard clause against Turkey (ibid.). The new CHP also pledges to
work for assuring similar accession processes for all candidate countries without any
double standards (ibid.).

Kel é-darojlu also doesiBsottconeérasnaboaom

O6mi st akesd towards Turkey. He condemns t|

220



as the gravest mi stake to shatter Turkey
25). He also argues that the outright opposition of an increasimgper of European

politicians against Turkeydés EU member sh
indeci siveness on Turkeyos accession (il
predecessor Baykal, Kel é-darojlu el |l s t
fuels optimism by urging both sides to f.

by mistakes made by either side iIin the pa

On t he ot her hand, Kel é-darojl u essent
authoritarianism stands as a majorobdtae agai nst Tur keyds EU
up Baykal 6s fl ag, he pioneered a NO <can
Referendum to deny 25 constitutional amendments most of which were deemed
crucial for EU membership. Actually, the CHP was willing to rapp all but three
amendment$, which would allegedly undermine the rule of law in Turkey and render

the justice system tied to the AKP government. However, the party was forced to say

no to the entire reform package since all 25 amendments were to Hervatsingle
referendum at once. The CHP also reacted
amendment s. Kel é-darojlu particularly acc
behind some of the amendments that would further empower the AKP rulethatmer

contribute to the rule of law.

The <criticisms of Kel é-darojlubés CHP ori
the reforms the AKP introduces might undermine the advance of the rule of law and
democracy in Turkey and thus, have negative repercuss on Tur keyos
member ship prospects (Kel e-darojlu 2012)
deceiving the EU with pr&U rhetoric and abusing the membership process for
strengthening its authority rather than empowering democracy (CNN Turk 2011).
Arguingt hat Tur keydés EU membership might t ak
speed of the negotiations, he blames the AKP government for completely losing its
faith over Turkeybébs accession (Euractiyv
overlooking the potatial dangers those amendments might carry against Turkish

democracy.

48The disputed reforms included the changes in the number and the election procedures of members of
the Constitutional Court and the Supreme Council of Judges and Public Prosecutors, and the new
arrangements for party closures.
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7. 2. 3. The MHP: The EU as a o6Christian CI

The junior opposition party is known for its hard line stance over the EU long before

the AKP era (¥nik 2003). Al ways sceptic
accession, the MHP has recently grown more resistant tée@EUWeforms. Party

officials sharete perception that the EU remains:¢
member shi p. The MHPOG6s reactions hold sim
Endorsing Deniz Baykal 6s argument s, t he
clauses and Turkesceptic rightwing political elites in the EU. Moreover, in line

with Erdojandés stance, party officials a
Christian Club.

To begin with, the MHP firmly believes
tendency to tie Turkey tthe EU as a secordass partner (TBMM 2009a). For

i nstance, it di smi sses the term O6absorp
reluctance for Turkey (MHP 2005: 4). The party blames Austria for enforcing the
term Oabsorption c aipesthe AKP governmenflfar faikngtp a n d
prevent Austria (ibid.). -Madedveegothat Mb
di fferent way of saying no to Turkeyds EL
CHP, the MHP interpreas & peaimlan écoliaassddf ég
membership. Party officials claim that by agreeing to such a clause, the AKP
government officially endorsed the double standards inflicted upon Turkey (MHP

2005: 2021). The party leaded e v I et , iB eohvineell that th additional
clauses confirm the EUOGs decisiveness to
(Hegrriyet 2008) .

The MHP also focuses on the propaganda of right wing European leaders against
Turkeyods EU entry. Ni chol as JUlaEukopeary i s
politician who ai ms to shatter Turkeyobs
officials are convinced that Sarkozy intentionally blocked 2 additional negotiation
chapters during the French Presidency although Turkey was technically eligible to
open them (TBMM 2009a). Moreover, the MHP members of Parliament believe that

France and Austria intentionally made constitutional amendments to popularly deny
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Turkeybébs EU accession (TBMM 2010a). Far uk
it is just a fabe hope to bypass France and Austria, and then become an EU member
(ibid.). Afif Akkuk, deputy for Mersin, b
to overcome the challenges these two countries pose (TBMM 2010d). Faruk Bal does

not believe that Turkegould successfully lobby and change the minds of the Turkey

sceptic French and Austrians due to the enduring negative memories against Turks in
the past (i bid.). Since Turkeyob6s EU memb
0Turkeyds acemaismn®napshatsered dreamd, Ba

Party officials also take a hatdi ne st ance ag aliurkey stand8er many
They c¢claim that the German position agai:-r
treatment of Turkish immigrants by tiséate authorities and encourages xenophobia

and racism in the German public (TBMM 2009c). Just like BaykathefCHP,

Bah-el i, the party | eader denied any com

Ankara in 2010 condemning her opposition to Turkisteasion.

Similar to the AKP, the party also labels the EU as a Christian Club (MHP 2009: 6).
According to Mehmet kandér, deputy for Me
because of religious difference (TBMM 20
ambassadaaind the MHP deputy for Ankara refers to the difference in religion which
nurtures deepeated biases against Turkey in Europe (TBMM 2009b). He even
claims this negative position cannot be
EU as a whole remaingd uct ant to Muslim Turkey; t ha
faces additional conditions which are nc
B°l ¢kbaké contends (ibid.).

Finally, privileged partnership is dismissed outright by the MHP. Party officials even
perceive it as a conspiracy against Turkey pioneered by the EU itself. They claim that

the EU has an agenda to officially prepare Turkey for privileged partnership, because

it no |l onger uses the term ofull me mber st
(TBMM 2010b) . They are convinced that 0p
EU6s new official policy towards Turkey (

Overall, official party lines confirm the burgeoning reluctanceheiTurkish political
elite against EU membershipsset i al |l y devel oped in react.i
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opposition or unwillingness for Turkish accession. Although leadership change in the
CHP has shifted the focus on the AKPO6s c:
all three major parties share te@me conviction that the symptoms discussed above
indicate the EUGs | ack of will to absorhb
conducted with 45 parliamentarians will be discussed to compare individual

perceptions withihe official party line.

7.3. Reflections of Turkish Parliamentarians

The elite interviews reflect important results. The AKP respondents are firmly
convinced thathe Turkish government did its best for membership, and blame the EU

as soléy responsible for the current stalemaTlhey believe that the EU is a rather a
6Christian Clubdéd and Europeans are scared
the official party line but also increasingly reflect their disappointment with the EU.

The interviews suggest that most AKBpendents seem to have erased EU accession

from their minds.

The CHP officials blame the AKPOs aut hori
bid. Although dividedon many issues, party officials almost unanimously bolster

Keél é-darojl uébtshestmkReamdyapast the EUb6s r €
burner. MHP officials on the other hgndostly confirm the official stance which is

|l enient to Baykal s arguments on the EU.

7.3.1. The AKP respondents

Findings of the interviews with the government affia |l s support the Al
stance. The AKP respondents almost unaniméuslgclare loss of enthusiasm for
membership due to the opposition within the EU against Turkey. Almost all the
government officials interviewed claim that the EU does not waat¢oc e pt Tur k ey
membership and thatodéds why the EUG6s appro

and doubl e standard. According to Abdul |

PWith the excegalgh.on of Hal uk ¥
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for the EU to accept Turkey, if the EU is willing to do so. Similarly, Bugadenir
remindsusofan Ameri can proverb; o6if there iIs a
thatthe EU accepted the membership of former Soviet Republics overnight, although
most were not ready. OWhen it coemeew t o T
negotiation chapters, because there i s no

EU can resume negotiations with Turkey lifting its blockade over 18 chapters, if it

really desires Turkish accessionreread Ther e
problem for Turkeyo6s member s iConkarargses.pol it
Finally, Af i f Demirkéran is convinced th

reluctance unless the EU revitalizes bilateral relations:

The EU hasn odle clmpter foetdo aad halfi years. We no
longer hold meetings with EU officials. The ERlirkey joint
parliamentary committee is now almost defunct. The political blockade of
the negotiation chapter continues. Especially, the French blockade created

dscmtent in the Turkish public. Besi des
visa requirement for Turkey. The EU must take radical actions to resume
Turkeybdbs accession process. Ot her wi s e,

opposed to our accession (Interviewwiktli i f Demi r kér an) .

Only a minority of responder®r e mai n undeci ded about the

Turkey although admitting the existence of opposition within the EU:

The EU doesnot have a wunitary voice t
members desire Turkishccession while others oppose it. Hence, it is

unfair to claim that the EU doesné6t wa
that the EU entirely desires our membership (Interview with Mehmet

Sayem Tekeliojlu).

There are divergent views within the EU comieg Turkish accession.

Hence, it is not fair to state that th
membership. The majority desires Turkish membership, although there

are many Turkeygceptics in the EU as well. Liberals support Turkey

while conservativesoppose it. Liberatonservative duality marks a

historical clash engulfing Europe for centuries. Mostly, it is the liberals

who prevailed over conservatives. | hope same applies to the Turkish case
(I'nterview with Haluk ¥zdal ga) .

*Mehmet Sayém Tekeliofjlu and Hauk ¥zdal ga.
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Party officials are ahost unanimously convinced that Europeans are biased against

Tur ks primarily due t o Tur key 6s mobtar ge |
importantly, its Muslim identity. Pl ker G¢zel
millions of Turks will rush to théU to deplete local jobs. She is certain that no one

will leave Turkey since Turks are devoted to their own country. Ercan Candan claims

that Europeans hinted their reluctance towards Turkey many times by underlining
cultural, geographic and religious @&iff e nc e s . Mustafa EIlitak s
being judged by Europeans due to its different culture and religion. Similarly,

Abdull ah <¢al éekxkan and Reéf at Sait are <c¢r

Turkeyds population and I slamic identity:
Turkey 6s | arge population and Muslim iden
of the EUb6s reluctance. That s why t he
|l ong as it can. We are very much annoy
ent husi asm and f ait he ibne eThu rdkeepyldest eadc. c els
believe the EU wil!/l ever accept Tur ke
Abdul l ah ¢al ékkan).

Europe is full of biases against Turks. Our different religion has always

been a deciding factor for Europeans to distance themselves frdimays.

have always considered Turks as religious zealots but conversely it is the
Europeans who are obsessed with religic¢

Many government respondents also point to the rising Islamophobia across Europe.
Bilal Macit explains tht they no longer consider the EU as a beacon of economic
development but a breeding ground of Islamophobia which facilitated the rise of far
right political parties across Europe. S

Kara highlight the threatlslop hobi a poses to Turkeyds EU

Xenophobia, racism and Islamophobia are on the rise in Europe. Far right

parties gain ground and mobilize their electorate against Muslims who

will allegedly steal their jobs. Public opposition to the Turkish accessio

stems from the burgeoning Islapiwbia in Europe. Elder Europeans are

particularly opposed to Turkey. We must convince the European public

t hat l sl am and democracy are compati bl
Bakeér) .

Europeans are scared of us. Especialy, the rising Istdrabia draws
Europe away from Tur key.TuKisheeoplet r eat us

51 Racial insult against African&or detail, see Kennedy (2000).
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living in Europe are exposed to racism, discrimination and violence
(I'nterview with T¢glin Erkal Kar a) .

Il n addition, al most all AKP r esipcbwilent s

keep its door shut to Muslim countries such as Turkey. They believe that there is a

power f ul l obby within the EU against | sl e
Turkey been a Christian country, iyts woul d
ready to open alll the negotiation chapte

because the EU wants to remain as a Chri
believes that no matter how secular European society has become, there is always a
6Chiramst Clubd mentality engulfing ®heir s
explicitly state that the EU accepted the membership of several countries including
Greece, Bulgaria, Portugal and Romania just because they are Christian, although

these countriesactal | y damage the EUOS economy:

The leader of my previous political party, Necmeddin Erbakan always
called the EU Christian Club. | see that he was right all along. Bulgaria
and Romania became EU members despite their mediocre economic
performance and thack of democratic consolidation. Would the EU still

accept t hem, had they been Musl i m? Ab:s
convince us that a Muslim country has
Al i Reza Al aboyun).

The EU puts additional conditions suchthe Cyprus problem to delay

our membership. None of the new EU members fully comply with the
Copenhagen Criteria. Such discrimination tells me that the EU desires to

remain a Christian Club. Turkey is the only Muslim candidate country and

it has sufferedite most during its candidature. Europeans fear us. They

donodt want us i n, but they cannot t el
Me hmet Erdoj an).

Christian conservatism forces Europeans to drag their feet over Turkey.

This tells us t heanditstnrew sion of Ghastiadn 6t  t r a
Club. We even observe the hints of a Crusade mentality here. We
remember the Srebrenica massacre where Dutch soldiers turned a blind

eye to the slaughtering of Muslims at the hands of Christian Serbs. Europe

still retainsits religious fanaticism which will be its very end (Interview

with Réfat Sait).

A h me t Baha ¥j¢tken, Al i Réza Al aboyun, Mer h met
Kastal and Bilal Macit
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Some AKP officials® also believe that the presence of Turkish immigrants across
Europe, and biases against Turks throughout history contribute to the negative image
of Turkey in the EU:

Turkish i mmigrants in Europe coul dnot
society. Cultural and religious differences play an important role behind

this. In addition, Europeans have never abandoned their historical biases

against Turks. In many Eopean towns, there are monuments honouring

their local people killed by Turks (Interview with Burak Erdenir).

An overwhelming majority of the respond
negative approach towards Turkey is primarily influenced by two nragmber

states, namely; France and Germany. According to party officials, these countries are
scared of losing their powerful position within the EU after Turkish accession. Ali
kahin contends that the EU is pr adtaitcdssl | vy
essentially why the EU has been dragging its feet over Turkey for decades. Similarly,
Fatih ¢if - admits that the majority of
Turkey; but he also claims that the opposition of France and Germany dontimeates

EUO6s dmaksngnmechani sm. I n support of K
charges France and Germany with hijackin
Kuzu states that the two countries intentionally use the Cyprus problem as an excuse
toblock Tu ke ey6s membership and criticizes the
Turkeys cepti ¢ actions. Al i Reza Al aboyun ar
towards EU accession has been essentially exacerbated by th&uraey

propaganda of France and Genma . Muzaffer ¢akar expl ains
to prevent Turkish accession because they consider Turkey a powerful rival to
chall enge their privileged position withi
Turkeyds young an ds pdltcal atabilitg ang ecgnonmicagtowto n ,
scare France and Ger many. Ruhi A-eéekg°z e

aim to establish a federal European state:

The EU has become a backyard of these two countries. Their ultimate aim
is to establishite United States of Europe (USE) in which there is no
place for Turkey. They fear that Turkey will gain excessive power and

*Bel ma Sat érBurakHrdererr Gg¢zel |,
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influence within the USE at their expense. Therefore, they rather defend
privileged partnership fkhg°Zyuyrkey. (I nt

The interview findings clearly confirm th
Al most al | respondents are <certain that
member ship and thatoés why it creates new
can. Endorsing the statements of the Prir

clear about Turkeyds accession:

We rather prefer Europeans to honestly and openly declare their final
decision on Turkey so that wee make our
our accession due to our cultural and religious difference but cannot spell

it out. They rather want us to withdraw our application (Interview with

Ruhi A-ékg°°z).

Party officials speak hopelessly of Turk:¢
the AKP respondents refleBiuroscepticismMost parliamentarians stress that Turkey
no longer needs the EU. Conversely, they believe that the EU, which has been

suffering from the Eur@one crisis, desperately needs Turkey:

Turkey is on the rise and the EU falling down. The EU now needs

Turkey more than Turkey needs the EU. Delaying Turkish accession is
counterproductive for the EU. Many EU members suffer from economic

crisis. Had Turkey been a member, it would be a net contributor to-the re
construction of Eur opean economy (I'nterview
Ramazanoj |l u).

Besides, party officials attach less value to membership while highlighting the

i mportance of adopting the EUG6s standar ds
the accession process throughhich Turkey will be able to comply with the
Copenhagen Criteria. o6l dondét care whethe
as we successfully adopt the EUG6s standar

membership is not indispensable for TuKeySome respondents even dismiss

“This opinion was explicitly highlighted by 13 AK

Ercan Candan, Mustafa EIlitack, Al i Réza Al aboyun,

Baha ¥j ¢tken, Me hmet Medsnted !l Er dop¢ ami, t Bee mdak Kaazu a
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accession as it will probably damagee Turkish economyM¢cahitFéndé k|l &€ an

Me h me t Er doj an ar ggiowingteboadmic trisierenfetsdt s lessv e r

favourable target for Turkey. Ahmet Baha
the EUOs standards, not membershime 61 n
EU6s henchman, anyway. Accession wonoét be

Similarly, Mehmet Kastal emphasizes the vitality of the Copenhagen Criteria for
Turkeyods devel opment. OWe name them O0AnNnKk
way, ifitcome s t o t drguesKgstali nt 0

The AKP respondents firmly dismiss any deals the EU offers which will be short of
full member shi p. They have become reluct
desire other options such as privileged partnership. Thegreitant Turkey to be a

full member orto go its separate way:

The EU definitely does not want Turkish accession but cannot admit it,
because it doesnodt have a | uxury to |
offering a sort of special partnership to Turkey rathkant full

membership. But this is not enough for us. Either the EU grants us full
membership, or we go our own way (Interview with Burhan Kuzu).

Europeans have been increasingly discussing alternative deals with
Turkey other than full membership. If Turkeyll not be able to join the

EU, then why did we establish the Ministry of European Union in the first
place? (Interview with Burak Erdenir).

The AKP respondents even spell out some alternative plans against EU membership.
Some officials focus on a clospartnership with Russia while others talk about union
with the Middle East:

Turkey is not dependent on the EU. For us, EU membership is not
indispensable. Turkey has a capacity to create alternative options. We are
working on a projEkastt cwvailtlheadu té Thhoer dve rdsdd .
the EU, we aim to establish oOMiddl e Ea:
ethnic and religious backgrounds had happily lived together for centuries

during the Ottoman Empire. However, the delimitation of borders brought

chaos. We will withdraw borders with our Middle Eastern brothers and

make the Middle East stronger and prosperous than ever (Interview with

Al'i kahin).

The EU is insincere. We dondét trust th
to revitali se pTparspécivg, Gve wilhgo olr sepadiei
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way. Alliance with Russia is an alternative we take into consideration
(I'nterview with Mustafa EIlitack).

Nevertheless, some AKP respondents also admit the reversibility of their

Euroscepticisnon the conditionthatth EU t akes an initiative
accession process. For instance, Me hmet S
i mage of the EU is temporary. ol f the E

Turkeyods accessiongstiotrse dc riendmebdiilaitteyl ywi Ihle
Alaboyun shares this optimism and states that if the EU decides to take positive steps
for Turkish accessi on, Turkey wil/ regai |
the EU has lost its credibility in our eydkit wants our accession, it should take the
first sAlaboygun €oatendsi t 6

7.3.2. The CHP respondents

Responses of the main opposition party offic@iféer remarkably from those of the

AKP respondents. Although they similarly emphasizeBhd 6 s r el uct ance t
Turkish accession, they stress that the A
main reason for alienation between Turkey and the EU. The AKP officials believe

that they have done the best they could for membership addtie® EU solby
responsi ble for the stalemate jhowelepr key o0 s
argue that the AKP governmentos rising a
away from the EU. Almost all of the CHP officigisexplicity mark the AKP
government as the prime suspect for Tur Ke
CHP deputies blame the AKP for making Turkey a religious and authoritarian country

at the expense of democracy and human rights. They also claim that the government

has longused the EU accession process as a cover for its parochial agenda to
consolidate its political authority. For
AKP government crippled Turkish democracy through concerted efforts to persecute

the Turkish press and hange the Republican system. S

authoritarianism drives Turkey away from

“With the exception of Ramazan Kerim ¥zkan and Al
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government uses EU membership as political leverage to gain domestic influence.
0The i ncreasi ngdcansetvationt in Tukeyial@ny iwghneorraption

and the erosion of democracy during the AKP government draw Turkey away from

EU me mbehe hiapdgues. Similarly, Er dal Ak
government 6s attachment t othattheeAKFEimMuehs a d «
more attached to the Middle East. oO0During
Arabia due to its fictive economic growth, rising corruption, conservatism and

aut hori tAksgagesm@asserts. Far uk Lojojlu a
claims that the AKP government has never
objective; but it has long used the accession process as an excuse to consolidate its
aut horitarianiP nhasdéTroaod ange mht ehrbs dddBpAlnseE r s pec
all of the CHP respondents share the same arguments highlighted above. In
comparison to other topics discussed throughout the dissertation, the stance against

t he AKPGO6s aut hor it aronlapolicglimeorswhicifalmostai t and s
CHP officials concur. They raise almost the same arguments to criticize the
government O0s EU policy. I n agreement Wi
di scussed above, AAtdiana KKazrzte,t ¥ctneetri nS¢ hGas ma
Erdemir, Orhan D¢zgen and S¢gheyl Bat um e
primarily responsible for the current problems in bilateral relations since it uses EU

accession as an excuse to consolidate its authority

The AKP has never supported EU membership. It deceived the EU and

pretended to be prauropean in order to consolidate its power. Turkey is

becoming more and more conservative and religious. The AKP is driving
Turkey away from the E&ti(mnterview witd!l

The AKP government is against modern European values; it dismisses
them as corrupt. It rather aims to become the leader of the Islamic world.
The governing party has an agenda to raise the Islamic civilization above
European civilizatn, but this is not possible. Such an agenda of the AKP
is the primary obstacle against Turkish accession (Interview with Osman
Korutg¢r k) .

The AKP uses EU accession as a tool to consolidate its authority. The
government almost entirely abandoned pio-EU policy. The AKP

of ficials®é6 rhetoric towards the EU i
me mber ship or we go our separate way
you govern Turkeyds EU membership procc¢

Aldan).

S
0
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Ontheot her hand, the CHP deputies mostly s
reluctant towards Turkish accession. A clear majority of the CHP respondents (11
deputies) strongly believe that the EU has never desired Turkish accession. Only four
deputies® think the EU is undecided. The main opposition mostly shares the
government 6s pessimism towards the EU. F
the EU remains indifferent to the breaches of democracy and human rights in Turkey.
According to him, it is becauseh e EU f ears Tur ki sh accessi
a border with I, haqadtseanSghdylSyBaaadm bel
deceives Turkey with the false hope of membership. He believes that the EU has lost

its credibility and leverage over Tk e y . Similarly, G¢l s¢n B
EU6s reluctance towards Turkey. 6Had the
already been,sahne ElW nmeembdesr.0 ¥mer S¢gha Al da
EU does not desire Tur karsThrkeyawillc g stheo n . o]
majority of seats in the European Parl i an
intimidating ,Ahdaonrafgues heAEWUOrding to C
doesndt want Tur keyOds ac c keyaitheg Imenck ititties d o e s

to 6anchoro it to EU structures without a

Although Turkey has so many issues concerning the functioning of
democracy and human rights, the EUOGS
such discrepancies adedely in order not to drive Turkey completely

away from Europe. The EU hence desires to tie Turkey to itself without
granting full membership (Interview wit

Two deputies’ drawaneven more pessimist pictdte of
believe the EU has ever desired Turkish

ever be admitted to the EU:

| never believed that the EU would one day accept Turkish accession. |
never trusted t he EU and sti || dond
Tuk ey 6s member ship. I donodt believe i
(I'nterview with Kzzet ¢etin).

t
t

o

%Aykan Erdemir, Atila Kart, Faruk Lojojlu and Has

SSEmre Ko°prg¢gle¢g and Kzzet ¢etin.
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The EU doesnodot desire our accession. I
as such; Turkey is ready to give almost every concession to join the

Union, while tle EU makes every diplomatic move not to accept Turkey
(I'nterview with Emre K°%°pre¢l ¢).

On the other hand, according to some respondents, the EU has a right to be reluctant
towards Turkish accession. Interestingly, they boldly state that Turkey does not fit i

the profile of a true European country:

Some member states under the leadership of France and Germany oppose

Turkish membership. | believe that they have rightful concerns about

Turkish accession. For instance, the large and unskilled population of

Turkey is a major concern. Even western Turks are reluctant to have

immigrants from SoutlEastern Turkey. Hence, it is quite reasonable that

the EU member states donot desire suct
uneducated people from Turkey (Interview with OrhaD ¢ z g ¢ n ) .

Consider yourself living in an affluent neighbourhood, and a bunch of

gypsies want to construct tents in your area. Would you accept them as
your neighbours? The EU does not want
body. We first need to learn how become European. Adopting Héd

reforms is not enough. We must reform our mind free from
authoritarianism and religious conservatism. Otherwise, we must forget

about EU membership (Interview with Kemal Ekinci).

We have so many issues like the Kurdisbigem waiting to be tackled.

How can the EU accept our membership if we fail to solve our own
problems? We must put more effort to become an EU member. Bulgaria
worked 24 hours a day for membership; we must do the same. We should

not hide behind excusesi(t er vi ew wi th Hasan ¥ren).

The selfcriticism reflected by these CHP officials is nowhere to be found in the AKP
responses. Most AKP officials are rather convinced that Turkey has become very
advanced. They believe that the EU desperately needs TurkeyewhiTur key doe
have a need for the EU anymore. On the contrary, some CHP members believe that
Turkey needs EU membership more than ever due to the rising authoritarianism under
the AKP government. For instance WHeykan Er
support for EU membership increased during the AKP era. They believe that

accession stands as a remedy for the shattered image of Turkey:

The increasing authoritarianism of the AKP government made me realize
that EU membership has become an indisgaasaroject for Turkey
especially in terms of improving human rights and freedoms. The more
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authoritarian Turkey gets, the more important EU membership quest
becomes for Turkey. Now, we need the EU more than ever (Interview
with Aykan Erdemir).

Moreove, unlike the AKP officials, almost none of the CHP respondents see the EU

as a Christian Club. Only ¥mer S¢ha Al ds
Christian Club, thatos why it mai nt ains
doubts about Turkisaccession. Most rather dismiss such a claim. For instanc, half

of the CHP respondents see it as a paranoid idea which is not to be taken seriously.
Some other® point to the European attachments to Christianity, while $bot@m

that segments withirhe EU are inclined to depict the EU as a Christian Club; but

t hey stildl dondét want to | abel the EU as

There are many in Europe seeing the EU as a Christian Club, but there are

also social democrats in Europe more sympathetic to Turkey. Therefore,
theEU6s reluctance 1 s not ul ti mat e. Th
(I'nterview with Hasan ¥ren).

Christianity is stildl a dominant force
the ill-treatment of Muslims in European countries is worrisome.
Nevertheless, labelljnthe EU as a Christian Club is an overstatement
(I'nterview with Emre K°prg¢gl¢).

Overall, the CHP deputies essentially con
a secondary obstacle; they rather emphasi
thred against Turkish accession to the EU. Party officials firmly believe that Turkey

must first complete its reforms successfu

The CHP officials are also relatively opt

The Turkish public is manipulated by the government to believe that the
most important obstacle is the rising Islamophobia, xenophobia and
Turkeyscepticism. Yes, there are some Europeans opposing Turkish
accession but first we should complete the reforncgss. Only then we
will have a luxury to worry about Turkegcepticism. It is actually
unimportant whether Europeans desire Turkey or not in its current shape. |

%0sman Korut¢r k, Or han Djzodgdnm, Agillsag nKaBritl,gehamnuyk

S¢heyl Batum and Ramazan Kerim ¥zkan
Al'i Khsan K°kt¢grk, Erdal Aks¢gnger and Emre Kopr ¢l
®®Hasan ¥ren, Kemal Ekinci and Kzzet ¢etin.
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believe that the EU wil|l definitely de
successfully completests reform process (Interview with Aykan
Erdemir).

The EU is unsure whether it wants Turkey or not. Especially, the anti

Turkey propaganda of France and Ger ma
policy towards Turkey. Nevertheless, these are not insurmountable

obstacles for Turkey. If Turkish decisionakers take politically

consistent steps towards accession without any agenda to use the
accession process for their parochial interests, Turkey can eventually
become an EU member i n swards$ Burkeyf t he EL
(Interview with Atila Kart).

The EU doesnodot want Tur ki sh membership
borders to the Middle East. Nevertheless, we must first consolidate our
democracy and achieve political and economic stability. Then wddshou

worry about European reluctance to Turkish accession (Interview with

¥mer S¢gha Al dan).

Turkeysceptic EU member states, | call them parasites, contribute to the
current stalemate in the bilateral relations. Nevertheless, either way, |
believe Turkey wil eventually become an EU member (Interview with
Faruk Lojojlu).

7.3.3. The MHP respondents

The answers of the MHP officials are similar to those of the CHP but with an
important difference. The MHP deputies agree with the CHP in the sense that they
holdbot h the EU and the AKP government res
accession process. However, their prime suspect is the EU rather than the AKP. The
MHP deputies are convinced that the EUOS
highly selectiveThey believe thathe European public perceive Turks as a threat and
hence fear Turkeyds membership. Mor eover,
never step back from their affturkey policies. Nevertheless, party officials are

largely divided ovewh et her the EU desires Turkeyos
MHP officials have different answers to this question. For instance, while Zuhal
Top-u firmly argues that the EU i s def i

Korkmaz rather depicts the EU as ecitled:

The EU doesndét want Turkish member shipg
membership, they would not have kept us waiting for 50 years. They
constantly put more and more obstacles to Turkey. No matter what we do
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for the sake of accession, the EU always esmvith new demands
shattering our hope and motivation for eventual membership (Interview
with Zuhal Top-u).

The EU is undecided over Turkish accession. It is aware that the notion of
Global Power Europe is not possible without Turkey. Hence, it cannot

close the door to Turkey. However, it refrains from opening the door to

Turkey essentially due to its large population and the historical biases of
Europeans against Turks. (Interview with Nevzat Korkmaz).

Mor eover, S¢ mer Or-rutkey paitiehoh ceitain enembér Btates a n't i
such as France and claims that such policies are not applicable to the EU as a whole.
On the other hand, Letf e Terkkan c¢cl ai ms
i snét i mportant as | ong aabsotbithehugeUurikdshes nc
popul ati on. T¢rkkan admits that t he EU a

Turkish accession:

Certain EU member states conduct campaigns against Turkish accession

and affect the EUOS appr clappositioro Tur key.
to Turkey has become decisive in the curtailment of the accession
negotiations. Even the replacement of the President Sarkozy with Socialist

Hollande has not had an effect on the -dntikey stance of France.

Nevertheless, it is wrong to asse that the EU as a whole embraces such

anttTur key campaigns (Interview with S¢me

| t doesnot matter whet her the EU want s
absorb Turkey of 80 million people. A huge population with high

unemployment rate will furénhr damage t he EUbG s ai |l ir
Besi des, Turkeyds Muslim identity and
of concern within the EU. I dondt Dbl am

oppose the membership of such a different country too (Interview with
L¢tTreer kkan) .

On the other hand, the MHP officials reflect a more unified image in other topics. For
instance, almost all respondéftsither depict the EU as a Christian Club or

exclusively Christian. For i nst arhe , Zuh
Christian Cl ub, and Turkeyds Muslim ident
0They always I|ive in a Christian paradig
Top-u contends. Letf g Téer kkan emphasi ze:

Wit h the exception of S¢gmer Oral.
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Chri slt idaoon.6to know whether the EU is, a clu
he adds. In addition, the MHP respondents are essentially convinced that the EU has

an agenda to divide or dismantle Turkey. Nevzat Korkmaz argues that the EU has
always perceived ur key as a threat; thatodos why it
to the movements which aim to dismantl e T
aims to break the integrity of Turkish nation state through the reform process in which

some reforms haveae seri ous potenti al t o di vide
reluctance of Europeans to accept Tur ki
di mi ni shes Tur ki sh enTbpsuasmgties. mémbeée)
approaches the issue from a Realist perspedtie claims that the EU does not desire

a powerful Turkey:

| am not sure whether Europeans aim to divide Turkey, but even if they
do, this is not morally wrong in International Relations. Every
international actor seeks to maximize its own interests audirty a rival

is one method for it. We just need to take precautions against it (Interview
with L¢egtfeg Tegrkkan).

The MHP are also unified in their react.i
views of the CHP respondents, party officials hold theeguwng party responsible for

the deadlock in Turkeyds EU membership p
could stildl have made some progress in Tl
selective approach. The MHP emnficilTheyg dol
believe that the AKP wholeheartedly supports EU accession. Conversely, they share

the CHP6s view that the government dr aws

The AKP government is largely responsible for the momentum lose in
bilateral relations. Th&AKP has long been pretending to support Turkish
accession; instead it aims to use the membership process as an excuse to
consolidate its political domination in Turkey (Interview with Nevzat
Korkmaz).

The current government increasingly drives Turkey awagm
democracy. Hundreds of journalists are now in jail for opposing the
government. This is another major obstacle for Turkish accession
(I'nterview with L¢gtfe¢g Teéerrkan).

Despite the growing European reluctance towards Turkey, the AKP
government would dti | have made progress in Tur
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However, the AKP government chose to blame EU member states for the
stalemate and ceased the refor ms. Besi i
further damaged the strained relations. The AKP does not sincesaly w

EU membership. Instead, it uses EU accession process as a leverage to

increase its popularity at home. Turkey needs a new government that will
repair the broken relations and help T
momentum (Il nterv),ew with S¢mer Or al

Overall, apart from S¢mer Oral, al most a

pessimistic about Turkeyos EU member ship
negligent policy understanding towards the EU, but they have lost hope primarily due
to thekE U 6 s -Twrkeyt stance:

The EUO6s <criteria have become increasi
Each year, the EUOGS progress reports nh
Turkey. The EUOGS of ficial document s u
Turkey unless it compdis with additional conditions such as Cyprus. |

have actually | ost my faith over the p
(I'nterview with Zuhal Top-u).

| resemble EU membership to club membership. You pay its price and get

services in return. In the casé BU membership, you pay the price but

there is no service available to you. Moreover, the EU is no longer in a

good shape to serve you wel/l. Turkeyo:
dream for Turks and the EU doesndét wal
wi t h TLeertkfkean) .

7.4. Conclusion

Overall, the three major Turkish political parties think that the EU does not desire
Turkeybds membership and it thus creates a
the Cyprus conditionality) and suggests alternative tygegrivileged partnerships

instead of full membership. Turkish political parties target figimy European

political elite and hold them responsible for the negative propaganda against Turkey
across Europe. Besides, the AKP and the MHP essentially eimphsismophobia
gaining ground in Europe and depict t he

Baykal focused on the EUGs discriminatorl
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| eadership change, the Party has become
carefee approach to EU membership and its rising authoritarianism both of which are

likely to drive Turkey away from the EU.

Although it is too faif et ched to <cl aim that the EU p
membership and European society is entirely Tudosptic, there is an intensive
perception gaining ground in Turkish pol |
the EU. The interview findings clearly indicate such a tendency in the mindset of
Turkish political elite. The interviews confirm the Turkigleluctance for EU
member ship as a reaction to the EUOsSs unw
45 respondents share the belief that the EU is either reluctant or undecided about
Turkeyds membership. £manostaltheparimentaianse e r es
stress that the EUOGOs reluctance for Tur ki
membership. This confirms the argument tBatoscepticism n r eacti on t o
countryspecific conditionality weakens the the effect of party ideologyl orkish

attitudes. Turkish political actors from different ideological backgrounds spell out
their scepticism against EU accession a
conditionality towards Turkey. Similarly, officials from both government and
opposit on i ndicate their reluctance towards
perceived unwillingness for Turkey. Thi s
perspective has become unclear and Turkish political actors believe the EU puts
forward unique condibns such as the solution of Cyprus problem and the
introduction of permanent safeguards, to delay Turkish accession as long as possible.

On the other hand, the AKP officials are convinced that the EU ik gelgponsible

for the st al e nopearevocation, Whareak theyoppositignurespondents

al so bl ame the AKP6s EU policy which, 1in
from the EU.

The responses of the AKP officials are in full conformity with the official party line.
Party officials claimt hat t he AKP government has done
bid alive but It is the EUOGS reluctance

relations. The AKP respondents essentiall

2L ¢t f ¢ Terkkan of t hpposédibfEU membership, soehia stance bemans o
unaffected, while Aykan Erdemir and Orhan D¢zgeén
affect their support for membership.

240



Islam negatively affectthe U6 s approach towards Turkey.
bl ame the EU for acting |ike a O0Christia
for EU membership. Many stress the importance of the EU accession process rather
than membership. They believe themgiance with the Copenhagen Criteria will be

sufficient for them. Some deputies focus on the potential disadvantages of
membership such as the seeiconomic costs of adjustment or the likelihood of a
secondclass membership (indicating only a weak raleTurkey in the EU decision
making), to justify their increasing al oo
this resistance proves reversible as some AKP deputies admit that their
Euroscepticismwill swiftly shift back to EUenthusiasm, if the EUakes positive

steps to revitalize bilateral relations.

The opposition, however, doesnot believe
EUOsS shoul der s. The CHP respondents al mo
government os ri si nhg primaryt teasoni bekand ithe rcarrenmn 1 s

stalemate. Actually, the stance against the AKP is the only area the CHP respondents

are not divided about. Both nationalist and liberal deputies emphasize that the AKP,

not the EU, is the prime suspect forthe stéletme i n Tur keyds access
CHP respondents still reflect | oss of ent
reluctant or selective approach towards Turkey. Nevertheless, they explicitly highlight

t hat the AKP must t a®H® respbrelents deolaredtsat tlseh ar e .
AKPO6s rising authoritarianism has | ed thi
EU membership (seeing the EU as a shelt el
the AKP respondents, they believe Turkey needs the EU nhare éver. Party

of ficials also donét believe that the EU
empathize with the EUG6s hesitation about

i s not wrong to be concerned mrpohereisdéabs ol
only a minority? that reflects a hartine stance towards the EU. They believe that the

EU has never wanted Turkish accession; hence it is not to be trusted. The mistrust for
Europeans indicates a symptomsifssemstohe S
have fallen sharply after the resignation of Deniz Baykal whose criticisms had

focused on the OEU threaté6. During the ze

BEmre Koprg¢gle¢g and Kzzet ¢etin.
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government , Baykal essentially éanditssed hi
060doubl e standardsdé towards T uentkusigsmfowhi | e
me mber shi p. Now that the AKPOSsS eableandor it al
its enthusiasm for Turkeyo6s membership h:
leadeship has changed its hostile tone towards the EU and has become much more

critical of the AKPO6s role in the deadl o

The criticisms of the MHP respondents, on the other hand, are more focused on the

EU. They agree with the AKP officials that the EU i®& hr i sti an Cl ubéd
scepticism towards the EU has even worser
member shi p. Moreover, the symptoms of the
in the MHP responses since they explicitly declare that theh&Jan agenda to
divide Turkey. Neverthel ess, the MHP of
authoritarianism which creates additional obswdieo r Tur keyos EU a
According to the respondents of the CHP and the MHP, the AKP is hiding behind the
EU6s selective policies; it could stil]l I
the EUOS reluctance, but It remai ns un w

membership process.

Finally, when we examine the response of the BDP officials (as theotgntup)
concerning the EUOGs approach towards Turl
EU remains hesitant or reluctant towards Turkish membership is well embedded
within Turkish politics. The BDP is one of the most 40 political actors in Turkey

since as a regional party, it aims to defend 'the etémtorial minority against the

centre and demand for political autonomy' (Marks et al 2002: 587). Yet, the BDP too

believes that the EU is reluctant towards Turkey:

The EU doesnodt weashig. Théyu [Elapesats] amree mb
dragging their feet. The EU has been suffering an economic crisis.
Besides, Turkey has a large population. Most Turks are low skilled and
poor. Unemployment is a serious problem in Turkey. The EU fears that its
economy will mos definitely collapse if it opens its border to Turkey
(I'nterview with Y¢gksel Mutl u) .
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Overall, statements of all four political parties confirm the burgeoning Turkish

perception that the EU is unwil |l ijiasg to aft
di fferent justifications. The AKP and th
identity and rising rightving conservatism in Europe are the main determinants of the
EU6s current policy towards Turkey. On
Turkey 6s potenti al membership is perceived
burden to the EUG6s ailing economy. Final

justifications but rejects religious arguments. Therefore, although having different
ideological aligiments, all four political parties in Turkey share the same belief
against the EU-:s clehperiecfi edrined, facton Texptdikisethgse

of Euroscepticisnin Turkish politics

However, it is an important, yet insufficient determinantds a strong explanatory

power regar di nBuroscépecisndy p falls short af explaning the

EU policy of the AKP government. The AKP government pursued &fprgolicy

despite the propaganda of rightving European politicians against Terk 6 s

me mber shi p. The opposition had already r
t owar ds Tur ki sh accession right from th
government . However, the AKP turned a bl
continued the EWed reform process. It was only after the suspension of the
negotiationsthatt he AKP f ocused on the EUOG s unw,i
Therefore, during 2002 and 2006 when the EU gave credible membership incentives

to Turkey, the AKP government took a s$tégic decision to continue its pEU
stance despite the opgemasmtntoenEUsIt wad thei ms o
rising uncertainty of membership prospects following the suspension of negatiation
which | ed to t hweolteAdédh itggEd) \discounsen ¢t wds @rdy then

thatt he AKP shared the oppositionbés all egat
Turkeybds membership. The AKP respondent s
suspension of negotiations which is a turning point inrthiews towards the EU.

They admit that the AKP government took a great risk by continuing théedU
reform process despite reservations abo
suspension of negotiations broughteda ser.

the AKP government to revise its piEdJ stance.
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CHAPTER VIII

CONCLUSION

This chapter draws some conclusions, addresses potential criticisms and discusses
some limitations and implications of the study. This PhD project scrutinizes why
Turkish mainstream politics turned against EU membership, a primary quest of
Turkish foreign policy since 1963. When the AKP leadership came to power in 2002

and initiated the EWed reform process with accelerated pace, its efforts proved
successful to initiatt he accession negotiations in 20
comply with the EUb6s Cyprus conditionalif
airspace to the Republic of Cyprus) brought the bilateral relations into impasse and

led to the partial wspension of negotiations in 2006. As indicated in Chapter I,
scholarly discussions analysing Turkeyos
either focused on domestic factors such as party competition and ideological
alignment or the Cyprus conflieis an external constraint, in order to explain the rise

of domestic resentment towards the EU among Turkish political elites. Alternatively,

this study reveals thahe Turkish stance towards EU accession is not mzmgsal;

instead it is multfaceted innature and it can be better explained with the interplay
between domestic and external factors that paved the way for a negative political
environment in Turkey towards the EU. Accordingly, the study argues that until 2006,

the factor of political ideology(in terms of GAL/TAN divide) explains the
oppositionbs attitudes towards the EU r ¢
could be described as more strategic than ideological. However, since the partial
suspension of negotiations in 2006, both the opjposind government in Turkey

have reflected similar sceptical attitudes towards the EU irrespective of their ideology

or competition strategies. Instead, they emphasize the role afrigéh factorsi
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especially, the rising uncertainty over Turkish membersh and t he EUOGS

reluctance to accept Turkish accessioncomplicating TurkeyeU relations.

The existing literature lacks systematic and comparative analysis of fluctuating party

preferences in Turkey towards the EU. Instead, scholarly wasksentrate on a

single party and tend to underestimate the reactionary and dynamic nature of Turkish

sceptical attitudes towards the EU process (due to, for example, their overemphasis on

0

hi storical scepticism based omnaccounhthe S v r €

changing attitudes of three mainstream parties (AKP, CHP and MHP) and an anti
establishment party (BDP) towards the EU during the accession negotiations this
study aims to fill this particular gap. Besidabe study suggests differentiating
between Euroscepticism in member states Emascepticism irtandidate countries.
Euroscepticismapplicable to member stateseans opposition to the notion of
European integratiom a broader sensehile Euroscepticism in candidate countries
particularly means opposition to the EU membership process. The prevailing
literature overwhelmingly employs the concept of Euroscepticism in the analysis of
party positions towards EU membership in accession countries (including Turkey),
without showing awareness tfis analytical distinction. Howeveg critical stance

against EU accession does not reveal much about the deeper position of a party

towards European integration; thusntlicatesa different form ofEuroscepticismit
is crucial to emphasize this difence in order to better explathe critical EU
discourses of political parties in accession countries and Turkmayrticular.

Chapter Il gives a detailed accountBuroscepticisnin candidate countrigsutting a
special emphasis on changing politipalty attitudes towards EU membership during
accession negotiations. By resortingBoroscepticismthis study seeks to highlight

t he contextual character of Tur ki sh
accession to the EU by focusing on the complature of EU conditionality that can
shift the EU stances of political actors in Turkey. The study discissescepticism

in candidate countriesnder twomain categories in response to the complications of
t he EUOGSs ac diessERuiostaficisminicandidaté @untriedevelopsas a
response té h e E U-@pecific aosdiianality It henceinvolves an opposition to
particul ar refor ms deriving from the
applicable to every accession country. Domestidtipal actors resist certain Eléd
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reforms either due to high costs of compliance or due to the perceived threats against

t heir stateds rSecond, Bunoacepticisnansesfrem tgme y EUG s
countryspecific conditionalityanditinvolves a mee intensive political resistance, as
domestic political actors oppose the EUC
targets their own country. In sum, the study benefits from d¢bacept of
Euroscepticismin explaining the changing political attitude$ Turkish political

parties as aresponse tothe complex nature of EU membership conditionality

(comprisingbothissuespecific and countrgpecificconditiong.

Chapter Il discusses the methodological choices of the study. It explains the rationale
behind the selection of the Turkish case and the use of elite interviewing as a primary

data collection technique. The empirical chapters (IV, V, VI and VII) provide a
detailed analysis of Turkish reactions t
closerlook att wo probl ematic reform arspexiic under
conditionality (minority rights and foreign land ownership) and two cases of ceuntry
specific pressures (the EUb6s Cyprus cond
thatthe EUWon 6t accept Turkeyds membership due
differences)Overall, the study argues that Turkish reluctance for EU membership is
multi-causal and involves a reactionary dimension. Not only endogenous but also
exogenous EWiriven factors explain the rise Bluroscepticisnin Turkey at different

stages. In summary, domestic factors such as ideology and party competition had
considerable explanatory power odeuroscepticresponses of the Turkish political

elites when there werd ce ar i ncentives towar d-8006Jur key?d
However, after the partial suspension of the negotiations (2006 to 2013);i\Ed
factors including the rising uncertainty
towards Turkish accession, halwecome more important than domestic factors like
ideology and strategy in explaining the ris€eofoscepticisnin Turkish politics.

Euroscepticisras a r eact i o n-spécific contitonalfwas ®bsarveds u e

among Turkish political actons the case of the EUled reforms of minority rights

and foreign land ownership. The main opposition parties (the CHP and the MHP)

defied the reform process with a sptbclaimed duty to protect the integrity of the

Turkish Republic against any dangers whibbe EU accession process might bring.

Although operating at the different ends of the iRight spectrum, both parties
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shared common TAN arguments to deny greater rights to minorities and foreigners.
For its part, despite its conservative (TAN) backgrotine AKP government adopted

a proreform approach using the EU accession process to provide external legitimacy
for its minority rights policy and rally public support for its welichestrated efforts

to solve the long festering Kurdish problem of Turkéhe AKP government also
supported the FLO reform by emphasizing that it would stimulate foreign direct
investment and decrease the budget deficit. Therefore, contrary to the main opposition
parties which acted according to their ideological alignmenés AP government

took a strategic choice to stay on the EU path despite its conservative background.

However, after the partial suspension of
accession perspective in limbo, the ensuing developments in shumolitics

di mini shed the <credibility of the o6ideo
previously abstained from demonstrating a critical stance towards the EU, the AKP
government has increasingly become reluctant to proceed with tHedEkéform

process. Instead, it adopted a selective approach towards EU conditionality, adopting
certain reforms such as Foreign Land Ownership while opposing others like the
Cyprus conditionality. Moreover, the interview results demonstrate that most AKP
respondents ra in agreement with the opposition concerning the expansion of
minority rights. The increasing uncertail
their enthusiasm for reform and let them return to their conservative (TAN
ideological) concerns about minoritights. The interviewed parliamentarians from

the government reported that they opposed the categorization of Kurds as a minority,
because they assumed that minority meant an inferior status. They also fear that such
categorization carries the potential divide Turkey, a statemetttat reinforces the
historical S vres syndrome in Turkey. I
accession negotiations, the AKP respondents started to raise similar TAN arguments

of the mainstream opposition parties in Teykwith regard to the expansion of

minority rights. Moreover, the AKP respondents @inthe opposition in their
criticisms o f the EUOsSs selective approa
number of respondents from all three parties claim that ther&tstmembers and

candidates differently as regards the question of minority rights, and this proves
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counterproductive for EUTurkey relations. This criticism has gained ground only

after 2006 when Turbeanyebighlyancectaans si on pr ospe

The AKPO6s selectivity towards EU conditio
reform. Opposition parties, including the peform BDP, are convinced that the FLO
reform the AKP seeks to embrace [ not
conditionality, beause the new FLO law foresees the liberalisation of land ownership

not necessarily for EU nationals but for particularly Islamic countries who are willing

to buy land in Turkey. Therefore, they believe that the AKP brings its own version of

FLO reformtoa bl e and this is not in |ine with
parliamentarians admit that the latest legal amendment to FLO was made in order to
attract more Arab investment, not with t
accession criteria as sorhad believed. It is plausible to argue that the suspension of

the negotiations not only decreased the /
process, but also encouraged the government to go outside the scope of the EU acquis
when adopting new lawsl her ef or e, the opposition bl a

awayo from the EU context in its | egislat

As discussed above, domestic reactions teléflreforms have been mostly adopted

by opposition parties with TAN ideology who aimed to weaken thergfieamist

AKP government. On the other hand, the government gave strategic support for
Turkeybébs EU membership process. As |l ong :
membership incentives, the AKP government continued the reform process, fending

offtheoppodii ondés <criticisms. However, the EUO
intensive domestic resistance, since failure to comply with this condition jeopardizes

Turkeybdéds membership prospects. After the
AKP abandoe d i ts reformist di scour se on Tur
respondents unani mously indicate that the

the Cyprus problem. Besides, they are convinced that opening Turkish borders to the

RoC will neither solvete Cyprus probl em nor guarantee
A remarkablevolte facei n t he AKP&s Cyprus policy ref
the countryspecific conditionality of the EU on Turkish politics. Both opposition and
government stand againstthkeU6 s Cyprus conditionality ar
establishment (and piBU) party has begun to express the same arguments as the
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mainstream partiesA surprisingly broadconsensus has emergadhong Turkish

politicians to emphasize h e EUG6 s ddarodidd et swarmnds Tur key.

The EUG6s Cyprus condi-trivem faetdr thdt fuelsiestensivet t h «
Euroscepticismn Turkish politics. There is also a growing perception among Turkish
politicians that the EU has become rather reluctant towardashuaccession. The

main opposition parties have long emphasized the claim that the EU is unwilling to

accept Turkish membership (as early as the initial years of the AKP government).

However, the AKP government t uganoascanda bl i r
remained at the EUOs negotiating table. 1
was a decisive factor in the government 6
AKP interviewees compare the EU to a o0C

membership is opposed on religious grounds. They state that they may be looking for
alternative partnership with the Middle Eastern countries and/or Russia. Similar
pessimism is shared by the opposition parties (the CHP, the MHP and the BDP), who

are convic e d t hat t he EU i s dragging i ts foo
membership. Turkish opposition parties also blame the AKP government for
abandoning its pr&e U pol i cy so quickly and wusing

Turkey as an excuse for halting the refigorocess.

8.1. Discussion of the Hypotheses

Six hypotheses are outlined by the study to test the effects of party ideology, strategy,
and EUdriven factors on the development Btiroscepticpolitics in Turkey. The
discussion of the first three hypotlessreveals the fact that ideology holds only

limited explanatory power in explaining the Turkish case.

H1 states that the Lefight distinction has a limited (if at all) role in explaining
Euroscepticismin candidate countriesThe Turkish case confisnthis hypothesis
because both Lefing and Rightwing parties (the CHP and the MHP) reflect
EuroscepticismThe literature on Euroscepticism previously attached a subtle role to
the Left/Right distinction highlighting the bases of support for or opposit the EU
project with reference to different economic interpretations of European integration
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