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Abstract:
This article deals with the underlying dynamicstioé flux in the political reform process in Turkeand the
role of EU membership conditionality in triggerinipose dynamics within the conceptual borders of
Europeanization. It argues that ups and downs ikély’'s democratization process can only be graspi&u
the presence/absence of EU conditionality coupléth wndogenous and exogenous factors that affect it
operability. In other words, conditionality led Europeanization between 2002-2005 when facilitafargors
(i.e. member states’ as well as EU’'s commitmentudkish accession, the coherent accession stratethe
Union, support at the governmental, elite and gaklevel) interacted without any salience of orercanother.
On the contrary, in 2005, Europeanization in Turleyered a reversed cycle with the absence oremit
existence of the above-forces necessary to brirmytalny domestic change. Thus, this paper employs a
understanding of the cycles of change in Turkismelstic politics through not only conditions-complie
dichotomyper se but the interplay of domestic and European Iéorles that render conditionality conducive
to Europeanization.

Keywords: Europeanization, EU conditionality, Turkey’s denatization progress, Turkey’s
domestic politics.

Resumen:
Este articulo trata sobre las dinamicas subyaceatgwoceso de reforma politica en Turquia y el glage la
condicionalidad vinculada con la entrada en la UEservir de detonante de esas mismas dindmicasodéat
los parametros conceptuales de la europeizacion.aBpumenta que los altibajos en el proceso de
democratizacién de Turquia sélo pueden ser entesdigniendo en cuenta la presencia/ausencia de la
condicionalidad de la UE junto con factores tantmlégenos como exdgenos que afectan su operatitilEfa
otras palabras, la condicionalidad llevé a la eusipacion entre 2002 y 2005 cuando factores fadititas (es
decir, los compromisos de los estados miembros lp desma UE hacia el acceso de Turquia, la estyiate
coherente de acceso, apoyo a nivel gubernamentalasl élites y de la sociedad), interactuaron sue g
ninguno destacase sobre el otro. En claro contrasteartir del 2005, la europeizacion en Turquidréren un
ciclo contrario con la ausencia o la limitada exstia de las fuerzas mencionadas mas arriba, neieasspara
forzar cambio doméstico alguno. Por ello, estecath emplea un concepto de los ciclos de cambidaen
politica doméstica turca no sélo a través de laothenia condiciones/cumplimiento per se, sino tamiéé
interaccion de fuerzas a nivel doméstico y eurapemhacen que la condicionalidad lleve a la eurpaeion.

Palabras claveEuropeizacion, condicionalidad de la UE, progresodtmocratizacion de Turquia,
politica doméstica de Turquia.
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1. Introduction

The Helsinki Summit of December 1999 that declaraetkey as a candidate country destined
to join the EU on an equal-footing with the othemndidates, marked a turning point in
Turkey-EU relations in general and Turkey’s demtization process in particular. Since
then, through constitutional amendments in 2001three harmonization packages endorsed
by the coalition government formed by Democratidt LlRearty (DSP), Motherland Party
(ANAP) and Nationalist Action Party (MHP) in 2002urkey embarked upon a process of
wide-ranging political reforms to redress its shomings vis-a-vis the Copenhagen critéria.
The new government formed by Justice and Developiarty (AKP) after the elections on
3 November 2002, followed this trend of reforms aubpted four more harmonization
packages in 2003 and one in 200Based on Turkey's progress in compliance to EU’s
democratic norms and values almost through rewalaty steps, the Commission declared
that Turkey has “sufficiently” fulfilled the polital criteria and recommended the Council to
open accession negotiations with Turkey. Accordmthe historic decision of the European
Council on 17 December 2004, accession negotiatiatiis Turkey commenced on 3 October
2005. Ironically, it was around the timing of thisomentous decision in the history of
Turkey-EU relations that the reform process in Byriwas reversed.

The aim of this chapter is to explain the undedyynamics of the flux in the
political reform process in Turkey, and the roletled EU conditionality in triggering those
dynamics within the conceptual borders of Europestion. First, it offers a brief discussion
on the concepts of Europeanization and clarifiesv hend under what circumstances
membership-political conditionality converts intarBpeanization of domestic politics of any
candidate country. In this context, this articlguss that conditionalitger secannot result in
domestic change, and should be filtered througbnabination of mediating endogenous and
exogenous elements. Second, it analyzes the cerdeult the reasons of the sea change in
Turkish politics between 2002 and 2005, by arguirag although the primary impetus for the
first cycle of change was the operation of the domahlity mechanism, it was not the
conditions-compliance dichotonper sethat led to the gradual Europeanization of Turkish
domestic politics. This unique political transfotma of Turkey was also driven by
facilitating factors both at the domestic and Ewap levels that had their immediate
implications on the efficacy of conditionality. Tdj it focuses on the reversed-
Europeanization path of Turkish domestic politiceice 2005, and argues that EU
conditionality mechanism that should have been npmeerful with the opening of the
accession negotiations was almost insufficientorgd continuity with the previous cycle of
reforms. This part also suggests that conditionalitould be backed up with other forces in
order to understand the period of inertia in Tuitkdyrther democratization on its road to EU
membership.

Ups and downs in Turkey’'s democratization process enly be grasped with the
presence/absence of EU conditionality coupled wmide/outside factors that affect its
operability. In other words, conditionality led Bmropeanization when facilitating factors (i.e.
member states’ as well as EU’'s commitment to Tirlascession, the coherent accession
strategy of the Union, support at the governmemddk and societal level) interacted without
any salience of one over another. On the contmar®)05, Europeanization in Turkey entered
a reversed cycle with the absence or limited excseof the above-forces necessary to bring

2 For the definition of harmonization package $itical Reforms in Turkey2007): Ankara, Secretariat
General for EU Affairs, p. 4.
® |bid.
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about any domestic change. Thus, this article eyspo understanding of Europeanization of
Turkish domestic politics through not only membgvstonditionality alone, but also through
the interplay of domestic and European level fortted render conditionality conducive to
Europeanization.

2. Conceptualizing EU’s Domestic Impact: Europeanation by
Conditionality

In its contemporary widespread usage, Europeanizas conceptualized as the process of
change at the domestic level due to the pressmsrgted at the EU level, thereby linking

this new research framework straightforwardly to &Udies accommodated within the prism
of Political Science. However, an in-depth reseamh conceptual understanding of

Europeanization would manifest the term’s diveesifapplication in a variety of disciplines

of Social Sciences ranging from history to economy.

Within the contours ohistory, Europeanization is mainly identified with the frt
of European authority, institutional organizationdasocial practices, social and cultural
beliefs, values and behavior” mainly through “céédization, coercion and impositiof”.
Following this general trend in historical interfagons, Mjoset argues that “from the long
16" century to the last turn of the century, Europeation implied the extension of the
European state system outside its core area” asdabk place particularly through coercive
imperial endeavors such as the ones by Britainnd&raSpain and PortugalHowever,
historians of the modern era attach two differeetamngs to the concept of Europeanization
which deviate from the early accounts emphasizing toercive and outward-looking
characterization of the term. Some argue that “geanization has often meant adaptation to
West European norms and practices, acknowledgiadpthil’ to convergence of the major
powers of the region”, thereby focusing on the wtdmy importation of the European norms
and practiceS. In this context, the mechanism for Europeanizatisn“imitation and
voluntaristic borrowing from a successful civiliat” since after the “European states have
lost their world hegemony, hierarchical command eoeércion are less likely to be the most
important processes for spreading European inistitsitoutside Europe”On the other hand,
some reject those outward-looking definitions ofdfeanization as taking place outside the
continent, and instead argue that in th& 2éntury Europeanization must be understood as an
inward-ilaooking phenomenon in the shape of an “iraBgn process within Europe as a
region”.

* Featherstone, Kevin: “Introduction: In the NameEofrope”, in Featherstone, Kevin and Radaelli, GiauM.
(eds.) (2003)The Politics of Europeanizatioi®xford, Oxford University Press, p. 6; Olsenhdo P.: “Many
Faces of EuropeanizationJpurnal of Common Market Studjesl. 40, no. 5 (December 2002), p. 938. For a
detailed historical perspective on Europeanizasiem Geyer, Michael: “Historical Fictions of Autonpiaind the
Europeanization of National HistoryGentral European Historyol. 22, no. 3-4 (September-December 1989),
pp. 316-342 and Mjgset, Lars (199The Historical Meanings of Europeanisatjofrena Working Papers no.
24, Oslo, University of Oslo.

> Mjgset,op. cit.

® Diamandouros, Nikiforos (1994)Cultural Dualism and Political Change in Post-Autharian Greece
Estudios-Working Papers, No. 50, Madrid, CentroE%udios Avanzados en Ciencias Sociales; quotad fro
Featherstonap.cit, pp. 6-7.

" For these interpretations see Olsgmgit, p. 937-938.

& Mjoset,op.cit.
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From an anthropological perspective, Europeanization is widely depicted aas
“strategy of self-representation and a form of tifemtion”® “in a manner which relativizes
(without necessarily supplanting) national ideatti®. Thus, it is a process of labeling self as
European, in other words creating a European ifiestion through relations with others that
involves “everyday encounters and face-to-face rautions where people work with
stereotypes and construct commonalities and diftes’™! So far, anthropologists have
studied the empirical aspects of Europeanizatiorvarious practices including drinking
habits, ideology, tourism, sports, money and'&fEhis anthropological conceptualization of
the term is also deeply intertwined with its widesm usage in the context of Cultural
Studies where Europeanization is envisaged as €astng transnationalism, that is the
diffusion of cultural norms, identities, and patterof behavior on a cross-national basis
within Europe™?® Undoubtedly, it is through these forces of cultueachange that the
formation of European identification in an anthrtgaical sense can be materialized.

The argument that “transnational and intercultueldtions are judged to be on the rise
in Europe due to the forces of globalizatibhlinks the cultural and anthropological
perspectives on Europeanization to its conceptiadiz in the view ofpolitical economy”
Europeanization from an international political momy perspective is inextricably bound
with the progress of globalization which not onlwes rise to the above-mentioned
intercultural interactions, but forces “countrie®wy more interdependent and consequently
more vulnerable to impulses transmitted by therivetgonal system™® In order to alleviate
the negative effects of globalization, “many coiggrchoose regionalism as the way to
further integrate themselves in the world economg o achieve collective action in the
international arena® In this respect, the formation of “various modef inter-state
cooperation, up to and including regional integnati in Europe is understood as
Europeanization from the perspective of econonifsts conclusion, “Europeanization
becomes the European response to globalizatiorfelraut Kohl once put forwart’

° Borneman, John and Fowler, Nick: “Europeanizatjéainual Review of Anthropologyol. 26, no. 1 (October
1997), p. 493.

% Harmsen, Robert and Wilson, Thomas M.: “Introdoreti Approaches to Europeanization¥earbook of
European Studiewol. 14 (2000), p. 17.

* MacDonald, Maryon (1995)Towards an Anthropology of the European Uniddrussels, European
Commission, pp. 7, 12, 15; quoted from Bornemankowler,op.cit, p. 498.

2 For some examples of Europeanization literaturt wn anthropological perspective see Gransow, afolk
“The End of Ideological Age: The Europeanizationkafrope”,Argument vol. 24 (March 1982), pp. 299-300;
Olafsdottir, Hildigunnur et.al.: “The Europeanizati of Drinking Habits in Iceland after the Legatipa of
Beer”, European Addiction Researcbol. 3, no. 2 (1997), pp. 59-66 and Borneman Bowdler, op.cit, pp. 487-
514.

13 Featherstonap.cit, p. 7

* Harmsen and Wilsomp.cit, p.18.

!5 For this perspective see, Escribano, Gonzalo amda, Alejandro: “The Ups and Downs of Europeaitsat
in External Relations: Insights from the Spanisip&hence” ,Perceptionsvol. 9 (Winter 2004-2005), pp. 131-
158.

16 Andersen, Jeffrey: “Europeanization in Contextn€ept and Theory”, in Dyson, Kenneth and GoetzuKla
(eds.) (2003)Germany, Europe and the Politics of Constrai®xford, Oxford University Press, p. 40. For
detailed information on the link between Europeation and globalization see Rosamond, Ben: RevietiglA:
Globalization and EuropeanizationYearbook of European Studjesol. 14 (2000), pp. 261-274 and Hennis,
Marjoleine: “Europeanization and Globalization: Tkiéssing Link”, Journal of Common Market Studjesl
39, no. 5 (December 2001), pp. 829-850.

" Escribano and Lorcap.cit, p. 133.

'8 Andersenpp.cit.,p. 41.

19 Quoted from Escribano and Loram.cit.
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Since 1990s the concept of Europeanization hasnbetbe new spotlight gdolitical
scientistsspecialized in European integration issues ata tvhen the EU was preoccupied
with deepening at all fronts through completingiitgernal market, consolidating its various
policy areas ranging from environment to socialigglmoving towards a single currency,
and sowing the seeds of a common foreign and $gquulicy with the hope of achieving
finalité politique all having direct effects on the domestic systefsiember states. For the
scholars of EU integration having their origins heit in International Relationsor
Comparative PoliticsEuropeanization appeared as a new research afmndaderstanding
the dynamics of integration both at the supranatiamd domestic levels. Since then, three
different conceptualizations of the term emergetthiwithe boundaries of political sciefite

Following the traditional trend on understandingrdpean integration through the
prisms of the neo-functionalist and/or intergoveemtal theories, the first conceptualization
of the term concentrates on the creation of a Eeaopcenter with a collective action
capacity’’ In this ‘bottom-up’ approach, Europeanization [ t‘evolution of European
institutions as a set of new norms, rules and pest*? Likewise, in a project conducted by
European University Institute of Florence, Europeation was defined as “the emergence
and development at the European level of distinaicgires of governance, that is, of
political, legal and social institutions that forima and routinise interactions among the
actors, and of policy networks specializing in theation of authoritative European rulés”.
However, Europeanization-from-below perception egsiahe term with the concept of
integration, thereby risking its relevance due ualdy of terms. The concept of integration is
concerned with the “construction of a European eepot perhaps a European whole”, as
suggested by its etymology; whereas it offers mgthih analyzing the effects of integration
on member stated. Thus, in order to delineate the boundaries of tenceptsRisse et.al.
frame a new understanding on Europeanization hapnguarily a top-down approach
flavored with a focus on the domestic impacts ¢égnation as a dependent variable. In their
work, Europeanization is defined as:

the emergence and the development at the Europeahdf distinct structures of governance, thabfs,
political, legal, and social institutions assoadihteith the problem solving that formalize interacis
among the actors, and of policy networks speciadiii the creation of authoritative European rdfes.

Yet, by employing the domestic changes stemmingp fitee process of integration in this new
framework, they bring forward a broader conceptuatlerstanding than the concept of
integration offers.

% This understanding of Europeanization in politisgience has been extracted from Aydin, Mustafa and
Acikmese, Sinem: “Europeanization through EU Candélity: Understanding The New Era In Turkish Fgre
Policy”, in Verney, Susannah and Ifantis, Kostas(e(2009) Turkey’s Road to European Union Membership:
National Identity and Political Changébingdon/New York, Routledge, pp. 49-60.

%! This dimension of Europeanization has been appligiin various policy areas ranging from broadagsto
airlines policy. For references see Featherstopeit, p. 10.

22 Bérzel, Tanja: “Pace-Setting, Foot-Dragging anddeeSitting: Member State Responses to Europeémmizat
Journal of Common Market Studjesl. 40, no. 2 (June 2002), p. 193.

3 Quoted from Harmsen and Wilsap.cit, p. 14.

1bid., p.19.

% Risse, Thomast.al: “Europeanization and Domestic Change: Introduntiin Cowles, Maria Greeet al.
(eds.) (2001)ransforming Europe: Europeanization and Domesti@@e Ithaca, Cornell University Press, p.
3.
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The mirror-image of this first conceptualizatiorathhas a ‘top-down’ connotation
reflects Europeanization as a process of domekaage that can be attributed to European
integration’® The most cited definition in this ‘Europeanizatioftom-above’ approach
suggests that it is a “process reorienting thectiva and shape of politics to a degree that EC
political and economic dynamics become part ofdfganizational logic of national politics
and policy-making™’ Apart from politics, policies and polity, the doims of change at the
domestic level is generally seen in a wider spattcovering styles, informal rules, ways of
doing things, shared beliefs and norfhslevertheless, this dimension of Europeanization by
focusing solely on the change at the domestic leiggered by European structures seems to
neglect the fact that those European structuresitd@ome out of the blue, but are the result-
among others- of political action by domestic agtovho shift domestic issues to the
European level® In this respect, the ‘top-down, but?’ approactDgsonandGoetzdeserve
special attention, who argue that “while bestowsngalytical primacy to the impact of
European integration on the domestic level”, thegua that Europeanization is a catalyst for
recasting integration by seeking to upload domeassttutional models, policy preferences
and ‘ways of doing things’ to the EU level”. Howeythey see downloading of EU structures
as the defining and uploading as the secondary ctomapanying property of
Europeanizatiot!.

The third conceptualization of Europeanizationiiarature is a sum of the top-down
and bottom-up approaches. Many scholars have meéhgsd two perspectives and ended up
with a synthesized conceptualizatidnin this context, Europeanization can be portragsd
“an ongoing, interactive and mutually constitutipeocess of change linking national and
European levels, where the responses of the Medtades to the integration process feed
back into EU institutions and policy processes wite versa? This synthesized approach
considers Europeanization as a cycle of interastamd change at all levels, and does not
attach any analytical primacy either to centerding or to domestic change, instead consider

them coexisting in a vicious circle.

However, for analytical purposes of research thidecshould be stopped at one point
in order to achieve methodological consistency.afgued by Major, “being bound up in a
circular movement is of little help as it blurs theundaries between cause and effect,
dependent and independent varialifeln this respect, selection of one dimension o thi

%% For top-down approaches see Ladrech, Robert: Him@peanization of Domestic Politics and Institntio
The Case of France'Journal of Common Market Studjegol. 32, no. 1 (March 1994), pp. 69-88; Knill,
Christoph and Lehmkuhl, Dirk: “How Europe MatteBifferent Mechanisms of EuropeanizatiofZuropean
Integration Online Papersno. 3 (June 1999), at http://eiop.or.at/eiop&Ed@99-007a.htmmHix, Simon and
Goetz, Klaus: “Introduction: European IntegratioddNational Political SystemsWest European Politicvol.
23, no. 4 (July 2000), pp. 1-26.
" Ladrechop.cit, p. 69.
% Radaelli, Claudio: “Whither Europeanization? CgstcStretching and Substantive Chang&Uropean
Integration Online Papersio. 4 (2000), p. 3; at http://eiop.or.at/eiop/&£R000-008a.htmFor the differences
between politics, policies and polity see Borzednjh A. and Risse, Thomas: “Conceptualizing the Bstio
Impact of Europe”, in Featherstorap. cit, p. 60.
? Vink, Maarten: What is Europeanization? and Other Questions on ew NResearch Agendaat
http://www.essex.ac.uk/ECPR/publications/eps/ogiges/autumn2003/research/vink.htm
%0 Dyson, Kenneth and Goetz, Klaus, “Living with Epeo Power, Constraint and Contestation”, in Dyson,
Kenneth and Goetz, Klaus (eds.) (200@ermany, Europe and the Politics of Constrai@xford, Oxford
University Press, p.14.
%1 For synthesized perspectives see Bomekit, pp. 193-214; Featherstoru.cit; Radaelli,op.cit
%2 Major, Claudia: “Europeanisation and Foreign amtu8ity Policy: Undermining or Rescuing the Nation
353tate?",PoIitics, vol. 25, no. 3 (September 2005), p. 177.

Ibid.
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process, either top-down/downloading or bottom-pjwading, will bring more
methodological clarity. Since the aim of this dgics to understand the ups and downs in the
political reform process in Turkey stemming frone tBU leverage within the conceptual
borders of Europeanization, the term will be agplieits top-down version implying change
at the domestic level triggered by the dynamicEwpean integration.

The domestic level should not overall be understeitiin the sole context of EU
member states, rather the term is generally conaeépéd as “also covering the consequences
of fulfillment of EU requirements and of voluntaprientation towards EU standards in
candidates™” In the case of applicant countries Europeanizatambe framed as a research
agenda for understanding the gradual complianck #i accession criteria, in return for
which admittance to the EU Club is granted as ardwThe concept of conditionality lies at
the heart of this framework and used as a tookkpiaining the transformative power of the
EU on applicant states.

As defined by Smith, “conditionality entails thewking, by a state or international
organization, of benefits desired by another stathe fulfillment of certain conditions® In
the case of the EU, conditionality is the most &ffe foreign policy tool of the Union in its
relations with third countries, which functionsdabgh “reinforcement by reward®.In other
words, EU offers rewards (varying from aid to ingibnal ties in the form of concluding
various agreements of trade, cooperation, assogiaind even accession as well as forging
other mechanisms of relationship through politdialogue and common strategies) in return
for its demanded principles and norms to be adopgigdthe third country/countries
concerned’ Furthermore, the EU has a specific typereihforcement by rewaralause
defined as “membership conditionality”, which fasteaccession to the Union through the
adoption of certain criteria by the applicant coiest developed since the first enlargement of
UK, Ireland and Denmark as customary practice atified into main texts of the EU (i.e.
treaties, presidency conclusions, accession paftiper and progress report&By and large,
membership conditionality embodiesrticle 49 of the Treaty on the Elbcusing on
Europeanness and adherence to the main values &lirsuch as “respect for human dignity,
freedom, democracy, equality, the rule of law aedpect for human rights of persons
belonging to minorities®? the infamousCopenhagen criteriaivided into political, economic

% |bid., p. 178; for a detailed account on Europeanizatibrtandidates see Grabbe, Heather: “How Does
Europeanisation Affect CEE Governance? Conditibpaliffusion and Diversity” Journal of European Public
Policy, vol. 8, no. 6 (December 2001), pp. 1013-1031;pkip, Barbareet al: “Europeanisation of the CEE
Executives: EU Membership Negotiations as a Shapmger,”Journal of European Public Policyol. 8, no. 6
(December 2001), pp. 980-1012.

% Smith, Karen E.: “The Evolution and Application BfJ Membership Conditionality”, in Marise Cremona
(ed.) (2005)The Enlargement of the European Uni@xford, Oxford University Press, p. 108.

% For the mechanism of reinforcement see, Schimmeiifigg, Franlet al: Costs, Commitment and Compliance:
The Impact of EU Democratic Conditionality on LayiSlovakia and Turkey"Journal of Common Market
Studiesvol. 41, no. 3 (June 2003), p. 496.

3" For the instruments of the EU at its disposal toafld be used as rewards see, Smith, Karen (2808)pean
Union Foreign Policy in a Changing Wotl@ambridge, Polity, pp. 60-61.

% For the evolution of accession criteria throughioiss waves of enlargement see Smith, “The Evatuéiad
Application of EU Membership Conditionalitydp. cit, p. 105-139.

%9 Article 49 of the TEU stipulates that “any Europe3tate which respects the values referred to iitlar2 and

is committed to promoting them may apply to becamaember of the Union”. According to the Articledb
the TEU as amended by the Lisbon Treaty , “The bmgofounded on the values of respect for humanitlig
freedom, democracy, equality, the rule of law aadpect for human rights, including the rights ofspas
belonging to minorities. These values are commotihéoMember States in a society in which pluralisin-
discrimination, tolerance, justice, solidarity aglality between women and men prevail”.
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and adoption of Elacquisfractions?® the Madrid criterion of effective implementation of
adopted norms through appropriate administrativd pmlicial structure as well as the
Helsinki criteriaof good neighborliness and higher standards foleau safety”

The Luxembourg decision that manifests compliangé the Copenhagen political
criteria as a prerequisite for the opening of argeasion negotiations put the political one at
the top of the conditionality hierarci§. Schimmelfennig et al. define political (or
democratic) conditionality as the core strategyhef EU to induce candidate states to comply
with its principles of legitimate statehood as defl by human rights, liberal democracy and
rule of law*® Even though those values and principles are allégde vaguely defined that
are justified through the very short and uncleartesgce of the Copenhagen Presidency
Conclusions and the non-existence of their expligfinitions by the Union, the EU is
implicitly elaborating those contents of politicanditionality mostly through Commission’s
opinions on various applications, accession pastnprdocuments and progress reports since
1998 For example, according to the European Commissiégenda 2000 reports of 1997,
the condition on the respect for minorities inclsidiee adoption of the Council of Europe’s
Framework Convention for the Protection of Natiominorities*® Thus, pressures for
domestic adaptation to EU’s democratic norms arkegitied not only in the abstract reading
of the Copenhagen political criteria, but alsohe tetailed and implicit wording of various
enlargement documents.

As explained by Tocci in the Turkish case, in aigtitforwvard manner, EU political
conditionality creates a “linear relationship bes&weexternally demanded conditions that are
accepted domestically by adopting (constitutiomegal and administrative) reform&”.in
this simplistic approach, the output of conditigtyalvould only be an “instrumental” and
“utilitarian” adaptation in the form of rule-trarsfto the demands of the EU as an external
power imposing change from abovéIn other words, while the prospect of EU membagrshi
as the golden-carrot acts as a major catalyseforms through the adoption of EU rules, EU
conditionalityper secannot solely lay the ground for genuine domesdi@nge in a candidate

40 “Membership requires that the candidate countrg laghieved stability of institutions guaranteeing
democracy, the rule of law, human rights and respac and protection of minorities, the existendeao
functioning market economy as well as the capaoityope with competitive pressure and market fovaigisin
the Union. Membership presupposes the candiddtéitydo take on the obligations of membershiplimting
adherence to the aims of political, economic andnetery union.” European Council in Copenhagen:
“Conclusions of the PresidencfZuropean Union (EU)European CouncilCopenhagen (21-22 June 1993), at
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/ueDocs/cms_DatagffressData/en/ec/72921.pdf

“l For the Madrid criterion see “Madrid European Cailin Bulletin of the European Communitjeso. 12
(1995), p. 18. For the Helsinki statements on diomility see paragraphs 4 and 7 of Helsinki Eaeop
Council, 10-11 December 1999, at
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_datalgoessdata/en/ec/ACFA4C.htm

2 See paragraph 25 of Luxembourg Presidency ConclssiL2-13 December 1997, at
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/ueDocs/cms_Data/ffzessData/en/ec/032a0008.htm

3 For these definitions see Schimmelfenreégal, “Costs, Commitment and Compliancep. cit, p. 495 and
Schimmelfennig, Frank edl.: “The Impact of EU Political Conditionality”, ischimmelfenning, Frank and
Sedelmeier, Ulrich (eds.) (2005)he Europeanization of Central and Eastern Eurofthaca, Cornell
University Press, p. 29.

4 For the claims on ambiguity see Smith, “The Eviolutand Application of EU Membership Conditionality
op. cit, p. 115; Grabbe, Heather: “European Union Condiity and the Acquis Communautaite
International Political Science Reviewol. 23, no. 3 (July 2002), p. 249, 251.

“5 Smith, “The Evolution and Application of EU Membkip Conditionality”,op. cit, p. 116.

“8 Tocci, Nathalie: “Europeanization in Turkey: Traggor Anchor for Reform”South European Society and
Politics, vol. 10, no. 1 (April 2005), p. 75.

*" For the arguments of instrumentality and utilaaism see Kubicek, Paul: “The European Union and
Grassroots Democratization in Turkeyurkish Studiesvol. 6, no. 3 (September 2005), p. 364.
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country. Sea change in domestic politics of a adatei country requires not just rhetorical or
formal compliance as a show-off for obtaining memsh#, but also effective implementation
of the transferred rules as well as the acceptandenternalization of the adopted norms by
the society at larg® Europeanization in its fully-fledged definition tnsformed politics,
policies and polity as well as the styles, informakes, ways of doing things, shared beliefs
and norms can only be relevant in this broadeupgcdf formal compliance to EU democratic
practices as well as their implementation and eogent by society. The latter could only
be achieved through the political conditionalitpltinteracting with other forces at various
levels. In other words, by forging pressures fde4twansfer EU conditionality is a necessary
but not sufficient mechanism for domestic changéneWer conditionality challenges the
status quoof a candidate country depends on the existenceonfe factors facilitating
genuine change through political reforms. Thus,oR&anization in a political context is
relevant only when democratic conditionality opesaeffectively through the dynamics that
can be defined dacilitating, mediatingor efficacyfactors.

The most cited work on the domestic impact of EUhditionality on candidate
countries by Schimmelfennigt al, identifies three domestic and one European-level
mediating factors that are crucial for understagdire existence and the degree of democratic
change in response to the pressures of adaptatggered by conditionality: First factor
defined as theosts of compliancsuggests that if the costs of adaptation to EWnsd(in the
form of negative effects to the security and intggof the state, the government’s domestic
power base and its core practical practices forgpgweservation) are lower than the rewards,
then conditionality will be effective. Secondlygethargegovernment’'s commitment to Europe
and its identification with the EU affect the implentation of conditionality. The third
mediating factor is related with tls®cietal responsiveness the EU membership depending
on the society’s identification with the EU normsdastandards as well as the material
expectations deriving from accession. Furthermttrey also suggest that legitimacy and the
coherence of EU conditions determine the degreadaiptation, and double standards in
conditionality will fail to exert the same complizn pull. *° The salience of endogenous
factors and the neglect of the existence and caoityinf EU commitments to the candidate
country in concern as well as the member statessistent policies are also apparent in
Kubicek’s article on Turkey. However, Kubicek fillse gap of the previous article by adding
the supportive role of theeto playersas facilitating the move to Europeanization. THe ajf
veto players for the efficacy of conditionality defined by Risset al. in their book on the
domestic impact of Europeanization on member stateish could also be used for the
applicant states:

The existence of multiple veto points in a givediqggemaking structure has been identified as a majo
factor impeding structural adaptation. The more @odispersed across the political system and more
actors have a say in political decision making, i@re difficult it is to foster domestic consengurs
winning coalition necessary to introduce institob changes in response to Europeanization
pressured.

Moreover, Kubicek differentiates the societal respeeness of civil society institutions and
the opinion of mass public, and argues that the@sestements of societal support from-below

8 Hughes, Jamest al. (2004): Europeanization and Regionalization in the EU’s &gkment to Central and
Eastern Europe: The Myth of Conditionaligfpundmills, Palgrave Macmillan, p. 11; Kubicelg. cit.,p. 362.

9 Schimmelfennig et al., “Costs, Commitment and @limmce”,op. cit, p. 499-501.

* Risseet al, op. cit, p. 9.
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are essential in domestic transformafidin line with the assertions of Schimmelfennig let a
and Kubicek, Tocci also prioritizes the explicalyilbf the endogenous factors and focuses on
the governmental commitments, role of civil socias/well as the military in her article on
Turkey’s reform proces¥.

The exogenous factors are also crucial for graspie degree to which genuine
domestic change is expected. Borrowing the conaefptsemporality” or “time constraint”
from Goetz, Ulusoy and Eralp both argue that EWsnmitment to accession is vital in
transforming the domestic politics of a country dadthe well-being of bilateral relations,
and this commitment is only apparent in time-tapbedendars, temporal rules, roadmaps and
etc. in which candidacy, start of negotiations & as their progress and final destination of
membership are designat®dUlusoy suggests that, “without a clear memberghispect,
properly designed incentive structures and a ticteedule tied to that, the hands of the
reformist forces are extremely weakened”. In additio the EU commitments, the positive
stance of member states towards the candidate rgaunquestion as well as a coherent and
legitimate accession strategy are vital in undeditey the presence and the degree of
Europeanization as suggested bysOhi

On the contrary to the preferences of the salievfcene factor over another as
described above through some examples in the tlteathis article suggests that political
conditionality, or in other words theonditions (accession criteriafeward (membership
prospects) anadompliance(formal rule transfer) trilogy should be supplengehtoy the
interplay of domestic (endogenous) and Europeaog@xous) factors in order to explain the
dynamics of Europeanization of a candidate countmythis context, four factors at the
domestic level (governmental commitment, costs ahgliance, veto players and societal
support) and three factors at the European levél @mmitment, member states’
commitments and coherent EU conditions and streg¢gvill be used in order to understand
to what extent membership conditionality was eftecin the Turkish case and whether/when
it led to the Europeanization of domestic poliilt§ urkey.

3. Europeanization by EU Political Conditionality: the Turkish Case

Since the Ottoman modernization movement of th® déntury, Turkey has a strategy of
westernization, or in other words Europeanizatisruaderstood in the contours luktory.
This longest nourished endeavor of borrowing vatiit the elements of the European
civilization sinceTanzimathas its repercussions in the formulation of thekibin Republic’s
main motto of being recognized as a European stémes, Europeanization was reflected in
the modernization reforms of 1923-1938 and in Tyikever presence iBurope through its
membership to various European organizations, &xlOECD, NATO, and Council of

*1 Kubicek,op. cit, p. 361, 366-374.

*2Tocci, op. cit, p. 73, 75.

%3 Goetz, Klaus H. (2006)erritory, Temporality and Clustered Europeanizati®olitical Science Series 109,
Vienna, Institute for Advanced Studies; Eralp, &tiiThe Role of Temporality and Interaction in therkey-EU
Relationship”,New Perspectives on Turkesol. 40 (Spring 2009), p. 148; Ulusoy, Kivanc¢utkey and the EU:
Democratization, Civil-Military Relations, and theyprus Issue”Insight Turkey vol. 10, no. 4 (October-
December 2008), p. 60.

** Onis, Ziya, “Turkey-EU Relations: Beyond the Currenal8mate” Insight Turkey vol. 10, no. 4 (October-
December 2008), p. 41.
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Europe> From the perspective of trenthropologicalstudies on Europeanization, through
various cultural interactions (i.e Euro-vision, Bdeague and etc. as well as exchanges with
around 3,5 million of Turks living in Europe), Tusk people have a sense of belonging to
Europe, alongside their belonging to the stateéniidy. As argued by Firat “constructions of
Turkish national identity and state sovereignty enaucreasingly become transnational
phenomena emanating from places outside of therashmative boundaries of the Turkish
nation-state”, implying the anthropological impa¢tEuropeanization in Turkey.From the
political economy version of Europeanization, Tyrlsence 1960s has been establishing close
bonds with European economies through its assoniagreement which paved the way for
the inception of the Customs Union on 31 Decemi®@951 Moreover, Turkey's trade
liberalization process of 1980s opened up Turkisbnemies to more interaction with its
counterparts in Europe. Thus, Turkey’'s Europeaiumdtistory in economic terms emerged
far earlier than the transformation of Turkish dstieepolitics in late 1990s, the flux of which
can be analyzed within the prism of the politiceieace understanding of Europeanization in
its top-down version in this paper.

3.1. Europeanization of Turkish Domestic Politicsom 1999 to 2005: The Miracles of
Political Conditionality

The Helsinki declaration of Turkey’'s candidacy 899 is widely conceived as a critical
moment that sparked sea change in Turkey at afitfrancluding economics as well as
foreign and domestic politics.As argued by Keyman aridduygu, “Helsinki Summit was an
important turning point for Turkey-EU relationsrfid defined what Turkey, as a candidate
country should do in order to qualify as a full-ntmm even if it did not give Turkey a
specific date to start accession negotiaticigiccordingly, due to the pressures generated by
the EU to overcome the disparities between Europ@dures and Turkish interpretations of
democracy, human rights and rule of law, Turkey asbarked upon a series of
unprecedented radical reforms at the domestic .frimtother words, Turkey was placed
“within the stream of conditionality-compliance peiples” at the Helsinki Summit, and since
then gradual Europeanization of Turkish domestiitips is on track’®

Even though the Helsinki decision was the landmarkhe initiation of political
reforms, the pressures for change have been odBUhe&genda since Turkey's application for
membership in 1987. The misfit between European Bunttish democratic standards was
criticized by the European Commission in its opmimn Turkey’s application in 1989. The
opinion confirming Turkey's eligibility for membdngp, but denying to begin accession
negotiations noted that “although there have bemmldpments in recent years in the human
rights situation and in respect for the identitynoinorities, these have not yet reached the

% For similar views see Miiftiller Bag, Meltem: Turleyolitical Reforms and the Impact of the European
Union”, South East European Society and Poljtiad. 10, no. 1 (April 2005), p. 17, 19

* Firat, Bilge: “Negotiating Europe/Avrupa: Preluder an Anthropological Approach to Turkish
Europeanization and the Cultures of EU LobbyingBiussels”,European Journal of Turkish Studjesol. 9
(2009), p. 11-12.

" For a whole volume on Turkey’s change at diffefenels due to EU membership prospects , see Verney
Susannah and Ifantis, Kostas (eds.) (2009Ykey's Road to European Union Membership: Natiddantity
and Political ChangeAbingdon/New York, Routledge.

%8 Keyman, Fuat andcduygu, Ahmet: “Introduction: Citizenship, Identignd the Question of Democracy in
Turkey” in Keyman, Fuat andgduygu, Ahmet (eds.) (2005KCitizenship in a Global World: European
Questions and Turkish Experiencédingdon/New York, Routledge, p. 11.

% Ulusoy, Kivang (2005)Turkey’s Reform Effort Reconsidered, 1987-2@041 Working Papers, No. 2005/28,
Florence, European University Institute, p. 1.
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level required in a democrac{P.That level did not improve up until the inceptioh the
Customs Union in 1995, which raised hopes for frthemocratization in Turkey. Indeed,
between 1995 and 1998, the government has intrddsome modest reforms designed to
strengthen the functioning of democracy in Turk&he most striking elements of those
reforms were the right to any association to tede jm political activities, the reduction in the
minimum age of suffrage from 21 to 18 years, thé&emsion of voting rights to Turkish
citizens living abroad, and amendment to the Amtirdr Law in order to improve the
protection of freedom of expression by way of redg¢he duration of imprisonment and the
possibility of converting prison terms into fines\&ell as a legislation making spousal abuse
illegal. As stated by the 1998 Regular Report,s‘tteform was the first such undertaken by a
civiian government for a long timé: However, the scope of those reforms was not
sufficient to lay the ground for a genuine polititansformation, since they were not situated
within the membership-conditionality-compliancelamma. This shortcoming was also
reiterated by the European Commission both in gerda 2000 reports and the 1998 Regular
Report. Agenda 2000 stated that “despite politreabgnition of the need for improvement
and certain recent legislative changes, Turkeysoneg on upholding the rights of the
individual and freedom of expression falls well ghof standards in the EUJ2 A similar
view was apparent in the 1998 Regular Report:

The actual upholding of civil and political rightsishrined in the Turkish constitution and law remai
problematic. Cases of torture, disappearances atrd-jgdicial executions are recorded regularly.
Freedom of expression is not fully assured andiligest to numerous restrictions. It should be noted
that most of the disregard for civil and politicajhts is connected in one way or another withwiag

in which the government and the army react to tiedlpms in the south-east of the coufitry

To sum up, even though premature steps were takehuikey's democratization path
towards the EU standards since 1995, the candislatys was the main impetus behind the
ground-breaking political reforms of Turkey. Howevéhe coalition government did not
initiate an immediate response to the reform presswp until late 2001, due to the
emergency engagement with the financial crisis alf as the difficulties associated with
overcoming the divisions among the parties fornttmg coalition about the reform procéss.
The government’s “vigorous commitment to implemegtithe Copenhagen criteria both in
the political and economic realms” after two yeafrbargaining opened a new era in Turkey-
EU relations and Turkey's democratization processvben 2002-2005, a period which is
labeled as the “golden-age of Europeanization” big&

The most prominent elements of the constitutiomardments of 2001 and 2004 as
well as the eight harmonization packages adoptéddsm 2002 and 2004, alongside the

%0 “Commission’s Opinion on Turkey’'s Request for Assien to the Community”European Union (EU),
European Commission, SEC (89) 2290 fi¢zl December 1989), paragraph 9.

®1 Even though Turkey was not declared as a canditleCommission began to issue Regular Reports on
Turkey since 1998 alongside other candidates fanibagship. For the above statement and Turkey'srazhs
in its reforms since 1995 see “Regular Report ftbenCommission on Turkey's Progress Towards Acoe$si
European Union (EU), European Commiss{drNovember 1998), at
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/archives/pdf/keguthents/1998/turkey en.pdf

62«pgenda 2000: Volume I-Communication for a Strongad Wider Union” European Union (EU), European
CommissionDOC/97/6,Strasbourg (15 July 2007), p. 80, at
http://www.rcie.lodz.pl/dokumenty/pdf/agenda2000 _fo stronger_and_ wider_union.pdf

63 “Regular Report from the Commission on Turkey'sdtess...” op. cit.,p. 9.

® Muftiler Bag,op. cit, p. 21.

% Onis, “Turkey-EU Relations”pp. cit, p. 38.
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change in basic legal codes (i.e. the new Civil&€Codthe Anti-terror law) were the abolition
of the death penalty, the freedom of expressiooadicasting in and learning of the different
languages and dialects traditionally used by Tirldgizens in their daily lives, such as
Kurdish and changing the composition and functiointhe National Security Council as well
as other reforms on the civilian control over thiditary.®® The death penalty)ot carried out
since 1984 in Turkey, was abolished in the thirdhianization package of 9 August 2002
except in times of war and the imminent threat af ws well as the crimes of terrorism. It
was the sixth harmonization package that enterexforce on 19 July 2003 that the death
penalty was abolished in all cases including crimfetrrorism in line with the Protocol 6 of
the European Convention on Human Rights ratifiedlbykey on 12 November 2003. The
constitutional amendments of 7 May 2004 also rerdowe expressions of death penalty
from the text of the relevant articles. Within tbentext offreedom of expressipithe most
salient steps were the reduction from 6 years tloe3upper limit of sentences as well as the
minimum penalty from one year to six months forsoes who openly insult or deride
Turkishness in the first and seventh harmonizapackages of 19 February 2002 and 7
August 2003 respectively, the abolition of the &nstipulated for praising a criminal act,
calling for disobedience to the law or inciting treat on the basis of class, race, religion, sect
or territory” in the first harmonization packagedafinally the right of press not to reveal its
sources of information “safeguarding the fulfillmesi the function of press in a democratic
society and the right of the public to be informéuithe fourth package of 11 January 2603.
The third harmonization package introducedrilgat of broadcasting in and learning of the
different languages and dialedisditionally used by Turkish citizens. In thisntext, Article

4 of the Law of Radio and Television Enterprisesl éime Law on the Foreign Language
Teaching Education were amend&dinally, the prevailing demand of the EU was tovide
civilian control over the militaryoy way of changing the composition of the NatioBaturity
Council (NSC), incorporating more civilians and i@ilan Secretary General as well as
aligning its role as an advisory body to the Gowant in accordance with the practice of EU
member states. Accordingly, the Turkish Parlianfeagsed a seventh reform package on 7
August 2003, changing the structure, compositioth \@orking procedures of the NSC. The
government also appointed a new civilian Secre@eyperal of the Council in August 2004
and introduced new rules of conduct for accouritgtahd transparenéy,

Although the primary impetus for those substarg@lltical reforms was the operation
of the conditionality mechanism, it was not the ditions-compliance dichotomger sethat
culminated in the golden-age of Europeanizatiore palitical transformation of Turkey was
also driven by exogenous and endogenous factotsh#ththeir immediate implications on
the efficacy of conditionality. At the European éévthe EU seemed to be committed to
Turkish accession, member states were not desigaiegnatives to EU membership and
Turkey did not relatively perceive double standandhe application of accession criteria and
strategies. As argued by @Ona favorable external contepér se however, is insufficient and
needs to be accompanied by a parallel procesgntteegence of a strong political movement
at home that is deeply committed to the reform esscand to EU membershif”In this

% For a detailed account of reforms see “Politicafd®ms in Turkey” op. cit.and Avrupa Birligi Uyum Yasa
Paketleri(2007): Ankara, Avrupa Birgi Genel Sekreterdi.

®7“political Reforms in Turkey...”op. cit.,pp., 6; 11; 15.

%8 bid., p. 10.

% For the reforms about civil-military relations sedeper, Metin: “The Justice and Development Party
Government and Military in TurkeyTurkish Studigsvol. 6, no. 2, (June 2005), pp. 215-231; and @zca
Gencer, “Facing its Waterloo Diplomacy: Turkey’s litsiry in the Foreign-Policy Making ProcessNew
Perspectives on Turkeyol. 40 (Spring 2009), pp. 83-102.

0 Onis, “Turkey-EU Relations”pp. cit, p. 48.
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context, alongside the exogenous factors, domestidronment was also conducive to
Europeanization, through governmental commitmepublic support, calculations of benefits
and the non-presence of veto players.

When compared to the Luxembourg presidency corarigsof 1997 that confirmed
Turkey's eligibility for membership but granted pesial strategy for Turkey while putting
the rest of the twelve candidates on the enlargennack, Helsinki decisions were a great
sign of EU commitmenttowards Turkish accession. The fear associateti tie deep
resentment of Turkey that was reflected in the glecito freeze political dialogue with the
EU that might result in Turkey’s alienation frometlituropean structures, the possibility of
Turkey's retreatment from democratization procesd aon-involvement of Turkey in the
newly established security understanding of the #BUits immediate periphery as a
consequence of the conflicts in the Balkans ledEhketo revise its enlargement strategy
towards Turkey within just two yeafSAccordingly, at the Helsinki Summit, the EU leasler
declared that “Turkey is a candidate State destiogdin the Union on the basis of the same
criteria as applied to the other candidate Stdtebi.other words, “Helsinki Summit did not
give Turkey any definite timetable for beginningp thccession negotiations, but it indicated
that the EU took seriously Turkey's attempt to beeoa full member”? This optimistic
picture drawn at the Helsinki Summit coupled witte taim of the opening of accession
negotiations if/when the political criteria werelfiled acted as a great leverage for the
advancement of democratic reforms in Turkey. Fousdy, “EU conditionality produced
positive results at a certain conjuncture when &ynkas under pressure to set a date to start
accession negotiations”. In other words, effectisenditionality had a certain “time
constraint” and the successive governments hadidio t® reforms in order to get concrete
commitments from the EU side in the form of a negistg date’*

Alongside the EU’s positive stance towards Turkagmber states’ commitmerits
Turkish accession facilitated the conditionality am@nism’s operability. Apart from the
traditional support of Britain, Scandinavian couggrand the newcomers, Turkey enjoyed
commitment to its accession by Germany and Greeteei late 1990s. It was Germany under
the leadership of Schréeder, who “provided thengfest support for Turkish membership in
the process leading up to the crucial Helsinki sleai of the EU Council in December
1999.”° As argued by Eralp, the new government in Gernmelagted in 1998, “formulated
an inclusionary policy towards the Turkish accessiemphasizing the significance of
political and economic criteria in the processheatthan the religious and cultural factors
underlined by the previous Christian Democrat goment”’® Moreover, due to the
rapprochement between Turkey and Greece evideheiofficial visits of the prime ministers
and ministers of foreign affairs; establishmensiof bilateral working groups on issues such
as trade, environment, culture, science and teolggplongoing exploratory talks between
foreign ministries, talks on confidence-building asares; regular political consultations and
modest but promising progress on the Cyprus’ pesdent, Greece became a strong

™ For the change of strategy from Luxembourg to idkissee, Eralp, Atila: “Turkey in the Enlargement
Process: From Luxembourg to HelsinkPerceptionsvol. 5, no. 2 (June-August 2000), pp. 17-32.

2« presidency ConclusionsEuropean Union (EU), European Coundilelsinki (10-11 December 1999), at
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/summits%20/hell entfat

3 Keyman andcduygu,op. cit, p. 11.

" Ulusoy, “Turkey and the EUp. cit, p. 59.

> Onis, “Turkey-EU Relationsop. cit, p. 45.

"® Eralp, “The Role of Temporality”, op. cit., p. 156
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supporter of Turkish accession in the very firsargeof the millennium’ Up until the end of
2004 the major opponents of Turkish accession a®ddy, namely Germany and France
were surprisingly backing Turkish membership bidaring a Summit meeting in Berlin in
October 2004 between Chirac, Schroeder and gardoChancellor Schroeder told that “we
are both of the opinion that on December 17 ibisut a decision that should give Turkey the
opportunity to negotiate with the Commission witte texplicit aim of Turkey joining the
European Union and with no other aiffi"By saying that “to ask a country like Turkey, a
great country with a rich and long history, to makeonsiderable effort to reach a risky or
partial result is not reasonable”, Chirac was algainst any option other than membership for
Turkey® Thus, the support of today’s opponents to Turkéyllsmembership was crucial in
Turkish domestic transformation as a responsedattaptational pressures generated by the
conditionality clause. If such commitment had ngiseed by then, Turkey would be in a
pessimist mood about its accession to the EU wivimhld have hindered its democratization
process triggered by the prospect of EU membership.

In addition to the commitments of the EU and mendiates to Turkish accession,
EU’s implementation of conditionalityn a relatively coherent manner and formulating
accession strategies on an equal-footing with theracandidates relieved Turkey about being
treated in double-standards. According to thd paragraph of the Helsinki presidency
conclusions,

Turkey, like other candidate States, will benefitnfi a pre-accession strategy to stimulate and stippo
its reforms... Turkey will also have the opportunityfarticipate in Community programs and agencies
and in meetings between candidate States and tfan lim the context of the accession process. An
accession partnership will be drawn up on the bafigrevious European Council conclusions while
containing priorities on which accession preparaimust concentrate in the light of the politicatia
economic criteria and the obligations of a Memb&t& combined with a national program for the
adoption of the acquf§.

Thus, Turkey had a sense of belonging to the bigybenlargement round alongside the
Central and Eastern European candidates as wéllypsis and Malta on an equal-footing.
There is no doubt that this statement on equatrireiat created a favorable environment for
responding to the demands of the EU for democratarms.

The domestic environment was also conducive to ghaas a reaction to
conditionality. The AKP government’'s commitmentb the EU accession process and
democratic reforms is embedded in its ambitiongaim legitimacy by shedding “its Islamist
past vis-a-vis the international community and $acestablishment in Turkey” and to ensure
survival since its predecessors having Islamisttsromere successively banned by the
Constitutional Court' To prove this commitment to the EU accession medhat was
declared as an objective in the 2002 election reatof the government prepared two national
programs for the adoption of tleequisrespectively in 2001 and 2003, as responses to the
accession partnership documents. The AKP Governm@isot set up a Reform Monitoring

" Aydin, Mustafa and Aciknge, Sinem: “The EU Anchor in Turkish-Greek Rappraunket”, The Bridge no. 9
(2008), p. 8.

8 “France, Germany Reiterate Backing to Turkey's HERId", Euractiy 27 October 2004, at
http://www.euractiv.com/en/enlargement/france-geryaeeiterate-backing-turkey-eu-bid/article-131575

"9 “Chirac Backs Turkish EU Entry BidBBC Newg16 December 2004), at
http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/europe/4100031.stm

8 “Helsinki European Council’op. cit.

8 Tocci, op. cit, p. 80.
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Group in September 2003 tasked with monitoring #u®ption and implementation of
legislation in the fields of democracy, rule of ladwndamental rights and freedoms in a very
high-profile formation involving various ministeteemselves. Turkish government has also
demonstrated its commitment to reforms and EU @m®de general by setting up human
rights boards, responsible for handling human sigtemplaint$? Moreover, compliance
costswere low in the majority of reforms, i.e. in thase of the abolition of the death penalty
because Turkey had a moratorium in its applicasorce 1987 and in the case of the
extension of cultural rights to Kurdish people hessa PKK had renounced armed combat
after the prosecution of its lead&fThe reforms were also supported at elite leve) almost

by consensus among all political parties at the&kiBarGrand National Assembly albeit some
resistance from MHP as well as by the militdhas well as at thsocietal level As Kubicek
puts, “many prominent business, academic, and humgits organizations have launched
many projects with EU partners, lobbied for Turkedtession in Brussels, and put pressure
on the Turkish government to adopt various reforfigiccording to the Candidate Countries
Barometer of 2002, 65 percent of Turkish peoplepsuied Turkey’'s accession as a ‘good
thing’, and 73 percent thought that Turkey woulahdfe from enlargemerit Thus, voices
from-below in Turkey were also calling for reforiias the sake of the country and for being a
part of the Union.

3.2. Setbacks in Europeanization since 2005: Thenreficacy of Political Conditionality
on Turkish Domestic Politics

The European Council in Brussels on 16-17 Decer2bé#d welcomed the decisive progress
made by Turkey in its far-reaching reforms sinc@2@nd declared that Turkey sufficiently
fulfils the Copenhagen political criteria to opertession negotiatio$.Based on this path-
breaking decision in the history of Turkey-EU ralas, the intergovernmental conference
convened on 3 October 2005 to open accession a#égas with Turkey, almost 18 years
after the membership application of Turkey. Thatimgm led to another reform package
adopted by the Parliament in April 2006. Ironically was around those days that
Europeanization was reversed in Turkey. The lowsstment was when the EU leaders
decided in December 2006 to suspend negotiationghereight of the 35 chapters until
Turkey implements the Additional Protocol that exie the application of Turkey-EU
Customs-Union fully by also admitting Greek-Cypriaircrafts and ships to its poffs.
Moreover, no chapter would be provisionally closadtil the Commission verified that
Turkey has fulfilled its commitments related to #editional Protocol. This period marked

8bid., p. 74.

8 Schimmelfennig edl., “Costs, Commitment and Compliancef. cit, p. 507-509.

8 Kubicek,op. cit, p. 366.

% Ibid., p. 368. For more on the role of the civil socisee, Goksel, Diba Nigar and GgnRana Birden: “The
Role of NGO'’s in the European Integration Procelss-Turkish Experience”South European Society and
Politics, vol. 10, no.1 (March 2005), pp. 57-72.

8 «Candidate Countries Eurobarometer 20@iropean Union (EU), European Commission, Directera
General Press and Communication, Public Opinion Ijsia, at
http://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/archives/cce®Z6ceb 2002 _highlights en.pdf

87 “presidency ConclusionsEuropean Union (EU), European CoundBrussels (16-17 December 2004), at
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/ueDocs/cms_Data/ffmessdata/en/ec/83201.pdf

% These chapters are: Chapter 1: free movement adsgdChapter 3: right of establishment and freedom
provide service, Chapter 9: financial services, fi&ia 11: agriculture and rural development, Chagter
fisheries, Chapter 14: transport policy, Chapter@&toms union and Chapter 30: external relatiBnsopean
Union (EU), General Affairs and External Relatio3 70" Council Meeting (11 December 2006), at
http://www.consilium.europa.eu /uedocs/cms_Datagffivessdata/en/gena/92122.pdf
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by the slowing-down the pace of reforms, the I@fealomestic change in Turkey is visualized
as “loose-Europeanization” by Qi

Since then, time is wasted in Turkey with the sbiftthe debate from democratic
reforms towards elections where “the EU turned mtoon-issue® military warnings as in
the case of the e-memorandum of April 2007, powreiggles regarding the headscarf issue,
political party closure cases and finally the stlecbErgenekon case. The victory of the 2007
elections had broadened the mandate of the AKPrgment, giving it every opportunity to
adopt and implement reforms in line with EU demamtt®vever, the government missed this
opportunity of reviving the process of democratiamge; and this inertia in reforms became
subjected to criticisms in EU circles. The Comnaasin its 2008 Strategy Paper stated that
“the pace of accession negotiations with Turkeyeot$ the pace of reform as well as the
country's fulfilment of the relevant conditionsurkey now needs to renew its political
reform effort.®® Moreover, the European Parliament in 1998 was ¢eomed to see in
Turkey, for the third consecutive year a continuslosvdown of the reform proces%”

Since Turkey was still a candidate for membershgt began negotiating the adoption
of the acquis with the EU and had to fulfill alketiCopenhagen criteria in order to become a
part of the Union, then what caused the paralysi$urkey’s democratic reforms? In other
words, what were the underlying dynamics that emscribed the power of conditionality on
domestic change in Turkey? First at the Europeasl leommitments of both the EU and the
member states to Turkish accession were diminishamgl also the EU was losing its
credibility in the application of its accessionaséigies coherently and legitimately.

The lack ofEU commitmentvas apparent in the almost invisible progresscoésasion
negotiations, through which only one chapter —smeand technology- was provisionally
closed, 12 opened so far and a few left to be apelne to the 2006 decision of the Council.
EU’s existential crises of enlargement fatigue dedpening in the form of a constitutional
treaty were the main reasons why the EU was engagédissues other than Turkey’'s
accession. EU’s lack of commitment was also coupldti the changing attitudes of the
member statewards Turkish membership. The debate in the ggano circles on the issues
arising from Turkey’s possible accession such asféars of mass immigration intensified
with the 2004 European Council decision and thaistaof negotiations. In other words, the
fact that Turkey came to the brink of membershithwie prospects of negotiations triggered
alarm bells in many European capitals, mostly imn@y, Austria and France. The leaders
of centre-right parties in Germany and France, Mieaknd Sarkozy, formed a grand coalition
in favor of a privileged partnership for Turkey as alternative to EU membershipThus,
“whatever we do, they will not let us in” sentimgengained momentum across Turkey,
thereby decreasing the leverage of the EU anchibreimdvancement of domestic reforms.

8 Onis, “Turkey-EU Relations”pp. cit, p. 35.

©bid., p. 53.

L “Turkey 2008 Progress ReporZuropean Union (EU), European Commiss{&rNovember 2008), at
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/pdf/press_corngd@iments/reports_nov_2008/turkey _progress_regoih
df.

%2 “Motion for a Resolution”European Union (EU), European ParliamdaB8 February 2009), at
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?laggaEN&reference=B6-0105/2009

% For the arguments on privileged membership andderéSerman attitudes see Yilmaz, Hakan, “Turkish
Identity on the Road to the EU: Basic Elements m#neh and German Oppositional Discources”, Verney,
Susannah and Ifantis, Kostas (eds.) (2009ykey's Road to European Union Membership: Natiddantity
and Political ChanggAbingdon/New York, Routledge, pp. 79-91 aiténer, Erhan, “Privileged Partnership:
An Alternative Final Destination for Turkey’s Integion with the European UnionPerspectives on European
Politics and Societyol. 8, no. 4 (December 2007), pp. 415-438.
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Furthermore, the Negotiating Framework for Turkeywall as the accession strategy
for Cyprus raised concerns abalauble-standards in EU’s implementation of conailaty.
Even though the Negotiating Framework of 3 Octdd@d5 stated that “the negotiations are
an open-ended process, the outcome of which camnaguaranteed beforehand” both for
Turkey and Croatia, the fact that this was not iekpt used in the previous enlargement
rounds was of great concern for Turkey. Moreovee, ¢lause on EU’s possible recourse to
the absorption capacity of the Union as a justiftcafor Turkey’s rejection to the Union was
perceived as a sign of unwillingness of the EU tmi Turkey to the EU club. The
statements of the Negotiating Framework on the -koagsitional periods, derogations,
specific arrangements or permanent safeguard dansareas such as agriculture, structural
policies and free movement of persons for Turkeyewsimost unique in the enlargement
history?* The accession of Cyprus in 2004 also created ageénof differentiated accession
strategies employed by the EU. The unfair treatnesanteasily be seen from the accession of
Cyprus in 2004, without being imposed any additiotréteria to resolve any item of its
problematic agenda with the Northern Cyprus inipaldr, and with Turkey in general.
Without any peaceful settlement on the island, Bt¢ declared in December 2002 that
accession negotiations were concluded and Cyprugdvii® a member in 2004. In the case of
Turkey, the resolution of Cyprus issue in its whiodes not been stipulated as a condition for
Turkish accession, but Turkey is obliged to extéimel implementation of the Association
Agreement fully to all new member states includihg opening its ports and vessels to
Cypriot-flagged ships and aircraft. Since Turkeg diot meet this demand, EU decided in
December 2006 to partially block the negotiatioagess. This decision that marked a break
with the conditionality applied to Cyprus “proved be the ultimate blow” in the pace of
democratic reforms in Turkey.

At the domestic level, there were also various sigf the decline in AKP
government’s European commitmenthe government’s lack of enthusiasm for the EU
project in general was apparent in its hesitan@biolishing article 301 of the Penal Code on
the way to the enhancement of freedom of expressictihe reservations to implementation
of broadcasting on mother tongue that was endayequhper on 3 August 2002, in the non-
responsiveness to the third accession partnemtiipiform of a national program and finally
in the decision to appoint the Minister of Foreffairs also as the chief negotiator on 3
June 2005; thereby rendering EU affairs not asiarify but as a part of the complicated
foreign policy agend® Moreover, as argued by Narbone and Tocci, the fi&o Court of
Human Rights’ judgment of 2005 that “Turkey’s hezat$ ban does not constitute a violation
of fundamental rights has tarnished the appeal ofofie amongst the AKP and its
sympathizers®’ Thus, it became evident that AKP’s own agendabdgious reforms did not
always coincide with European demands; and thexefoe government did not have much
reason to resort to EU for implementing its ownralge

9 “Negotiating Framework”European Union (EU),.uxemburg (3 October 2005), at
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/pdf/st20002_05amdédoc_en.pdf For more interpretations of the
Negotiating Framework see Aydin Dlizgit, Senem (20@8@eking Kant in the EU’s Relations with Turkey
Istanbul, TESEV, p. 6-13.

% Onis, “Turkey-EU Relations”pp. cit, p. 42.

% Ulusoy, “Turkey and the EU’p. cit, p. 55.

" Narbone, Luigi and Tocci, Nathalie: “Running Arabim Circles? The Cyclical Relationship betweenkeyr
and the European Union, in Verney, Susannah amdidfaKostas (eds.) (2009Jurkey’s Road to European
Union Membership: National Identity and Politicalh&nhge Abingdon/New York, Routledge, p. 31. For a
similar discussion see QGniZiya: “Conservative Globalists versus Defensivatibhalists: Political Parties and
Paradoxes of Europeanization in Turkey” in Verrngysannah and Ifantis, Kostas (eds.) (2008)key’s Road
to European Union Membership: National Identity aRdlitical Change Abingdon/New York, Routledge, p.
42-43.
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Apart from the government’s reluctance in condugtieforms, the grand coalition on
Turkey’'s European vocation began to disintegrate, thus theveto playersstarted to voice
their concerns on Turkey-EU relations. Mostly bessaof the EU conditionality attached to
the Cyprus issue which had “high nationalist resaeahat has long been used by hardliner
circles in Turkey as a populist tool”, the militamg well as the political parties and even civil
society institutions took a rather nationalist s@rand skeptical attitude towards Turkish
accession. In other word&he costs of compliancevolved in the Cyprus issue not only
shaped government’'s commitment to reform processdertain extent, but also transformed
the elitist positive stance towards the EU intdgrato a skeptical on® That skeptical tone
was also adopted at tkecietal level According to the Fall 2008 Eurobarometer sunasy
%42 of Turkish citizens supported Turkish accessi®m@m good thing (-7 points since summer
2008; -19 points since 200%) Thus, since 2005 domestic and European envirorsmeate
not conducive to the effective implementation afididionality that would have culminated in
the transformation of Turkish politics akin to tB®ropean norms and principles. In other
words, since 2005 conditionaliper sehas not created enough momentum in Turkey for the
continuity of the reform process evident in thevppas cycle of Europeanization.

4. Conclusion: Hopes for Revived-Europeanization?

The unprecedented reform process in Turkey betvZ&€l? and 2005 owes much to the
successful implementation of political conditiomalithat has been filtered through a
combination of exogenous and endogenous factoraieker, that miraculous progress was
knocked down in 2005 due to the very same mediatimyponents of political conditionality,

which raised doubts about a “train-crash” in TurdEdy relations. Even though Olli Rehn

assured Turkey that the train which slowed dowrabse of works further down the tracks,
will continue to move, it was up until 2008 thapariod of inertia in the advancement of
Turkey's democratization prevailét’

The closure case of 2008 made up AKP governmeniisd non pursuing EU
democratic reforms. As argued by Ulusoy, “Prime istier Erd@gan saw the EU again as a
savior”, first because “democratization process wasessary for its survival and that any
serious step backwards in this process will jeagarits political supremacy”, and second
sacrifices should be made so as to keep accessgwmtiations on track that would push the
government to sustain the process of democratizitidt was in this context that Turkey
resumed its democratization efforts. The most isigikelements of the initial reform steps
were in the areas of broadcasting in Kurdish and ¢pening of Kurdish language
departments at universities. More substantial casngere introduced in the recently debated
constitutional package comprising the advancemémtggender equality, protection of
children’s rights, law on trade unions, the composi and working procedures of the
Constitutional Court as well as the functioningpofitical parties.

Since 2008 the government is pursuing a reformisitegy for overcoming the
disparities between Turkey and the EU. Howevers itoo early to announce a new era in
Turkey-EU relations or Turkey’'s democratization ggss. The salience of the government’s

% bid., p. 63 and Eralp, “The Role of Temporalitgp. cit, p. 162.

% “Eurobarometer 70: Public Opinion in the Europésmion”, European Union (EU), European Commission,
(Fall 2008), at http://ec.europa.eu/public_opingmohives/eb/eb70/eb70 first en.pdf

190 «Ey on Collision Course with Ankara Over MembegshiGuardian 30 November 2006.

191 ylusoy, “Turkey and the EU'p. cit, pp. 55-56.

147




E UNISCI Discussion Papers, N° 23 (May / Mayo 2010)

I SSN 1696-2206

recourse to the EU process and the future progpeeforms to be converted into a new cycle
of Europeanization will depend mostly on the regasnfrom the EU and member states.
Stronger signals from the EU will not only resultthe normalization of Turkey-EU relations,

but also will pave the way for Turkey’s further decratization. In other words, Turkey needs

to see the light at the end of the EU tunnel.
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