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Abstract

In this paper, we analyze the Turkish perceptions of the European Union’s Common
Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) in an attempt to understand the EU’s evolving
character as a ‘federal state” or an “intergovernmental organization” or a ‘cosmopolitan
union’. The analysis of the Turkish perceptions of the EU’s foreign policy is
conducted through an investigation of the debates in the Turkish Parliament, the
legislature in Turkish politics, from 2000 to 2010. We identified four different camps
in Turkish politics, the right-wing nationalists, Islamists, liberals and the left-wing
nationalists who are all politically represented in the Turkish Parliament in varying
degrees. The proceedings in the Turkish Parliament enable us to analyze the different
political camps” positions on the European foreign policy thoroughly. The different
views of these groups vis-a-vis the EU’s foreign policy is critical in mapping the
Turkish perceptions, and in order to do so, we focused on these different
deliberations in the Parliament. The contested development of the EU’s foreign and
security policy could also be reflected in the external assessments of this policy so the
Turkish Parliamentarians’ perceptions matter. Consequently, we expect to
understand the Turkish perceptions of the EU in foreign and security policy - its
CFSP and CESDP - as an outside assessment of the EU’s direction towards any of the
RECON models.
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The European Union’s Foreign Policy

Introduction

In the post-Cold War era, the European Union (EU) has emerged as a new experiment
in pooling sovereignty with aspirations to become an international actor on its own
right. Having said that, there is an ongoing discussion as to what kind of an
international actor the EU is: Is the EU formulating its own foreign policy,
independent of the individual member states” foreign policies? Or, are the member
states the main actors in foreign policy and the EU position conforms to an already
formed foreign policy stance, representing a collective will? In other words, it still is
vigorously debated as to whether the EU has a foreign policy of its own, independent
of the individual member states. The key question here, of course, is whether there is
a collective EU interest that the EU foreign policy would aim to promote. There is an
ongoing contestation over the EU’s ability to formulate a common foreign policy and
its particular role in global politics. To some observers of the European Union, the 27
member state bloc does not yet resemble a coherent foreign policy making body
(Smith, 2000; Hill, 2003). On the other hand, for others, the EU is acting as a unified
bloc and it is possible to talk about an EU level foreign policy (Manners, 2002).
Despite the ever deepening security and foreign policy integration on paper, there are
question marks over the EU’s role as a foreign policy actor in the traditional sense, as
most foreign policy and security related decisions imply a move towards a federal
state. It is without doubt that the adoption of the Common Foreign and Security
Policy (CFSP) in 1992, the Common European Security and Defense Policy (CESDP) in
1999 and the establishment of the Rapid Reaction Force (RRF) and the European
Battle Groups enhance foreign policy, security and defence cooperation in the EU. The
EU’s moves towards deepening in these areas are important in assessing the extent to
which the EU is on the road towards a ‘superstate’.

The outside perceptions of the EU foreign policy are important, although
understudied! elements of the EU’s evolution as a global actor. Whether the EU
evolves into a ‘superstate’, ‘an intergovernmental organisation’ or ‘a cosmopolitan
union” does not only depend on developments within the EU itself but also on how
third states perceive and consequently approach the EU in international politics. Of
course, the impact of an outsider’s perceptions increases with its political significance.
This paper therefore investigates the Turkish perceptions of the EU’s foreign policy.
Accordingly, how the EU is viewed from the outside by Turkey, a player that is both
negotiating for accession and a regional player on its own right, is important in
assessing the evolution of the EU’s foreign policy.

It has been long argued that the EU could be seen in a different light in global politics
as a civilian power (Dtchene, 1973), and as a normative, civilizing or ethical power
(Whitman, 1998; Manners, 2002; Smith, 2000; Aggestam, 2004; Lightfoot and Burchell,
2005; Tocci, 2007). This is because the European approach favours diplomacy,
persuasion, negotiation and compromise. The EU’s foreign policy and security
cooperation constitutes an important measure of the development towards the
RECON models; in the first model, the EU would remain an intergovernmental body
where cooperation would be shaped and determined by the member states” interests
(Audit Democracy), in the second model, a federal multinational and supranational
state would be expected to emerge (Federal Democracy) and the last model is about

1 However, see Lucarelli and Fioramonti (2010) for a collection of studies on third states” perceptions of
the EU.
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the emergence of a regional, cosmopolitan power. If the EU acts with a unified voice
in its foreign policy, then it might be possible to validate the arguments endorsing the
EU as a new form of a state, in line with the RECON model 2, or if the foreign policy
dimension remains weak and subject to the member states’ preferences and national
interests, then it would constitute empirical proof for RECON model 1 and finally if
the EU’s efforts in deepening foreign policy coordination emerges as a new model of
foreign policy making, then it would be an interesting validation for RECON model 3.
These different trajectories of the European integration process are connected to the
possible evolution of the EU’s foreign policy coordination. The perceptions from an
acceding state in terms of these three different trajectories could be used to assess the
relative strength of the different models and to predict where the EU might be
evolving towards. This is why, the EU’s image in its foreign policy by third parties
such as Turkey, a country closely linked with the EU through its accession process as
well as its membership in NATO since 1952, is an important empirical measure of the
future development of the EU in line with these models. In other words, the Turkish
perceptions of the EU’s foreign policy making would be a valuable instrument to
assess the empirical validity of the RECON models.

Consequently, we analyze the Turkish perceptions of the EU’s CFSP in an attempt to
understand the EU’s evolving character as a ‘federal state’ or an ‘intergovernmental
organization” or a ‘cosmopolitan union’. The analysis of the Turkish perceptions of the
EU’s foreign policy is conducted through an investigation of the debates in the
Turkish Parliament, the legislature in Turkish politics, from 2000 to 2010. We
identified four different camps in Turkish politics, the right-wing nationalists,
Islamists, liberals and the left-wing nationalists who are all politically represented in
the Turkish Parliament in varying degrees. The representation of these political
groups in the Parliament also reflect the relative support they have among the
Turkish public as it is the percentage of votes they get in the national elections which
enable them to gain seats in the Parliament. This is why; we analyze the proceedings
of the Turkish Parliament on foreign policy to map the Turkish political groups’
perceptions of the EU’s foreign policy. First of all, we have analyzed Parliamentary
proceedings to find out whether the EU’s foreign policy is actually one of the issues
that act as an agenda setter in the General Assembly. We attempted to assess this by
conducting a specific keyword research with the following: ‘European Security and
Defence’ (Avrupa Giivenlik ve Savunma), ‘European foreign policy’ (Avrupa Dis
politikast), and ‘Common Foreign and Security’ (Ortak Disisleri ve Giivenlik and Ortak
D1s ve Giivenlik). As we did not obtain any significant results (European Security and
Defence Policy, ESDP, two times and CFSP not at all) with this keyword based
analysis, we decided to use more general keywords such as ‘EU-Turkey relations” and
‘US-Turkey relations’. It is also noteworthy that in the Turkish Parliament, there are
also no references to the individual member states such as France, Germany or the
United Kingdom. We compared our results using these different keywords about the
EU’s foreign policy.

Secondly, we conducted a purposive case selection and analyzed budgetary
proceedings within the Planning and Budgetary Commission on the one hand, and
the General Assembly on the other hand. We chose to analyze the budgetary
proceedings basically because the Turkish Parliament controls those budgetary
allocations for all ministries, including the Ministry for Foreign Affairs and the
Secretariat General for EU Affairs. We used both of these proceedings to assess the
Turkish political actors” perceptions of the EU and its foreign policy. One should note
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that there are procedural differences between these two debates: First, the Planning
and Budgetary Commission meets before the General Assembly? and debates here are
usually more comprehensive and last longer. Second, the Planning and Budgetary
Commission proceedings are more detailed with respect to the government’s
position. That is because the Minister of Foreign Affairs speaks first, summarizing the
previous year, and outlining the plans and positions on each issue for the coming
year. Following the speeches of other parliamentarians, Foreign Affairs Minister also
responds to the questions and criticisms. This is in contrast to the debates in the
General Assembly where the Minister of Foreign Affairs speaks last, generally
responding to the parliamentarians’ criticisms and questions. Third, the budgetary
proceedings of the General Assembly are debated on the same day together with all
other ministries, so there are limitations in time for the speakers. On the other hand,
the Planning and Budgetary Commission provides more time for each speaker, giving
them the opportunity for a comprehensive overview of their intentions and priorities.
These proceedings enable us to analyze the different political camps” positions on the
European foreign policy thoroughly. The different views of these groups vis-a-vis the
EU’s foreign policy is critical in mapping the Turkish perceptions, and in order to do
so, we focused on these different deliberations in the Parliament. The contested
development of the EU’s foreign and security policy could also be reflected in the
external assessments of this policy so the Turkish parliamentarians’ perceptions
matter. Consequently, we expect to understand the Turkish perceptions of the EU in
foreign and security policy - its CFSP and CESDP - as an outside assessment of the
EU’s direction towards any of the RECON models.

The Turkish Grand National Assembly: Parliament and political
cleavages in the Parliament

Since the end of the Cold War, the role of parliaments in foreign policy making
process has become an important area of scholarly inquiry. As countries become more
democratic, we would expect a greater involvement for the parliaments in the foreign
policy making process (Raunio and Wiberg, 2001; Reiter and Tillman, 2002; Kesgin
and Kaarbo, 2010). In fact, Kesgin and Kaarbo (2010) argue that parliaments are more
powerful than often assumed, especially when a single party enjoys the majority. This
might be because the parliament’s greatest power is not based on the formal
provisions for foreign policy, but instead on its ability to supervise, scrutinize and
investigate (Hill, 2003: 256). Although the role of the parliaments have not been very
significant in the foreign policy-making process, it is important to analyze them as
they constitute the main forums for discussion. In this process, the Parliament serves
as the main forum for discussion and consultation among the political groups within
the Parliament, reflecting the different points of view in its society.

This is also the case in the Turkish political system, and the reason why we analyze
the deliberations in the Parliament from 2000 to 2010. Even though the Turkish
Parliament is not the main venue for foreign policy-making, the parliamentarians and
their perceptions of the EU foreign policy are important. This is particularly because
the Parliament is the main body for the ratification and approval of the executive’s
decisions, and consequently acts as a veto player. The Turkish Constitution requires

2 For the 2009 budgetary debates, the Planning and Budgetary Commission met on 21/11/2008 while the
same issue is debated in the General Assembly on 23/12/2008.
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that every government bill which is prepared by the Cabinet for foreign policy
decisions - sending troops to other countries, allowing the Turkish allies to use the
bases in Turkey, participating in NATO or EU led operations - needs to be approved
by the Turkish Parliament by an absolute majority. This is usually not a major
problem as the Turkish electoral system is designed in such a way that the party that
has the highest percentage of the votes has the highest number of seats in the
Parliament, and forms the government as well. With high levels of party
identification, the parliamentarians tend to support their own parties so the
governing party normally expects relatively low levels of opposition on the
Parliamentary grounds. Having said that, the Parliament’s approval of government
bills is never automatic. This is why the deliberations in the Turkish Parliament are
important in increasing the legitimacy of the government’s actions and in providing
the government with a snap shot of the public’s preferences.

The Plenary assembly and the Planning and Budgetary proceedings provide us with a
unique opportunity to see the Turkish political groups” views on the EU and its
foreign policy. The four different camps in Turkish politics that we have identified for
our analysis are all represented in the Turkish Parliament, these four camps are
Islamists, which is represented in the Turkish Parliament by the Virtue Party until
2002, and then after 2002 by the AKP - Justice and Development Party. The left-wing
nationalists are represented by the Democratic Left Party until 2002 and then after
2002 by the CHP - Republican People’s Party - and the right-wing nationalists are
represented by the MHP - the Nationalist Action Party. The last political group
consists of the liberals which found some representation in ANAP -Motherland Party
- until 2002 and to a lesser extent in the AKP after 2002. These political parties are
more or less reflecting the different political groups in Turkey.

Turkish politics could be seen as an arena where two main cleavages play a
determining role of Turkish domestic and foreign policy, the cleavage between the
Islamists and the secularists and the cleavage between the nationalists and globalists.
Both of these cleavages could be traced back to the end of the Ottoman Empire.
Particularly important and problematic here is the norm of individual rights and
liberties and their diffusion into the Turkish society. This problem stems from the
inherent authoritarian tendencies in the Turkish political culture. There is a marked
difference between the European and Turkish norms and values, and this marked
difference causes the basis of the opposition and resistance to the EU in various
segments of the Turkish society. One should mention here the nationalists’
perceptions of the EU and its foreign policy. The nationalists matter significantly as
they form the main opposition to the Turkish accession to the EU and have the
highest level of reservations towards the EU.

On the one hand, the democratization process in Turkey as motivated by EU
membership has brought the authoritarian tendencies in Turkey into the limelight;
these authoritarian tendencies stem from political conservatism and nationalism, as
the main reactionary movement. On the other hand, it created a paradoxical situation
where the proponents of democracy in Turkey are the Islamists; and the defenders of
the status quo, who are more authoritarian in nature, are the secularists. The two
main cleavages in Turkish politics; the Islamists versus the secularists, and
nationalists versus the globalists began to overlap with one another. One can
conclude that a dominant fault line, cleavage in Turkish politics is the fault line
between the Islamists and secularists. This dominant cleavage overlaps with the
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second dominant cleavage, the one between the nationalists and the globalists, and it
is now possible to see a blurring of these overlapping lines with some Islamists
having nationalist tendencies and the secularists, especially from the liberal camp,
who are globalists in their orientation. The fault line is not so straight forward as the
Islamists” position is progressive on market economy related areas and the secularists
firmly believe in social modernization. These cleavages play a significant role in terms
of shaping the Turkish perceptions of the EU as a foreign policy actor.

One could place different political actors and the main political parties in Turkey,
with respect to their positions on these cleavages. For example, the founding party of
the Turkish Republic, the Republican People’s Party (CHP), which is the current
opposition party, is leaning more on the secularist and nationalist line. The CHP
position also is further supported by the Turkish military which acts as the guardian
of the secular Turkish Republic (Heper, 1985). The ruling Justice and Development
Party (AKP) is leaning more on the Islamist and the globalist logic whereas its
predecessors National Salvation Party (MSP), the Welfare Party (RP), the Virtue Party
(FP) were Islamist but not necessarily globalist. The Nationalist Action Party (MHP) is
fiercely nationalist but it is harder to place it in the secular and Islamist divide. This
does not mean that there are no nationalists in the AKP or no globalists in the CHP,
but that these seem to be the generally shared views. The following table gives a clear
picture of the electoral support to these, therefore their respective holds on the
Turkish society. With the 2002 elections, a majority government under the AKP was
established which was then re-elected in the 2007 and 2011 general elections, with a
very impressive popular mandate. The CHP acts as the main opposition party since
2002 and the MHP has become the third major party in Turkish politics. An
interesting development in this picture is the rise of the Kurdish party, the BDP -
Peace and Democracy Party.

Table 1. November 2002 July 2007 and June 2011 National elections and the performances of
Turkish Political Parties. Source: Radikal and Milliyet, Turkish Daily newspapers, November
2002, July 2007 and June 2011.

Name of party Percentage of Percentage of  Percentage of Number of
votes in 2002 votes in 2007 votes in 2011 parliamentarians
elections elections elections 2007-2011

AKP — Justice and 34.28 46.60 50.00 334

Development Party

CHP — Republican 19.39 20.80 26.00 101

People’s Party

MHP — Nationalist 8.33 14.29 13.00 72

Action Party

DYP/DP — True 9.55 5.41 n/a 2

Path Party and
Democratic Party

Independents 1.00 5.20 7
BDP - after 2007 7.00 20
DSP n/a 6
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In the general picture between the Islamists and secularists, where there is a blurred
line in terms of who constitute the pro-European groups and who the opposers are,
an additional complication to that picture comes from the role played by nationalists
in Turkey. Nationalists in Turkey are firmly grounded in both of the camps,
providing an axis that cross cuts the above-mentioned cleavage. This, in turn, forms
the basis of the second dominant cleavage - the globalists vs. the nationalists. The
interesting combination of the cleavage between the secularists and the Islamists and
their relative positions on the EU has led to the deepening of a new fault line in
Turkish politics which has become the dominant cleavage; the cleavage of the
nationalists versus the globalists (Domanic, 2005). Ziya Onis (2007) has labelled this
cleavage as one between conservative globalists and defensive nationalists, and the
critical variable that makes the cleavage visible in Turkish politics are their respective
stances on EU membership and Turkey’s adjustment to EU norms.

We have found out in our analysis that the nationalist-globalist cleavage has
substantial impact in shaping the Turkish perceptions of the EU’s foreign policy. The
emergence of a nationalist movement at the end of World War 1 was critical in
building a homogenous, national Turkish state. The Turkish experience at the end of
World War I when it was occupied by the Allied powers and had to fight a War of
Independence from 1919 to 1923 under Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk’s leadership form the
basis of the main ideological filter through which the nationalists perceive
international politics and the European Union. One of the main sources of struggle in
this cleavage is that the nationalists perceive the economic and political integration
with the world and specifically the EU, detrimental to Turkish security interests. A
good illustration of the nationalist view is provided by the MHP leader, Devlet
Bahgeli’s declaration: “The EU process is harming the Turkish national interests in all
realms’ (Hiirriyet, 2008: 10). The globalists, on the other hand, favour Turkey’s
integration into the global markets and the global system (Onis, 2007). This cleavage
has got stronger with respect to Turkey’s accession prospects to the EU as the
European political conditionality requires political reforms that would undermine the
national character of the Turkish Republic such as the recognition of the Kurdish
minority.

We propose that the critical variable that makes the cleavage visible in Turkish
politics are these political groups’ respective stances on EU membership and Turkey’s
adjustment to EU political criteria. Even though, the nationalists are politically
organized under a political party, the Nationalist Action party (MHP), there are
nationalists inside every political party. MHP, however, has a distinct position on
Turkey and the EU. “The MHP and its leaders indeed appear to be the only group that
opposes the Turkish efforts to fulfil the legal criteria regarding full membership to the
EU’ (Canefe and Bora, 2003: 132). The nationalist discourse in Turkey as put forward
by the leader of MHP, Devlet Bahgeli, is interestingly very anti-European. For
example, Bahgeli declared in 2002 that “We - MHP - will not tire from fighting against
the EU and its hostile games on Turkish politics” (Radikal, 2002: 9). This view is also
reflected in another MHP parliamentarian, Ahmet Deniz Bolukbasi’s speech, ‘I,
humbly, do not perceive the EU as a serious project; it is a virtual project with a
tendency to become a Brazilian soap opera’.> However, it is not only MHP that puts
forward this position, but the Republican People’s Party, CHP, has a similar line; this

3 Ahmet Deniz Boliikbasi, MHP parliamentarian, Planning and Budgetary Commission, 14/11/2007.
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is also surprising that the CHP was the founding party of the Turkish Republic and
the main force behind the extensive reform process of the early Republican period.
However, CHP acts as a fervent opposer to Turkish democratization as well as the EU
objective. Deniz Baykal, the former leader of the CHP, declared: “We approach the
Turkish EU membership with scepticism and we have given direction to our economy
for years in line with the EU, but the EU is looking for an alternative to membership
for Turkey’ (Yilmaz, 2007). The deliberations between these political groups in the
Turkish Parliament are important for us to assess the Turkish perceptions of the EU’s
foreign policy. Based on the main dynamics of the nationalist and globalist cleavage,
we expect to see the highest level of scepticism towards the EU and its foreign policy
from the nationalist camp. In the next section, we provide an analysis of the
deliberations of the Turkish parliamentarians on the EU and its foreign policy, these
parliamentarians all come from different political groups and their political affiliation
also influence their perceptions of the EU’s CFSP.

Analysis of the parliamentary proceedings

The data on plenary assembly proceedings and the budgetary proceedings from the
library of the Turkish Grand National Assembly (TGNA) from 2000 to 2010 reveal the
different positions of the political parties in Turkey towards the EU’s CFSP. Since
there is a 10 percent national threshold to get seats in the Parliament, not all political
parties were represented in the Parliament. Nonetheless, most of the political groups
were more-or-less represented in the Parliament. The composition of the Turkish
Parliament until 2002 elections was an important factor shaping the Turkish views of
the EU as a foreign policy actor. Turkey was ruled by a coalition government
composed of left-wing and right-wing nationalists until November 2002. This
composition, in turn, was important in the Parliamentary deliberations on the EU and
their perceptions of the EU as a foreign policy actor. However, there was a radical
change with the 2002 elections when the AKP - the Islamist party - won the elections
by a landslide majority of 35 percent which gave them the majority of the seats in the
Parliament and the nationalists from both the left- and right-wing parties found
themselves in opposition. The loss of popular vote to these parties was to such an
extent that none of the coalition partners of the 1999-2000 parliament - Motherland,
DSP and MHP - could pass the national threshold and enter the new Turkish
Parliament in 2002. The Parliament for the 2002-2007 period was dominated by the
AKP, the Islamists, and the CHP, left-wing nationalists; in the post-2007 Parliament,
the AKP was still in the majority with a national popular vote of 47 percent, but the
nationalist parties, CHP as left-wing and MHP as right-wing, found themselves in
opposition. The diverging perceptions of the EU by these political actors were
reflected in the Parliamentary deliberations. It is also during the AKP rule that the
accession negotiations with the EU were opened in 2005 bringing the EU accession
closer to the Turkish political scene.

Our analysis on the parliamentarians” deliberations included the deliberations on the
budgetary proceedings as well, since foreign policy issues were also widely discussed
in the Parliament when the annual budgets for the foreign ministry and General
Secretariat for EU Affairs were set. Accordingly, we have analyzed the budgetary
proceedings from 2000 to 2010, this is because during the budgetary proceedings in
the Parliament, where budget allocations were deliberated, and the deliberations on
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these allocations also reveal the policy makers” perceptions of the EU’s foreign policy.
First, we put together a file on the proceedings with regard to foreign policy and
conducted a comparison for the debates on “EU-Turkey Relations” and ‘US-Turkey
Relations’. The aim of this comparison is to understand to the extent to which the EU
is considered as an important actor in foreign policy issues, and also assess the
relative importance of the EU and the USA in the Turkish parliamentarians’
perceptions. Figure 1 illustrates the frequency of the debates on Turkey-EU relations
and US-Turkey relations. We found out that there is a peak for the deliberations with
regard to both of these relations in 2003. This peak is most probably related to the
USA’s invasion of Iraq but as it is shown in the figure the deliberations in the Turkish
Parliament over USA increase over time whereas there is a sharp decline with respect
to the role of the EU after 2003. Interestingly, the only time when deliberations on the
EU bypass the USA is in 2000, which is most probably related to the establishment of
the CESDP.

Figure 1 indicates that in the Turkish Parliament, there seems to be a higher level of
deliberations and a greater visibility for the USA and its role in Turkish foreign
policy. The deliberations on the EU, therefore, its visibility as a foreign policy actor is
very low, in addition most of the deliberations on the EU in the Turkish Parliament
revolve around the EU’s impact on Turkish political reforms and political changes
whereas the deliberations on the USA were mostly on foreign policy issues and
security matters. This is a significant difference that we were able to capture with
respect to the perceptions of the EU as a foreign policy actor.

14,00
12,00 )
10,00 /\
8,00
6,00 . . / \ / EU-TR
4,00 / _\ / \ // —4—US-TR

2,00 {
0,00 T 2 T T T T T T T T T T I |
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Figure 1. Plenary Assembly Proceedings on Foreign Policy: The Turkish Parliamentary
deliberations on the Turkish-USA relations and Turkish-EU relations.

Interestingly, the database on proceedings reveals that even in budgetary
proceedings, the discussions on the USA were singled out as ‘US-Turkey relations’,
while none of these discussions were labelled as ‘EU-Turkey relations’. This finding
also fits well with our analysis recorded above where the USA is a more visible actor
in global affairs and for Turkey’s foreign policy compared to the EU. In other words,
there is a clear correlation between the debates on the USA in the Parliamentary
deliberations and the budgetary proceedings, whereas no such clear correlation exists
on the EU.
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When we summarize our key findings in our analysis of the proceedings and
deliberations, and their reflections on the Turkish perceptions of the EU’s CFSP, four
main points emerge. First, there seems to be a relative lack of deliberations in the
Parliament with regards to the EU’s foreign policy, especially compared with
deliberations on the USA. Second, there are no wide differences between different
political groups” perceptions of the EU’s foreign policy and its possible impact on
Turkish interests. Third, the deliberations on the EU centre mostly around the
political impact of the EU membership and on foreign policy matters, its possible
impact on NATO and Turkey’s key interests over Cyprus and the Armenian issue.
Four, the EU’s foreign policy is debated mostly within the larger framework of the
ESDP/RRF and the possible implications of the Turkish exclusion from the European
security architecture. The deliberations in the Turkish Parliament with regards to the
EU foreign policy centred mostly around the EU’s security and defence policy,
particularly as it related to the Turkish inclusion into the CESDP, albeit in a relatively
weak manner. In our analysis of the database of debate proceedings from 2000 to
2009, we were able to find only two cases of deliberation directly on the EU where the
ESDP was clearly the main subject of deliberation and parliamentary motion. This is a
highly puzzling finding considering the fact that Turkey began accession negotiations
with the EU in 2005 and it has been a NATO member since 1952. Is it because the
Parliament is not the seat of decision making for Turkish foreign policy? Or is it
because the EU is not perceived as a credible foreign policy actor? Our analysis tends
to indicate that the second one seems more likely because if it were due to the
Parliament’s lack of involvement, we would not see deliberations on the USA or on
other aspects of the EU either.

The first example of the deliberations on ESDP is from 2001 when Abdullah Giil, then
in his capacity as a MP from the Virtue Party - an Islamist party - delivered a speech
on the ESDP in the plenary session. Abdullah Giil declared ‘the EU is establishing its
own army by using NATO facilities and yet it does not allow non-EU members of
NATO to participate in it. Hence, Turkey is also excluded in the decision-making
mechanisms’. Giil's main point was that irrespective of political affiliation, all MPs
should support ‘the positions of the Chief of Staff and Foreign Ministry on the
Turkish participation and voting rights in the Western European Union (WEU)’ .4 The
second example of a deliberation on the ESDP came in April 2007 when the Members
of Parliament (MPs) discussed the government bill on the Turkish participation in
EU-led operations.5 This is important because according to the Turkish constitution
the government prepares bills for foreign policy issues which then need to be ratified
by the Parliament. Thus, the Turkish Parliament had to vote on the government bills if
Turkey was to participate in the ESDP. Turkish parliamentarians” positions on foreign
policy were, therefore, important as they need to approve the governments’ bill with
an absolute majority.

4 Abdullah Giil’s motion and off the agenda speech-Virtue Party (FP) parliamentarian, General Assembly
Proceedings for Period 21, 34 Executive Year, 42th Gathering in TGNA, 10/01/2001.

5 Draft Statute in General Assembly, General Assembly Proceedings, for Period 22, 5th Executive Year,
83rd and 93rd Gatherings in TGNA, 03/04,/2007.
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In 2002, several MPs attempted to give a number of motions to discuss EU-Turkey
relations with foreign policy dimension but they were refused.6 This relative lack of
deliberation on the EU as a foreign policy actor is a critically important finding. We
were able to find out that the parliamentarians were discussing the EU’s foreign
policy role mostly in terms of its newly emerging security role and in terms of the
possible consequences of Turkey’s exclusion from the ‘European force’. These two
instances of deliberations of the ESDP were in the General Assembly proceedings
where the ESDP is directly referred. Nonetheless, even though their correct names
were not spelled out, we found significant references to the EU’s security and foreign
policy in the budgetary deliberations in the General Assembly and Planning and
Budgetary Commission of the TGNA where the budget of each ministry is debated.
These debates help us to assess the positions of different parties. Particularly
important here is the fear about Turkey’s exclusion from the new European security
architecture.

For example, Ismail Cem, DSP parliamentarian and Minister of Foreign Affairs in
2001, referred to the EU’s attitude with regard to the European Security and Defence
Identity (ESDI) as ‘legally and ethically wrong’. He argued that “Turkey is not seeking
to fight, but it wants to be involved in the EU’s new security organization. We
consider our interests within this organization’.” Similarly, during the 2001 budgetary
negotiations on the Foreign Ministry budget, Kiirsat Eser, an MP from the right-wing
nationalist MHP, declared in December 2000: ‘the EU is an important ally like the
USA and it is a cause of concern for Turkey to be excluded from the European
security architecture, specifically with the dismantling of the Western European
Union, Turkey is not included in the European security and defence structures’.®
Tayyibe Giilek, an MP from the secularist and left-wing nationalist DSP, confirmed
this stance and argued that ‘the ESDP is unacceptable for Turkey unless the non-EU
members of NATO are also included in the decision-making process as the crises
zones that the ESDP wants to involve are largely located in Turkey’s
neighbourhood’.? In 2000-2002 period, we were able to see some discussion on the
new modalities of cooperation between NATO and the EU, especially with respect to
the newly emerging Rapid Reaction Force and Turkey’s possible exclusion from the
new security architecture. Both views - one coming from a right-wing nationalist
party and the other from a left-wing nationalist party - converged around the same
perception that the emergence of an EU army is seen as a detrimental for Turkey’s
security interests.

Directly related to this perception, Turkish parliamentarians seem to fear that the
newly emerging RRF would impact key Turkish national interests on the Aegean Sea
issues and the Cyprus question. The Turkish parliamentarians” views on the EU’s role
in Cyprus converge and there are practically no visible differences between political
actors on this issue. More specifically, the Turkish parliamentarians from all political

6 See motion’s proposed, General Assembly Proceedings for Period 21, 4t Executive Year, 114th
Gathering on 18/06/2002 and General Assembly Proceedings for Period 21, 4th Executive year, 115th
Gathering in TGNA, 19/06/2002.

7 Ismail Cem, Foreign Affairs Minister, Planning and Budgetary Proceedings, TGNA, 02/11/2001.

8 Kursat Eser, Nationalist Action Party (MHP) parliamentarian, General Assembly Budgetary
Proceedings for 21st Period, 3rd Executive Year, 35th Gathering in TGNA, 18/12/2000.

9 Tayyipe Giilek, Democratic Left Party (DSP) parliamentarian, General Assembly Budgetary
Proceedings, Period 21, 3rd Executive Year, 35th Gathering in TGNA, 18/12/2000.
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parties were concerned that the EU’s ESDP would be used against Turkey in the
Aegean Sea and Cyprus. Not surprisingly, various parliamentarians perceived the
accession of Cyprus to the EU as a threat to Turkey’s key national interests. This point
was underlined by Yasar Yakis, MP from the AKP and Minister of Foreign Affairs in
2003, who declared that "Turkey has to find a working settlement to the Cyprus
question before Cyprus becomes a member of the EU and start using its veto against
Turkey in the European Council’.10

Despite these concerns, some left-wing nationalists supported Turkey’s inclusion into
the EU and perceived this as a possible increase in Turkey’s power. This is reflected in
Gilek’s declaration ‘the EU is a prestigious organization and Turkey’s accession
would increase its power’.1! However, both the liberals and the left-wing nationalists
shared the right-wing nationalists” fear that the EU might have a hidden agenda over
Turkey. This was also echoed in a speech by Oya Akgonenc, a parliamentarian from
the Islamist camp who argued:

the EU member states would have the right in the decision-making and also
veto rights but they do not make it clear what kind of decisions they would take
in the future. It remains vague and uncertain what they will consider as a
security threat. Turkey is asked to join this establishment with blind eyes with
no rights to participate in the decision-making mechanisms.!2

Similarly, Biilent Akarcali, MP from the liberal Motherland Party, repeated the same
sentiment when he declared ‘A European army is being created that would have
access to Turkey’s assets without giving Turkey the rights it enjoys under NATO’.13 A
similar concern was also raised by Saffet Arikan Beduk, a parliamentarian from the
centre right True Path Party, during the budgetary proceedings in 2002. Arikan Beduk
questioned the creation of ‘a European army’ and ‘the Foreign Ministry’s position
towards the ESDP" .14

In these deliberations in the 2000-2002 period, the most pro-European position came
from Ismail Cem, then Minister of Foreign Affairs and a parliamentarian from the left-
wing nationalist DSP party. Cem stated:

We need to believe in the EU and have confidence in their ability to build a
foreign policy similar to the EU’s social policy which emerged only at the end of
the 1990s [...] Turkey is important for the EU and both parties would benefit
from their partnership.1>

10 Yasar Yakis, AKP parliamentarian, General Assembly Budgetary Proceedings, Period 22, 2nd Executive
Year, 34th Gathering, in TGNA, 22/12/2003.

11 Giilek, 2000

12 OyaAkgonen¢ Mugisuddin, Virtue Party (FP) parliamentarian, General Assembly Budgetary
Proceedings for Period 21, 34 Executive Year, 35th Gathering in TGNA, 18/12/2000.

13 Biilent Akarcali, Motherland Party (ANAP) parliamentarian, General Assembly Budgetary
Proceedings for the Period 21, 34 Executive Year, 35t Gathering in TGNA, 18/12/2000.

14 Saffet Arikan Beduk, True Path Party (DYP) parliamentarian, General Assembly Budgetary
Proceedings for 21, 4th Executive Year, 34th Gathering in TGNA, 08/12/2001.

15 fsmail Cem, Foreign Affairs Minister and DSP parliamentarian, left-wing nationalists, General
Assembly Budgetary Proceedings for Period 21, 34 Executive Year, 35th Gathering in TGNA, 18/12/2000.
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Despite this positive speech, it was, nonetheless, evident that the Turkish
parliamentarians perceived the EU largely as an economic unit with limited political
and/or foreign role or if indeed, it acquires foreign and security policy tools, they
might be used against Turkey’s interests. This view ties into our second main finding
which is related to the perceptions of the EU as an economic actor rather than a
political/security actor. Most of the parliamentary deliberations on the EU were
centred on the EU’s economic impact, its single market and the globalization issues.
There were also debates centring on the common market and meeting the needs of
global economy. The emphasis was on the European commercial norms and how
Turkish business people would internalise these norms to improve their global
competitiveness.

In contrast, the parliamentary deliberations under the AKP rule reflect a number of
different conceptualizations of the EU and enable us to assess the views of Turkey’s
policy makers towards the EU. For example, in 2003, Mehmet Diilger, MP from the
Islamist AKDP, stated that:

Even though the EU is undergoing a deeper process of integration, it is not in a
position to balance the USA which seems to be the hegemonic leader in the
global order [...] However, we still aim at our main foreign policy objective of
full membership in the EU.16

This is an important declaration as it demonstrates the dominant view in the Turkish
Parliament at the time among the AKP parliamentarians, that the USA is most
important security actor shaping global politics, whereas the EU is not an important
actor in global politics, especially in terms of military power but it is important for
Turkish economic interests. The same logic is reflected in Abdullah Giil’s speech in
2003 then in his capacity as Turkey’s Foreign Minister in the AKP government. Giil
declared that: [i]t is imperative that we join the EU and participate in its economic
integration as well as its Common Foreign and Security policy’.’” Interestingly, Giil
seems to be the only person in the post-2002 Parliament to refer to the CFSP and
CESDP in terms of their correct names. Aydin Dumanlioglu, MP from the Islamist
AKP, in 2004 argued:

the EU has intensified its efforts to set up a common security policy in the
emerging multipolar world and Turkey is part of these policies historically,
strategically and culturally. Similarly, Turkey’s EU accession would enable the
Union to be more effective in global scene, help the EU to diffuse its political
norms and values and protect peace and stability.18

The common perception towards the EU among the AKP parliamentarians in the
early years of the AKP rule seems to be a commitment to the goal of Turkish accession
as a foreign policy objective despite the perceived lack of the EU’s global power.
However, the motivating factor here is the emphasis on instrumentality. The

16 Mehmet Dulger, Justice and Development Party (AKP) parliamentarian, General Assembly Budgetary
Proceedings for Period 22, 10th Executive Year, 56th Gathering in TGNA, 26/03/2003.

17Abdullah Gul, Foreign Minister and Deputy Prime Minister, General Assembly Budgetary Proceedings
for Period 22, 1st Executive Year, 56th Gathering in TGNA, 26/03/2003.

18 Aydin Dumanlioglu, AKP parliamentarian, General Assembly Budgetary Proceedings for Period 22,
3rd Executive Year, 29th Gathering in TGNA, 24/12/2003.
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perceptions of the AKP party revolve around the utility dimension of the EU’s foreign
policy, providing empirical support to RECON Model 1.

A very interesting finding for us was the marked difference between the left-wing
nationalists, and the Islamists/globalists and right-wing nationalists about the EU’s
foreign policy. The left-wing nationalists had a different perception of the EU, with
their emphasis on the value-driven foreign policy of the EU, compared with the
Islamists who tended to stress the instrumental aspects of the EU more. This is
reflected in the following declarations: Halil Akytiz, MP from the left-wing nationalist
CHP, argued in 2003: 'Turkey should support the EU’s stance towards peaceful
settlement of disputes rather than side with the USA. The EU with its emphasis on the
peaceful resolution of conflicts and democratic values is a more exemplary
international organization’.!” Akyiiz also praised the EU as a normative power which
values human dignity, universal ties of humanity and justice for all; accordingly he
argued that the EU presents a role model for countries such as Turkey which could
use the EU’s principles and values to resolve its own problems in the Aegean Sea.
This view of the EU as a normative power which formulates its foreign policy on soft
power tools such as improving the living conditions in neighbouring countries in
order to decrease immigration, or diffusing its own democratic principles to its
periphery is firmly grounded in the CHP parliamentarians” perceptions.

Another CHP parliamentarian, Onur Oymen, who is a former diplomat, echoed
similar arguments to Akytiz, and stressed in 2003 the need for Turkey to adopt the
EU’s modern, civilized and secular values not only in rhetoric but also in action.20 The
views of the CHP parliamentarians towards the EU’s foreign policy, therefore, tend to
revolve around the EU’s soft power and acknowledge the EU as a democratic polity
that stresses rule of law and justice for all. This is reminiscent of the EU’s
cosmopolitan values. When, for example, the CHP parliamentarians stress that the EU
is a successful example of resolving such conflicts as German-French conflict through
the trade, economic and political ties and the EU model could be used to resolve
Turkey’s conflicts in the Aegean Sea, they reflect their perceptions of the EU as a
cosmopolitan, post-national order. This view is stressed by CHP parliamentarians,
such as Onur Oymen who argued: ‘The EU represents a collection of democratic,
secular and civilized values and our membership would be possible only when we
internalize these values’.2! The emphasis on the EU by the left-wing parliamentarians
seems to be on the values and norms that EU symbolizes and there is a tendency
among this group to view the European foreign policy as a tool to diffuse these values
to its periphery. This perception of the EU and its foreign policy as a tool for diffusing
cosmopolitan values provides us with empirical evidence for RECON Model 3. The
view among the secular, nationalists in Turkey seems to revolve around the
perception of the EU and its foreign policy as a value driven instrument and the
emphasis seems to be on soft power tools rather than military action. At the same
time, we could also capture a difference between the secularist, nationalists and
Islamist, globalists in terms of their perceptions of the EU, the former stresses the

19 Halil Akyuz, Republican Peoples’ Party (CHP) parliamentarian, General Assembly Budgetary
Proceedings for Period 22, 1st Executive Year, 56th Gathering in TGNA, 26/03/2003.

20 Onur C)ymen, CHP parliamentarian, General Assembly Budgetary Proceedings for Period 22, 1st
Executive Year, 56th Gathering in TGNA, 26/03/2003.

21 Onur Oymen, CHP parliamentarian, General Assembly Budgetary Proceedings for Period 22, 2nd
Executive Year, 34th Gathering in TGNA, 22/12/2003.
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values and norms driven aspect of the EU’s foreign policy and the latter stresses the
material capabilities and security implications of the EU’s foreign policy.

Increasingly after 2002, the Turkish parliamentarians began to stress the importance
of the EU’s security policy as a newly emerging aspect of integration. This view is
particularly strong among the ruling AKP, with the perception of the EU largely
shaped by security concerns. Vahit Erdem, MP from AKP and a former diplomat,
pointed out to the new complexities in European security with the emergence of the
CESDP:

Both sides of the Atlantic are undergoing rapid transformation. Europe was
largely incompetent on the massacre in Bosnia-Herzegovina and shown itself
completely dependent on the USA and NATO for its security. This is why, there
is an attempt to improve a European security and defence policy but this
attempt is leading to differences of opinion within NATO. These developments
are critical and deeply affect Turkey.22

The emphasis here is on the relative lack of power of the EU’s foreign and security
policy. Omer Abusoglu, ANAP parliamentarian, summarizes this view as: ‘The
European Union is very weak and its member states are tied to one another with very
weak threads, there is as yet no European axis and the EU is not visible in the global
stage’.?? Yasar Yakis, the foreign minister in 2002 and AKP parliamentarian, argues
that: “The European Union is enlarging and boosting its strength; but it is facing
difficulties in building a coherent foreign policy and a political union, despite its
relative success in trade and economics’.2* These declarations reflect the ongoing
contestation over the EU’s foreign policy role in the scholarly circles as well. They also
demonstrate that from an outside perspective, the EU does not look like a coherent
foreign policy actor.

The changes in the Turkish EU relations in 2004 also led to certain refinements in the
Turkish parliamentarians’ perceptions of the EU and its foreign policy. First, the EU
completed its most important enlargement, when 10 new members, from Central and
Eastern Europe, Cyprus and Malta joined the EU on 1 May 2004. This was the largest
EU enlargement to date. The second important development was the signing of the
Constitutional Treaty in October 2004. The Constitutional Treaty brought about
significant developments with respect to deepening European Union’s second pillar,
specifically its design of a European Foreign Minister and a European Action Service.
Both of these developments were critical in shaping the European foreign policy and
Turkey’s relations with the EU. We were able to observe a change in the tone of the
deliberations among the parliamentarians in the post 2004 period. Directly related to
that, then Foreign Minister, Abdullah Giil, argued that: “The European Union is facing
the difficulties of the structural changes on the one hand and the continuing

2 Vahit Erdem, AKP parliamentarian, General Assembly Budgetary Proceedings for Period 22, 2nd
Executive Year, 34th Gathering in TGNA, 22/12/2003.

2 Omer Abusoglu, ANAP parliamentarian, Planning and Budgetary Commission, TGNA, 09/03/2003.

24 Yagar Yakis, Foreign Affairs Minister in 2002 and AKP parliamentarian, Planning and Budgetary
Commission, TGNA, 09/03/2003.
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enlargement process on the other hand, and is having difficulties in its portrayal of
regional actorness’.?5

Most importantly, Cyprus’ accession to the EU on 1 May 2004 was an important
development reinforcing the already deep suspicions among the parliamentarians’
towards the EU’s intentions. In fact, MHP parliamentarian, Harun Oztiirk and DYP
parliamentarian Oguz Tezmen referred to the EU’s position on Cyprus issues as a
total contradiction. “While Europeans fuel and encourage the creation and separation
of nation-states into smaller states, for thirty four years, they tried to create a peaceful
unitary state in Cyprus which actually consists of two distinct nations’.26 Abdullah
Gil, Minister of Foreign Affairs from AKP in 2006 reinforced this view and argued: "If
you look at the Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus and the Greek Cypriot
administration, there are two different democracies, ethnic groups and two separate
economies. The EU is harming its own credibility by ignoring this reality.”” A harsher
view was provided by the CHP parliamentarian Enis Tiittincti as: “The European
Union has been cheating on Turkish Cypriots and Turkey with its policies before and
after the Annan Plan’.?8 Similarly, Oguz Tezmen, a DYP parliamentarian in 2001
declared:

While the EU is taking an initiative for the creation of independent states in the
Balkans based on ethnic difference, it asks the Cypriots to live together.
However, there are differences among Turkish and Greek Cypriots on language,
religion and ethnicity, and this is an inconsistency on the EU’s part.?

This was reinforced in the declaration by Hakki Akalin, a CHP parliamentarian, as:
"The EU is recognizing Greek Cypriots as the only Republic on the island. It does not
recognize the 1960 London and Zurich Agreements. This attitude is unlawful and
despotic.’30

The Cyprus issue further complicated the Turkish parliamentarians’” views towards
the EU after 2006. As a result, we observe a sharp decline in the deliberations in the
Parliament on the EU on the one hand, and a change of rhetoric on the other hand
after 2006. Specifically, the Turkish parliamentarians began to stress the Turkish
power more and emphasize the need of EU accession less. A major turning point
came with respect to Turkey’s accession negotiations when the European Commission
recommended the suspension of eight chapters in the negotiations process in
response to Turkey’s decision not to extend and implement the 1995 Customs Union
agreement to Cyprus, despite the fact that Cyprus was one of the new accession
countries to the EU (Miiftiiler-Bag, 2008). When the European Council adopted the
recommendation in its December 2006 summit, there was an intense debate in the
Turkish Parliament over this; partly because the fears that rose in 2004 with regard to

%5 Abdullah Giil, Foreign Affairs Minister and Vice Prime Minister, AKP, Planning and Budgetary
Commission, TGNA, 09/11/2004.

26 Harun Oztiirk, MHP parliamentarian, Planning and Budgetary Commission, TGNA, 21/11/2008.

27 Abdullah Giil, Foreign Affairs Minister and Vice Prime Minister, AKP, Planning and Budgetary
Commission, 14/11/2006.

28 Enis Ttittincti, CHP parliamentarian, Planning and Budgetary Commission, TGNA, 09/11/2004.
29 Oguz Tezmen, DYP parliamentarian, Planning and Budgetary Proceedings, TGNA, 02/11/2001.
30 Hakkt Akalin, CHP parliamentarian, Planning and Budgetary Commission, TGNA, 9/03/2003.
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Cyprus’s accession to the EU seems to be fulfilled. Specifically, Giil, the Foreign
Minister at the time from the AKP, claimed:

The Turkish Cypriots who voted for “yes’ in the referendum have expectations
now, as the EU made certain promises to them and to the whole world.
However, both Turkey and Turkish Republic of Cyprus are now waiting for the
EU to keep its promises. There are regulations that need to be adopted by the
EU, but this did not yet happen and neither the isolations were removed.3!

For example, in his evaluation of the suspension of negotiations in eight chapters,
Hiiseyin Kansu, Parliamentarian from the AKP, argued:

Although Turkey has been participating in good faith, suspension of
negotiations in 8 chapters is incompatible with the principle of equity and
justice. The EU seriously lacks vision and faces a dilemma for being up-front
global power or a closed, inward-looking regional cooperation organization.
The EU’s decisions to suspend negotiations are an indication of a passive actor
who does not like to take risks, but despite this decision, in principle Turkey
and EU needs each other.32

It is also important to note here that Kansu was reflecting a perception of the EU
along the logic of justification, i.e. a view of the EU as a cosmopolitan union. If the
Cyprus question constituted an important factor shaping the Turkish
parliamentarians’” views on the EU and its foreign policy, the Kurdish problem was
the other similar issue.

An additional complication to the parliamentarians’ deliberations on the EU was
introduced through the perceptions that the EU accession process is impacting
Turkey’s Kurdish problem. The Kurdish issue acts as a major source of debate on the
impact of the EU on Turkish politics and brings the proponents of democratization in
Turkey face to face with the nationalists. For example, the nationalists organized
under the MHP opposes the adoption of the EU criteria on minorities, Kurdish
cultural and political rights based on the notion that any rights that the Kurdish
people acquire in Turkey, is a loss of Turkish rights and constitute a danger to
Turkey’s territorial integrity. This is summarized by the MHP leader Devlet Bahgeli’s
position: “Turkey’s national unity, national security and national interests come before
everything else’ (Milliyet, 2007: 12). This declaration demonstrates how the
nationalists groups in Turkey perceive the EU as weakening the Turkish integrity and
damaging Turkish national interests, especially with regards to the Kurdish problem.
This view is furthered by Mehmet Gunal’s speech, MHP parliamentarian, as: “We
need to make sure that the EU is aware of our sensitivities on the Kurdish issue, but
while the EU seems to condemn separatist moves, they support the separatist
activities of the Kurds’. The CHP also seemed to share this view as voiced by Onur
Oymen, CHP parliamentarian, who claimed that: “The EU’s conditionality on
minorities clearly resembles the Article 151 of the Sevres Treaty and the foreign

31 Abdullah Gil, Foreign Affairs Minister and Vice Prime Minister, AKP, Planning and Budgetary
Commission, TGNA, 14/11/2006. .

32 Huseyin Kansu, AKP Parliamentarian, General Assembly Budgetary Proceedings, Period 22, 2nd
Executive Year, 39th Gathering, TGNA, 21/12/2006.
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powers are dictating to Turkey how we should behave towards our minorities’.3? This
is, of course, a very strong nationalist impulse that both the MHP and the CHP
strongly share which, in turn, shapes their views about the EU’s foreign policy role.

On the other side of the coin, the Kurdish groups in Turkey are, not surprisingly,
increasingly pro-EU and pro-European since 2002. In a survey conducted by the
Economics and Foreign Policy Institute based in Istanbul in 2005, of those
interviewees who voted for the now closed HADEP - the Kurdish party - in the 2002
elections 82 percent supported Turkey’s EU accession; similarly of those interviewees
who spoke Kurdish, 72 percent supported Turkey’s EU accession (Domanic, 2005: 10-
20). Thus, there is an interesting dynamic between the Turkish nationalists and
Kurdish nationalists, with the EU’s official position on the Kurdish problem acting as
a major factor in rising Euroscepticism among the nationalists and increasing support
among the Kurds. The same survey also found out that ‘the common characteristics of
low EU support are right ideology, high religious inclination, lower income and little
formal education” (Domanic, 2005: 12). In another survey, Ali Carkoglu (2003) found
similar results and an inverse relationship between nationalism and support to EU
membership, with increased identification of oneself as nationalist leading to lower
support to EU membership. Thus, one of the findings of our analysis on the
deliberations by the parliamentarians, that the Turkish nationalists oppose the EU
accession goal, is also verified by the nationalist leaders’ declarations and these
survey results.

This is because the political and cultural rights to be accorded to the Kurds are at the
center of the nationalist debate. The EU pressure on broadcasting in languages other
than Turkish has led to some legal changes in Turkey and since 2008; there are local
radio, TV stations as well as state TV broadcasting in Kurdish. The nationalist
position is complicated with the problem of Kurdistan Workers” Party (PKK)
terrorism. Since 1984, the Kurdish separatists organized under the umbrella of PKK,
began to stage operations against the Turkish military and civilian targets. The PKK
movement received a blow in 1999 when its leader Abdullah Ocalan was imprisoned
for terrorism (Onis, 2007). It is for this reason that before the 2007 elections, Bahgeli
has campaigned with a demonstration of a ‘rope” in his hands, symbolizing capital
punishment, with the implication that once MHP comes to power, they will hang
Abdullah Ocalan, the leader of the PKK, currently in prison in Turkey for his terrorist
activities.

The Kurdish issue illuminates the extent to which the two cleavages in Turkish
politics overlap increasingly as a result of the EU accession process. The AKP,
representing Islamist and globalist tendencies, is in favor of advancing cultural and
political rights for the Kurds. In the post 2002 period, the AKP government passed a
number of political reform packages that would allow freedom of speech, freedom in
broadcasting in one’s own language and recognition of cultural rights (European
Commission, 2008). It seems likely that the AKP is using these reforms to fulfill the
EU’s Copenhagen criteria as illustrated by the AKP leader Erdogan’s declaration:
"Kurds have the same political and social rights in Turkey as all other ethnic groups
and we try to eliminate all forms of discrimination” (Milliyet, 2006). This, in turn,
demonstrates that the AKP has been supportive of granting Kurds increased rights
whereas the main opposition to that comes from the MHP. As such, this illustrates

3 Mehmet Giinal, MHP parliamentarian, Planning and Budgetary Commission, TGNA, 21/11/2008.
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how the AKP, the Islamists/globalists and the MHP, the nationalists, are located on
the opposite ends with respect to the Kurdish issue in line with the EU accession
process. This dynamic is reflected with Bahgeli’s declaration that ‘The strongest
defense against globalism is nationalism and the AKP has surrendered to EU
demands in Kurdish separatism” (Ttimgazeteler, 2006). It would, therefore, be not far
fetched to argue that the Kurdish issue is also one of the factors that led to a difference
among the parliamentarians and their perceptions of the EU and its foreign policy.
Thus, the nationalist opposition to the EU seems to revolve around the Kurdish issue
and the Cyprus problem and possible impact of the EU’s on deepening the Turkish
problems and harming the nationalist interests. The AKP, on the other hand, seems to
focus on the instrumental values of Turkey’s EU accession, and as a result, aims to
adopt the necessary changes in order to attain the goal of membership.

The mixed signals coming from the EU, the slowness in the negotiations all added up
to a level of exasperation among the parliamentarians, especially after 2007. This is
also when parliamentarians began to stress alternative areas for integration if the EU
membership talks continue at the pace they are going. For example, Yasar Yakis
contended that: “as a group in the Turkish Parliament, the AKP parliamentarians
want to maintain stable relations with the countries in the region, but do not consider
other ties as alternatives to Turkey’s relations with the EU" 3 Similarly, Egemen Bags,
MP from the AKP and the Chief negotiator since 2008, argued: "Turkey is going
through a transformation by maintaining good neighbourly relations and trying to
mediate between the conflicting parties such as Israel and Syria, India and Pakistan,
Lebanon [...] but these are complementary to the EU’s efforts for maintaining regional
stability’.%5 In a similar context, the Minister of Foreign Affairs at the time, Abdullah
Giil argued that: “if the EU wants to be a global actor, it has to realize Turkey’s power
and its possible role in enhancing the EU’s stance in global affairs’s¢. This is also
repeated in a very similar fashion by Ahmet Davutoglu, the Minister of Foreign
Affairs since 2008 as “The EU needs to recognize Turkey’s power and its role to
enhance the EU’s global power’.%” This change in rhetoric is important because
increasingly after 2006, mostly after 2007, we see an emphasis on the Turkish
importance for the EU by the parliamentarians and that the EU is not treating Turkey
in a credible fashion. This perception also correlates with the parliamentarians” views
on the transatlantic relations. As transatlantic relations and the relative importance of
the USA or the EU for Turkish foreign policy emerge as important factors shaping the
parliamentarians’” perceptions. Despite the acknowledgements about the changes in
global power configurations and the EU’s visibility as a foreign policy actor, Turkish
policy-makers were careful in their speeches and refrain from contradicting the US
while at the same time attempt to balance their policies with the EU’s and their
regional interests. We also need to keep in mind the external environment, especially
the fact that Turkey’s relations with the USA deteriorated following the American

34 Yasar Yakis, AKP parliamentarian, General Assembly Budgetary Proceedings, Period 22, 5t Executive
Year, 39th Gathering in TGNA, 21/12/2006.

3% Egemen Bagis, AKP parliamentarian, Period 23, 3rd Executive Year, 35t Gathering in TGNA,
23/12/2008.

3% Abdullah Giil, Foreign Affairs Minister, General Assembly Budgetary Proceedings for Period 22, 5th
Executive Year, 39th Gathering in TGNA, 21/12/2006.

37 Ahmet Davutoglu, Foreign Affairs Minister, General Assembly Budgetary Proceedings, Period 23, 4th
Executive Year, 35th Gathering in TGNA, 18/12/2009.
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invasion of Iraq in 2003. Talking in the budgetary proceedings, then Minister of
Foreign Affairs, Abdullah Giil stated that:

we managed to achieve our optimum foreign policy priorities and our
diplomacy managed to achieve a consensus with the U.S., EU, Islamic world,
and Middle East. Today, we follow a foreign policy towards Iraq that is based
on deliberative diplomacy with the U.S., which does not contradict with the
EU’s interests either. This diplomacy was also welcomed by the Islamic world
and Middle East with sympathy. In this way, we managed to maintain our
friendly relationship with all the actors in the international arena who are
seriously divided on Iraqi war.3

Consequently, the Turkish parliamentarians began to stress that Turkey’s friendly
relations with its neighbours and its positive involvement in international
organizations were strengthening its negotiating position towards the EU. According
to Edip Safder Gaydali, MP from the liberal Motherland Party: ‘Turkey has to set a
foreign and security strategy parallel to its own strategic weight which will then
determine the Turkish power on the negotiating table with the EU’".3° The perception
of the EU from this point of view was: “The European Union is an economic giant, but
it does not possess a political role or effectiveness in global affairs and the USA is
preponderant power setting the main rules of global affairs’.#0 However, the AKP
position was that Turkey does not need to choose between the USA and the EU as its
main security partner but that these are complementary. On the other hand, Stikru
Mustafa Elekdag, CHP parliamentarian, claimed: ‘When there are difficulties in
transatlantic relations, Turkey will be forced to make a strategic decision between the
EU and the USA’.41 This is partly related to the fact that cooperation with the USA is
important for Turkey’s position in regional and global politics and the EU is
important for Turkey’s place in Europe. This is also why, Turkish parliamentarians’
perceptions revolve around the notion that Turkey’s accession to the EU carries
significant impact in transforming the EU into a global power. Ahmet Davutoglu,
Minister of Foreign Affairs since 2008, summarizes this view succintly as:

A European Union without Turkey is internal looking, economically stagnant
and continental based power, with no future. A European Union with Turkey is
economically dynamic, culturally heterogenous, global power with a future [...]
If the EU is not to remain a closed, continental power but become a global
player, it needs Turkey’s strength and power.#2

According to Giil: ‘for the EU to increase its visibility in global affairs and act as a
power, it needs to become aware of the contributions that Turkey’s accession would

38 Abdullah Gul, Foreign Affairs Minister, General Assembly Budgetary Proceedings for Period 22, 2nd
Executive Year, 34th Gathering in TGNA, 22/12/2003.

3 Edip Safder Gaydali, ANAP parliamentarian, General Assembly Budgetary Proceedings for Period 22,
4th Executive Year, 38th Gathering in TGNA, 21/12/2005.

40 Tbid.

4 Sitkrtt Mustafa Elekdag, CHP parliamentarian, Planning and Budgetary Commission, TGNA
09/11/2004.

42 Ahmet Davutoglu, AKP parliamentarian and Minister for Foreign Affairs, General Assembly
Budgetary Proceedings, Period 23, 4th Executive Year, 35th Gathering in TGNA, 18/12/2009.
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make to its global power’.#3 This also fits well with the view that the EU is on the road
to become a global player and a foreign policy actor, i.e. confirming the cosmopolitan
view of the EU.

Conclusion

This paper presented an analysis of the different perceptions among the Turkish
parliamentarians with regards to the EU’s foreign policy making. This analysis of the
parliamentarians shed light onto the Turkish elite’s attitudes towards the European
Union’s foreign policy. By doing so, the paper attempted to assess the empirical
validity of the RECON Models, audit democracy, federal democracy and the EU as a
regional, cosmopolitan order. An interesting finding is that there seems to be a
significant correlation between the EU’s common foreign and security policy and the
Turkish perceptions around the interest-based calculations. The Turkish
parliamentarians, mainly from the center-right and nationalist parties, tended to
perceive the EU’s foreign policy from a utilitarian lenses. On the other hand, we
found out that the left-wing parties tend to view the EU and its foreign policy from a
normative perspective. Specifically, the CHP parliamentarians signal their
perceptions of the European Union from a value and norm driven perspective. The
EU’s capacity to act as a global power is seen to be directly related to its civilizing
norms. This perception, in turn, seems to support both the RECON Models 2 and 3. It
is clear from the CHP parliamentarians” positions that they tend to view the EU as a
cosmopolitan union and assess the EU foreign policy as fostering and promoting
cosmopolitan values. Nonetheless, almost all the parliamentarians from all different
political camps perceive the EU as not fulfilling its own obligations towards Turkey
and excluding Turkey from the newly emerging European polity. Thus, the
parliamentarians tend to stress that from the logic of justification point of view,
Turkey’s exclusion is problematic. This outside perception of the EU’s inability of
fulfilling its commitments is then projected into a loss of credibility for the EU and
lessens its capacity to act as a normative player in international politics.

In short, our analysis of the Turkish Parliamentarians’ deliberations on the EU’s
foreign policy revealed a number of patterns. The Islamists who are organized under
the AKP are mostly globalists and approach the EU and its foreign policy from a
utilitarian angle. Their deliberations reflect a perception of the EU not yet acquiring a
significant role in global politics because of its relative lack of power. Nonetheless, the
goal of accession is there but the emphasis after 2007 is increasingly on the Turkish
contribution to the EU as a global power. The left-wing nationalists organized under
DSP and CHP reflect a different view of the EU with the EU seen as a normative
power which diffuses norms and values to its periphery and this is seen as its greatest
strength in global politics. The right-wing nationalists see the EU and its foreign
policy as a threat to Turkish interests and approach the EU with great scepticism.
However, it is possible to perceive in all the political camps a greater degree of
alienation from the European Union after 2007. This is partly due to the accession
negotiations losing its momentum but also related to the ongoing crisis in the EU
which decreased the attractiveness of the EU membership for the Turkish political
elite and the Turkish public. These diverging perceptions of the Turkish

4 Abdullah Gul, Foreign Affairs Minister and AKP parliamentarian, General Assembly Budgetary
Proceedings for Period 22, 5th Executive Year, 39th Gathering, TGNA, 21/12/2006.
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parliamentarians are important in assessing the EU’s CFSP from an external point of
view. The mixed and diverging views of the EU’s foreign policy role as reflected in
the Turkish parliamentarians” deliberations demonstrate that from an outsider point
of view, the EU is not yet a foreign policy actor. This fits ongoing contestation over
the EU’s foreign and security role. Is the EU a ‘federal’ state or a ‘cosmopolitan
union’?

RECON Online Working Paper 2011/23 21



Meltem Miftller-Bag and Rahime Siileymanoglu-Kirim

References

Aggestam, L. (2004) ‘Role Identity and Europeanisation of Foreign Policy: A Political-
cultural Approach’, in B. Tonra and T. Christensen (eds), Rethinking European
Union Foreign Policy, Manchester: Manchester University Press.

Canefe, N. and Bora, T. (2003) ‘Intellectual Roots of Anti-European Sentiments in
Turkish Politics: The Case of Radical Turkish Nationalism’, Turkish Studies, 4(1):
127-48.

Carkoglu, A. (2003) “Who Wants Full Membership? Characteristics of Turkish Public
Support for EU Membership’, Turkish Studies, 4(1): 171-95.

Domanic, S. (2005) ‘Turkey’s European Accession and the Public Opinion’, Edam,
Centre for Economics and Foreign Policy Studies, 5 December. Available at:
<http:/ /www.isp.org.pl/files/3814016950481591001134486421.pdf>.

Dtchene, F. (1973) “The European Community and Uncertainties of Interdependence’,
in M. Kohnstamm and W. Hager (eds) A Nation Writ Large? Foreign Policy
Problems before the European Community, London: Macmillan.

European Commission (2008) ‘Turkey 2008 Progress Report’, SEC(2008) 2699,
Brussels 5 November 2008. Available at:
<http:/ /ec.europa.eu/enlargement/pdf/press_corner/key-
documents/reports nov_2008/turkey progress report en.pdf>.

Heper, M. (1985) The State Tradition in Turkey, Walkington: The Eothen Press.

Hill, C. (2003) The Changing Politics of Foreign Policy. New York, NY: Palgrave
Macmillan.

Hiirriyet (2006) ‘Lanetlenesi Olay’, Turkish Daily newspaper, 5 May, at p. 16.
— (2008) ‘Bahgeli’"den 6nemli aciklamalar’, Turkish Daily newspaper, 18 November,
at p. 10.

Kesgin, B. and Kaarbo, J. (2010) “When and How Parliaments Influence Foreign
Policy: The Case of Turkey’s Iraq Decision’, International Studies Perspectives, 11:
19-36.

Lightfoot, S. and Burchell, J. (2005) “The European Union and the World Summit on
Sustainable Development: Normative Power Europe in Action?’, Journal of
Common Market Studies, 43(1): 75-95.

Lucarelli, S. and Fioramonti, L. (eds) (2010) External Perceptions of the EU as a Global
Actor, London: Routledge.

Manners, I. (2002) ‘Normative Power Europe: A Contradiction in Terms?’, Journal of
Common Market Studies, 20(2): 235-58.

Milliyet (2006) ‘Erdogan: "Tiirkiye'de Kirtler'in hak sorunu yok'", Turkish Daily
newspaper, 19 December. Available at:
<http:/ /www.milliyet.com.tr/2006/12/19/son/sonsiy02.asp>.

— (2007) “‘Bahceli’den TUSIAD’a yine sert yanit’ [Hard response from Bahceli to
TUSIAD], Turkish Daily newspaper, 25 January, at p. 12.

Miiftiiler-Bag, M. (2008) ‘Turkey’s Accession to the European Union: The EU’s
Internal Dynamics’, International Studies Perspectives, 9(2): 208-26.

Onis, Z. (2000) ‘Luxembourg, Helsinki and Beyond: Turkey-EU Relations’, Government
and Opposition, 35(4): 463-83.

22 RECON Online Working Paper 2011/23



The European Union’s Foreign Policy

— (2007) “‘Conservative Globalists versus Defensive Nationalists: Political Parties and
Paradoxes of Europeanization in Turkey’, Journal of Southern Europe and the
Balkans, 9(3): 247-61.

Radikal (2002) ‘Bahgeli: MHP, AB igin figtiran olmayacaktir’, Turkish Daily
newspaper, 25 June, at p. 9.

Raunio, T. and Wiberg, M. (2001) ‘Parliamentalizing Foreign Policy Decision-Making’,
Cooperation and Conflict, 36(1): 61-86.

Reiter, D. and Tillman, E. R. (2002) ‘Public, Legislative, and Executive Constraints on
the Democratic Initiation of Conflict’, Journal of Politics, 64: 810-26.

Smith, K. (2000) ‘The End of Civilian Power EU: A Welcome Demise or Cause for
Concern?’, International Spectator, 23(2): 11-28.

Tocci, N. (2007) ‘Profiling Normative Foreign Policy: The European Union and its
Global Partners’, CEPS Working Document No. 279, Brussels: Centre for
European Policy Studies.

Tumgazeteler (2006) ‘Bahgeli: Devletimiz iceriden hangerlenmektedir’, 26 November.
Available at: <http:/ /www.tumgazeteler.com/?a=1807933>.

Whitman, R. (1998) From Civilian Power to Superpower? The International Identity of the
European Union, Basingstoke: Palgrave.

Yilmaz, O. (2007) ‘Almayacaksaniz Acikca soyleyin’ [If You Are Not Going to Accept,
Tell It Openly], Milliyet, 16 February. Available at:
<http://www.milliyet.com.tr/-almayacaksaniz-acikcasoyleyin-
/sivaset/haberdetayarsiv/16.02.2007 /189466 / default.htm>.

RECON Online Working Paper 2011/23 23



RECON Online Working Papers

2011/23

Meltem Miiftiiler-Ba¢ and

Rahime Siileymanoglu-Kiirtim

The European Union’s Foreign Policy
The Perceptions of the Turkish
Parliamentarians

2011/22

Guri Rosén

Can You Keep a Secret?

How the European Parliament Got Access
to Sensitive Documents in the Area of
Security and Defence

2011/21

Merzuka Selin Tiirkes

Human Rights in the European Union's
Foreign Policy

Universal in Discourse, Flexible in Practice

2011/20

Meltem Miiftiiler-Bag

The European Union and Turkey
Democracy, Multiculturalism and
European Identity

2011/19

Dirk Peters

A Divided Union?

Public Opinion and the EU’s Common
Foreign, Security and Defence Policy

2011/18

Tess Altman and David Mayes
Democratic Boundaries in the US and
Europe

Inequality, Localisation and Voluntarism
in Social Welfare Provision

2011/17

Emmanuel Sigalas

When Quantity Matters

Activity Levels and Re-Election Prospects
of Members of the European Parliament

2011/16

Daniel Gaus

The State’s Existence between
Facts and Norms

A Reflection on Some Problems
to the Analysis of the State

2011/15

Daniel Gaus

The Dynamics of Legitimation

Why the Study of Political Legitimacy
Needs More Realism

2011/14

Erik Oddvar Eriksen and

John Erik Fossum

Representation through Deliberation
The European Case

2011/13

Nora Fisher Onar

‘Europe’, ‘Womanhood’ and ‘Islam’
Re-aligning Contested Concepts via the
Headscarf Debate

2011/12
Rainer Forst
Transnational Justice and Democracy

2011/11

Petra Guasti

The Europeanisation of Parliaments in
Central and Eastern Europe

2011/10

Espen D. H. Olsen

European Citizenship

With a Nation-State, Federal, or
Cosmopolitan Twist?

2011/09

Hauke Brunkhorst
Cosmopolitanism and Democratic
Freedom

2011/08

Eric Miklin and Ben Crum
Inter-Parliamentary Contacts of Members
of the European Parliament

Report of a Survey

2011/07

John Erik Fossum

Nationalism, Patriotism and Diversity
Conceptualising the National Dimension
in Neil MacCormick’s Post-Sovereign
Constellation



2011/06

Agustin José Menéndez

United they Diverge?

From Conflict of Laws to Constitutional
Theory? On Christian Joerges” Theory

2011/05

Olga Brzezifiska, Beata Czajkowska
and David Skully

Re-constructing Polish Identity
Searching for a New Language

2011/04

Mihély Csako

Education for Democracy in Hungarian
Schools

2011/03

Christopher Lord and Dionysia Tamvaki
The Politics of Justification?

Applying the ‘Discourse Quality Index” to
the Study of the European Union

2011/02

Agustin José Menéndez

From Constitutional Pluralism to a
Pluralistic Constitution?

Constitutional Synthesis as a
MacCormickian Constitutional Theory of
European Integration

2011/01

Radostina Primova

Enhancing the Democratic Legitimacy of
EU Governance?

The Impact of Online Public Consultations
in Energy Policy-making

2010/29
Maria Weimer
Policy Choice versus Science

in Regulating Animal Cloning
Under the WTO Law

2010/28

Stefan Collignon

Fiscal Policy Rules and the Sustainability
of Public Debt in Europe

2010/27

Cathrine Holst

Martha Nussbaum’s Outcome-oriented
Theory of Justice

Philosophical Comments

2010/26

Waltraud Schelkle, Joan Costa-i-Font
and Christa van Wijnbergen
Consumer Choice, Welfare Reform
and Participation in Europe

A Framework for Analysis

2010/25

John Erik Fossum and Agustin José
Menéndez

The Theory of Constitutional Synthesis
A Constitutional Theory for a
Democratic European Union

2010/24

Raul Letelier

Non-Contractual Liability for
Breaches of EU Law

The Tension between Corrective
and Distributive Justice?

2010/23

Sara Clavero and Yvonne Galligan
Gender Equality in the European Union
Lessons for Democracy?

2010/22

Pieter de Wilde, Hans-Jorg Trenz and
Asimina Michailidou

Contesting EU Legitimacy

The Prominence, Content and Justification
of Euroscepticism During 2009 EP Election
Campaigns

2010/21

Rainer Nickel

Data Mining and ‘Renegade” Aircrafts
The States as Agents of a Global Militant
Security Governance Network - The
German Example

2010/20
David G. Mayes and Zaidah Mustaffa
Social Models in the Enlarged EU

2010/19

Tess Altman and Chris Shore

Social Welfare and Democracy in Europe
What Role for the Private and Voluntary
Sectors?



2010/18

Aleksandra Maatsch

Between an Intergovernmental and a
Polycentric European Union

National Parliamentary Discourses on
Democracy in the EU Ratification Process

2010/17

Erik O. Eriksen and John Erik Fossum
Bringing European Democracy back in
Or how to Read the

German Constitutional Court’s

Lisbon Treaty Ruling?

2010/16

Jean L. Cohen

Constitutionalism Beyond the State
Myth or Necessity?

2010/15
Rainer Forst
Two Stories about Toleration

2010/14

Zdenka Mansfeldova and Petra
Rakusanova Guasti

The Quality of Democracy

in the Czech Republic

2010/13

Emmanuel Sigalas, Monika Mokre,
Johannes Pollak, Peter Slominski

and Jozef Batora

Democracy Models and Parties

at the EU Level

Empirical Evidence from the Adoption of
the 2009 European Election Manifestoes

2010/12

Antje Wiener and Uwe Puetter
Informal Elite Dialogue and
Democratic Control in EU Foreign and
Security Policy

2010/11

Erik Oddvar Eriksen
European Transformation
A Pragmatist Approach

2010/10

Justus Schoénlau

The Committee of the Regions

The RECON Models from a Subnational
Perspective

2010/09

Asimina Michailidou and Hans-J6rg Trenz
2009 European Parliamentary Elections on
the Web

A Mediatization Perspective

2010/08

Kolja Moller

European Governmentality or
Decentralised Network Governance?
The Case of the European Employment
Strategy

2010/07
Kjartan Koch Mikalsen
In Defence of Kant’s League of States

2010/06
Nora Schleicher
Gender Identity in a Democratic Europe

2010/05

Christian Joerges

The Idea of a Three-Dimensional
Conflicts Law as Constitutional Form

2010/04

Meltem Miiftiiler-Ba¢ and

Nora Fisher Onar

Women's Rights in Turkey as Gauge
of its European Vocation

The Impact of ‘EU-niversal Values’

2010/03

Neil Walker

Constitutionalism and Pluralism in
Global Context

2010/02

Dominika Biegon

European Identity Constructions in
Public Debates on Wars and Military
Interventions

2010/01

Federica Bicchi and Caterina Carta
The COREU/CORTESY Network and
the Circulation of Information within
EU Foreign Policy

2009/19

Rachel Herp Tausendfreund

The Commission and its Principals
Delegation Theory on a Common
European External Trade Policy

in the WTO



2009/18

Marianne Riddervold

Making a Common Foreign Policy
EU Coordination in the ILO

2009/17

Uwe Puetter and Antje Wiener
EU Foreign Policy Elites and
Fundamental Norms
Implications for Governance

2009/16

Emmanuel Sigalas, Monika Mokre,
Johannes Pollak, Jozef Batora and

Peter Slominski

Reconstituting Political Representation
in the EU

The Analytical Framework and

the Operationalisation of the

RECON Models

2009/15

Meltem Miiftiiler-Bag and Yaprak Giirsoy
Is There an Europeanisation of

Turkish Foreign Policy?

An Addendum to the Literature

on EU Candidates

2009/14

Maria Weimer

Applying Precaution in Community
Authorisation of Genetically
Modified Products

Challenges and Suggestions for Reform

2009/13

Dionysia Tamvaki

Using Eurobarometer Data on Voter
Participation in the 2004 European
Elections to Test the RECON Models

2009/12
Arndt Wonka and Berthold Rittberger
How Independent are EU Agencies?

2009/11

Tanja Hitzel-Cassagnes and Rainer
Schmalz-Bruns

Recognition and Political Theory:
Paradoxes and Conceptual Challenges of
the Politics of Recognition

2009/10

Hans-Jorg Trenz and Pieter de Wilde
Denouncing European Integration
Euroscepticism as Reactive Identity
Formation

2009/09

Pieter de Wilde

Designing Politicization

How Control Mechanisms in National
Parliaments Affect Parliamentary Debates
in EU Policy-Formulation

2009/08

Erik Oddvar Eriksen
Explicating Social Action
Arguing or Bargaining?

2009/07

Hans-Jorg Trenz, Nadine Bernhard

and Erik Jentges

Civil Society and EU
Constitution-Making

Towards a European Social Constituency?

2009/06

Kjartan Koch Mikalsen
Regional Federalisation with a
Cosmopolitan Intent

2009/05

Agustin José Menéndez
European Citizenship after
Martinez Sala and Bambaust
Has European Law Become
More Human but Less Social?

2009/04

Giandomenico Majone

The ‘Referendum Threat’, the
Rationally Ignorant Voter, and the
Political Culture of the EU

2009/03

Johannes Pollak, Jozef Batora, Monika
Mokre, Emmanuel Sigalas and

Peter Slominski

On Political Representation

Myths and Challenges

2009/02

Hans-Jorg Trenz

In Search of Popular Subjectness
Identity Formation, Constitution-Making
and the Democratic Consolidation of the
EU



2009/01

Pieter de Wilde

Reasserting the Nation State

The Trajectory of Euroscepticism in the
Netherlands 1992-2005

2008/20

Anne Elizabeth Stie

Decision-Making Void of Democratic
Qualities?

An Evaluation of the EU’s Foreign and
Security Policy

2008/19

Cathleen Kantner, Amelie Kutter and
Swantje Renfordt

The Perception of the EU as an Emerging
Security Actor in Media Debates on
Humanitarian and Military Interventions
(1990-2006)

2008/18

Cathrine Holst

Gender Justice in the European Union
The Normative Subtext of Methodological
choices

2008/17

Yaprak Giirsoy and Meltem Miiftiiler-Bag
The European Union’s Enlargement
Process and the Collective Identity
Formation in Turkey

The Interplay of Multiple Identities

2008/16

Yvonne Galligan and Sara Clavero
Assessing Gender Democracy in the
European Union

A Methodological Framework

2008/15

Agustin José Menéndez
Reconstituting Democratic
Taxation in Europe

The Conceptual Framework

2008/14

Zdzistaw Mach and Grzegorz Pozarlik
Collective Identity Formation in the
Process of EU Enlargement

Defeating the Inclusive Paradigm of a
European Democracy?

2008/13

Pieter de Wilde

Media Coverage and National
Parliaments in EU Policy-Formulation
Debates on the EU Budget in the
Netherlands 1992-2005

2008/12

Daniel Gaus

Legitimate Political Rule Without a State?
An Analysis of Joseph H. H. Weiler’s
Justification of the Legitimacy of the
European Union Qua Non-Statehood

2008/11

Christopher Lord

Some Indicators of the Democratic
Performance of the European Union
and How They Might Relate to the
RECON Models

2008/10

Nicole Deitelhof

Deliberating ESDP

European Foreign Policy and
the International Criminal Court

2008/09

Marianne Riddervold
Interests or Principles?

EU Foreign Policy in the ILO

2008 /08

Ben Crum

The EU Constitutional Process

A Failure of Political Representation?

2008/07

Hans-Jorg Trenz

In Search of the European Public Sphere
Between Normative Overstretch and
Empirical Disenchantment

2008/06

Christian Joerges and Florian Rodl

On the “Social Deficit” of the European
Integration Project and its Perpetuation
Through the ECJ Judgements in

Viking and Laval

2008/05

Yvonne Galligan and Sara Clavero
Reserching Gender Democracy in
the European Union

Challenges and Prospects



2008/04

Thomas Risse and Jana

Katharina Grabowsky

European Identity Formation in the
Public Sphere and in Foreign Policy

2008/03

Jens Steffek

Public Accountability and the Public
Sphere of International Governance

2008 /02

Christoph Haug

Public Spheres within Movements
Challenging the (Re)search for a European
Public Sphere

2008/01

James Caporaso and Sidney Tarrow
Polanyi in Brussels

European Institutions and the
Embedding of Markets in Society

2007/19

Helene Sjursen

Integration Without Democracy?
Three Conceptions of European
Security Policy in Transformation

2007/18

Anne Elizabeth Stie

Assessing Democratic Legitimacy

From a Deliberative Perspective

An Analytical Framework for Evaluating the
EU’s Second Pillar Decision-Making System

2007/17

Swantje Renfordt

Do Europeans Speak With
One Another in Time of War?
Results of a Media Analysis
on the 2003 Iraq War

2007/16

Erik Oddvar Eriksen and

John Erik Fossum

A Done Deal? The EU’s Legitimacy
Conundrum Revisited

2007/15

Helene Sjursen
Enlargement in Perspective
The EU’s Quest for Identity

2007/14

Stefan Collignon

Theoretical Models of Fiscal
Policies in the Euroland

The Lisbon Strategy, Macroeconomic
Stability and the Dilemma of
Governance with Governments

2007/13
Agustin José Menéndez
The European Democratic Challenge

2007/12

Hans-J6rg Trenz

Measuring Europeanisation of
Public Communication

The Question of Standards

2007/11

Hans-Jorg Trenz, Maximilian
Conrad and Guri Rosén

The Interpretative Moment of
European Journalism

The Impact of Newspaper Opinion
Making in the Ratification Process

2007/10

Wolfgang Wagner

The Democratic Deficit in the EU’s
Security and Defense Policy - Why
Bother?

2007/09

Helene Sjursen

‘Doing Good’ in the World?

Reconsidering the Basis of the Research Agenda
on the EU’s Foreign and Security Policy

2007/08

Dawid Friedrich

Old Wine in New Bottles?

The Actual and Potential Contribution of
Civil Society Organisations to Democratic
Governance in Europe

2007/07

Thorsten Hiiller

Adversary or ‘Depoliticized” Institution?
Democratizing the Constitutional Convention

2007/06

Christoph Meyer

The Constitutional Treaty Debates as
Revelatory Mechanisms

Insights for Public Sphere Research and
Re-Launch Attempts



2007/05 2007/02

Neil Walker James Bohman

Taking Constitutionalism Beyond the State Democratizing the Transnational Polity
The European Union and the

2007/04 Presuppositions of Democracy

John Erik Fossum

Constitutional Patriotism 2007/01

Canada and the European Union Erik O. Eriksen and John Erik Fossum
Europe in Transformation

2007/03 How to Reconstitute Democracy

Christian Joerges

Conflict of Laws as Constitutional Form
Reflections on International Trade Law
and the Biotech Panel Report

Reconstituting Democracy in Europe (RECON)

RECON seeks to clarify whether democracy is possible under conditions of complexity, plura-
lism and multilevel governance. Three models for reconstituting democracy in Europe are
delineated and assessed: (i) reframing the EU as a functional regime and reconstituting
democracy at the national level; (ii) establishing the EU as a multi-national federal state; or (iii)
developing a post-national Union with an explicit cosmopolitan imprint.

RECON is an Integrated Project financed by the European Commission’s Sixth Framework
Programme for Research, Priority 7 - Citizens and Governance in a Knowledge-based Society.
Project No.: CIT4-CT-2006-028698.

Coordinator: ARENA - Centre for European Studies, University of Oslo.

Project website: www.reconproject.eu

RECON Online Working Paper Series

The Working Paper Series publishes work from all the researchers involved in the RECON
project, but it is also open to submissions from other researchers working within the fields
covered by RECON. The topics of the series correspond to the research focus of RECON's
work packages. RECON Online Working Papers are widely circulated and included in online
social science databases. Contact: admin@reconproject.eu.

Editors
Erik O. Eriksen, ARENA - University of Oslo John Erik Fossum, ARENA - University of Oslo
Editorial Board

Ben Crum, Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam Zdzislaw Mach, Jagiellonian University Krakow
Yvonne Galligan, Queen’s University Belfast Agustin José Menéndez, University of Ledn
Christian Joerges, University of Bremen Helene Sjursen, ARENA - University of Oslo
Ulrike Liebert, University of Bremen Hans-Jorg Trenz, ARENA - University of Oslo

Christopher Lord, ARENA - University of Oslo Wolfgang Wagner, Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam



