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The long-lasting Turkey-EU relation-
ship faced a major challenge in the
year 2005. It was a year in which it
would be tested whether the EU and
Turkey would be able to go ahead with
their relationship. It was challenging
because this time there was a need
for a “qualitative” leap to find a way to
continue the relationship. For Turkey, it
was no longer possible to continue as
a permanent candidate country in a
non-negotiating status. Turkey had to
finally enter into the negotiating phase
to maintain the long-lasting relation-
ship with the EU. The European Coun-
cil of 16th – 17th December 2004 had
already decided that the EU would
start negotiations on 3rd October
2005, but in the EU and also in Turkey
there were contrary opinions and as
the deadline was approaching it re-
mained quite ambivalent whether Turkey
would be able to start negotiations
with the EU. As the long-lasting pattern
in the relationship reflected the Turk-
ish case was a contested one even as
the European Council convened on
the 3rd October 2005.

The Defining Moment

The European Council meeting of 3rd
October was therefore a defining mo-
ment in nearly half a century long rela-
tionship. In this long period, Turkey and
the EC (EU) faced several ups and
downs in their relationship. The early

years in their relationship in the 1960s
when Turkey was an associate member
of the EC were quite harmonious. The
Ankara Agreement was signed in 1963
within this climate and aimed to prepare
Turkey for a customs union arrange-
ment with the EC. There was more con-
vergence of Turkish and EU patterns
within the context of the Cold War as
economic and political stability of Turkey
was perceived significant for the
strengthening of the Western Alliance
(Eralp: 1993). The relationship entered
more difficult periods in the 1970s and
1980s as the EC and Turkish dynam-
ics started to diverge rather than con-
verge. In addition to difficulties in the
customs union arrangement there were
also mounting tensions in the respec-
tive understanding of democratization
in Turkey and the EC (Eralp: 1993).
Within that context, Turkey was not able
to become part of the enlargement
process of the EU initially in the post –
Cold War context when the EU focused
on a “big-bang” process of incorpo-
rating a large number of countries (Er-
alp: 2000). It took until the Helsinki
Summit of the EU in 1999 to formulate
a more inclusive policy towards Turkey
as the EU started to realize that inclu-
sion of Turkey would contribute more to
the zone of stability, security and peace
in the Balkans and eastern Mediter-
ranean. This shift in the EU policy en-
couraged reform-oriented forces in
Turkey and we witnessed the building
of a coalition of domestic groups fo-
cusing on a process of Europeanization,
the core of which was the issue of de-
mocratization in Turkey.
The Helsinki framework, however, re-
quired a major mental shift on orienta-
tion in the attitudes of both the EU and
Turkish officials to create a more co-

operative relationship (Önis, : 2003).
This mentality shift was not easy be-
cause Turkish and EU officials have
long been geared towards an adver-
sarial relationship and treated each
other in bilateral “us-them” terms. Con-
sequently, Turkey’s reform process has
been somewhat “slow” compared to
the other accession countries (Eralp:
2003). It has been slow in comparison
to other countries primarily because of
the ambivalence of the EU regarding
Turkey’s accession coupled with do-
mestic anti-European and Euro-scep-
tic political tendencies even among the
then governing coalition forces in Turkey
(Eralp: 2003). As a result, Turkey for a
long time remained the only country
which has not fulfilled the political ex-
pectation of the EU and without a clear
time-table on its accession process.
The time-table of accession was clar-
ified a “little” when the European Coun-
cil in the Copenhagen Summit of De-
cember 2002 decided that the
European Council would make a polit-
ical assessment of Turkey’s reform
process at the end of 2004 and that if
the European Council at that point
reached to the decision that Turkey
has fulfilled the Copenhagen political
criteria, the EU would open negotiations
without delay. This “limited” clarification
of the time-table was quite important in
the acceleration of the reform initia-
tives in Turkey in the last years. In the
aftermath of the Copenhagen Summit,
the Turkish government formulated sev-
eral crucial “harmonization” laws to
meet the challenge of meeting the
Copenhagen political criteria, which
focused on the more sensitive issues
of the reform process such as the civil-
ian-military relationship and cultural mi-
nority rights (Önis, : 2003). Within that
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context, the European Council of 16th
– 17th December 2004 declared that
Turkey has met the Copenhagen polit-
ical criteria “sufficiently” and decided to
open negotiations with Turkey on 3rd
October 2005.
The Turkey-EU relationship was at an-
other historical crossroads in 2005.
While the European Council in De-
cember 2004 decided that EU would
start negotiations with Turkey on 3rd
October, it remained unclear whether
the EU would be able to take this his-
torical decision to start negotiations
with Turkey. On the Turkish side, there
were high expectations; it was believed
that Turkey had done whatever it could
in terms of the reform process. There-
fore, a negative decision by the EU
would not only harm the EU as a cred-
ible partner but would also lead to the
rise of the anti-EU feelings in Turkey.
The offer of a “special” relationship to
Turkey would not counterbalance the
damage inflicted to the relationship. It
was too late to offer this status to
Turkey, as the Turkish public opinion
was geared to the start of negotiations
at the end of 2005. For the EU, the
timing of the decision on Turkey had
come at a difficult moment.

Difficulties in the European
Union

The EU was facing a moment of “crisis”
as the long-lasting Turkey-EU relation-
ship was at historical crossroads in
2005. The Constitutional Treaty was
not ratified in two member states, France
and the Netherlands, and there were
mounting criticisms elsewhere. The
budget for the EU for the 2007-2013
period also remained undecided be-
cause of frictions among the leading
members of the EU. In all these mo-
ments of crisis the issue of enlarge-
ment of the EU was at the centre of
debates; there were rising criticisms of
the incorporation of new countries as the
EU was unable to solve its problems.
The resentment of the EU public opin-
ion was increasingly directed to new-
comers or candidates as they became
the scapegoats of the EU’s unsolved
problems. Enlargement, which was one
of the most successful policies of the
EU, was under a enormous pressure

and the Turkish accession was at the
centre of these criticisms. From the
Turkish perspective, this context was
quite unfortunate; as Turkey was get-
ting ready to start negotiations after a
long period of waiting, the enlargement
policy was under severe criticism and
it was getting difficult to continue this
successful policy of the EU.
This context of “crisis” within the EU re-
inforced those tendencies in Europe
which argued for an exclusionary atti-
tude or a “special partnership” towards
Turkey. These tendencies had the up-
per hand in the European Council Lux-
emburg Summit of December 1997
when Turkey was put in a special “Eu-
ropean strategy” and excluded from
the normal accession process of the
other countries. At that point these ten-
dencies based their arguments on cul-
tural, religious or geographical essen-
tialist grounds and pointed out that
Turkey did not belong to the EU as a
member state. These tendencies lost
the upper hand when the EU Council
adopted an inclusive attitude in the
Helsinki Summit of 1999 as it decided
to treat Turkey according to the same
“Copenhagen criteria” and made Turkey
part of the same accession-partner-
ship relationship as in other candidate
countries. The resolutions of Helsinki re-
garding Turkey were drastically differ-
ent from the Luxemburg decisions: they
were more open, inclusive and less
discriminatory. They were based on the
understanding that Turkish accession
should be treated like other cases on
economical and political values and
criteria rather than on essentialist cul-
tural and religious considerations (Nico-
laidis: 2001). This Helsinki framework
was quite important in the establishment
of a working relationship between
Turkey and the EU. It was this Helsin-
ki inclusive attitude towards Turkey
which was under severe criticism with-
in the “crisis” context of the EU. The
more conservative forces in Europe
were activated by the resentment of
the masses and targeted their attention
on a more exclusionary policy towards
Turkey.
The 3rd October European Council
meeting was consequently a challeng-
ing moment not only for the Turkey-EU
relationship but also for the EU itself.
Within an intense climate of debates,

as the Turkish case became a domes-
tic issue all over Europe, the European
Council decided on 3rd October 2005
that Turkey had met Copenhagen po-
litical criteria sufficiently and the EU
was willing to start negotiations with
Turkey. The inclusive attitude towards
Turkey was able to exert its influence
once again at a historical moment over
various kinds of tendencies ranging
from more exclusionary to ones argu-
ing for a “special partnership” with
Turkey. Amid intense debates, the Eu-
ropean Council came to the resolution
that the exclusionary attitude was not
to the benefit of a long-lasting Turkey-
EU relationship. It was realized that in
an international system in which there
is an increasing polarization between
West and Islam and between United
States and Europe, Turkish inclusion
would help in creating more coopera-
tive relations in the critical regions
around her. Turkey’s inclusion in the
EU would help the EU to be an attrac-
tive model and an agent to lessen ten-
sions in an increasingly turbulent in-
ternational system.

Contentious Issues in the
Relationship

The European Council on 3rd Octo-
ber, while adopting a predominantly in-
clusive attitude towards Turkey, also
took into consideration the different
shades of attitudes towards Turkey.
Consequently, the European Council
adopted a framework of negotiations
in the Turkish case which was differ-
ent from the other accession coun-
tries. The framework of negotiations re-
garding Turkey stated explicitly that
the accession process was an open-
ended one and the outcome of nego-
tiations would depend both on Turkey’s
adoption and implementation of the
EU acquis, as well as on the EU’s ab-
sorption capacity of Turkey. These is-
sues were also present in the previous
enlargement processes, but in the
Turkish case they were stated open-
ly and made part of the negotiation
framework. In addition to these gen-
eral factors, the European Council
also emphasized the possibility of per-
manent safeguards in some sensitive
areas such as free movement of per-
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sons, structural funds and agricultur-
al policy. Furthermore, it was also em-
phasized that the European Council
would monitor the implementation
more closely in the Turkish case, for-
mulating “benchmarks” both in the
opening and closing of each and every
chapter. In addition to these issues,
there is also the perennial problem of
Cyprus. The negotiating framework
stated that Turkey should work to-
wards normalization of bilateral rela-
tions with Republic of Cyprus and ex-
tend the Association Agreement
(Customs Union relationship) to all
new member states including Repub-
lic of Cyprus.
This framework shows that the Euro-
pean Council has adopted a different
framework for negotiations with Turkey,
taking into account both the lessons de-
rived from previous enlargement pro-
cesses, as well as emphasizing the dif-
ference of Turkey on political, economic,
social and other factors. The emphasis
by the EU on the “difference” of Turkey
created a climate of resentment in
Turkey; public opinion-formers stated
that the EU was not only treating Turkey
differently from other accession coun-
tries, but also in a more discriminatory
manner.
Amid all these problems, Turkey start-
ed the screening process on several
chapters of the EU acquis. At the end
of 2005 it had completed the ex-
planatory and bilateral phases in about
nine chapters. The Commission has
already prepared its screening report
on the Science and Technology chap-
ter and submitted it to the European
Council. The Commission has provid-
ed a positive assessment on this chap-
ter and Turkey is hoping to start ne-
gotiations in the first half of 2006.
However, it should be mentioned that
there is a possibility for the Republic
of Cyprus to block the process of ne-
gotiation if not in this chapter then in
other chapters, since the Republic of
Cyprus has a say in the opening and
closing of each chapter. As long as
the Cyprus problem remains unsolved,
there is a possibility for the “politi-
cization” of many of the rather techni-
cal chapters, quite different from the
previous enlargement process. The
Cyprus problem has the potential to
hamper the long-lasting Turkey-EU re-

lationship as long as the stalemate on
the island continues.

Concluding Comments

As well-informed observers on the
process of Europeanization indicate,
this process is different and more dif-
ficult in the context of non-members
and candidate countries (Di Quirico:
2005). The EU has mainly used the in-
centive of membership and formulat-
ed more specific financial instruments
to implement its principle of “condi-
tionality” in the last enlargement
process. This package of incentives,
together with conditions, was quite
important in the acceleration of the
reform process in the accession coun-
tries. It helped the building of a reform
coalition in these countries and de-
creased the political costs in the
process.
As argued in this paper, the process
of Europeanization in Turkey acceler-
ated after the more inclusive approach
of the EU after the Helsinki Summit of
1999. The “limited” clarification of the
timetable for Turkey after the Copen-
hagen Summit of 2002 was quite im-
portant in the further acceleration of
the reform initiative in the last three
years. The decision of the EU Coun-
cil on 3rd October 2005 to start ne-
gotiations with Turkey was also criti-
cal in maintaining the incentive of
membership for Turkey. However, the
formulation of a different negotiation
framework which emphasizes the
open-endedness of this process for
Turkey creates difficulties for the con-
solidation of the project of Euro-
peanization in Turkey. As the acces-
sion process in other countries shows,
the process becomes more difficult
with the rise in the number of losers,
as well as the increase of political
costs with the start of negotiations.
Governments faced with such diffi-
culties were able to maintain their po-
litical will because of the clear incen-
tive of membership in their cases. In
the Turkish context, the process be-
comes increasingly difficult because
of the ambivalence of the time table
of negotiations and its open-ended
nature.
It is extremely important for the proj-

ect of Europeanization to be owned by
domestic groups. If there is non-cor-
respondence between the principle
of conditionality and the incentives of
the EU, there might be the dangerous
image of Europeanization as a project
imposed by the European Union. This
could damage the project of Euro-
peanization, the core of which is the
issue of democratization. It could lead
to the perception of democratization
as something which is imposed from
the outside. In the Turkish context,
the process of democratization has a
long history and a strong internal sup-
port base; it is not seen as a process
imposed from the outside as in some
other countries. The EU should be
sensitive during the negotiations to
the internal dynamics of this process.
In this context, the implementation of
the principle of “conditionality” should
not be treated as a technical matter;
it is a highly politicized matter and
has important internal ramifications.
It should always be matched with in-
centives and be sensitive to the in-
ternal dynamics of the country. To put
it briefly, domestic ownership of the
process of Europeanization is ex-
tremely important and the EU should
give more consideration to this issue
if it wants to deepen this process in
the acceding countries. The acced-
ing countries on their part should con-
sider that the EU accession process
provides many incentives to consoli-
date their attempts of democratization.
This linkage between the EU acces-
sion process and the democratization
drive is extremely important in the
present turbulent international climate
and this opportunity should not be
missed.
Turkish accession is one of the most
challenging cases for the EU. It seems
that this process will be a long, con-
tested and challenging for both Turkey
and the EU. It will be challenging for
Turkey, because Turkey will adopt the
multilevel governance system of the
EU and will act within the broader
context of the EU. This process will
also consolidate the project of West-
ernization pursued since the founding
of the Turkish Republic in 1923. It is
a challenging project for the EU, be-
cause it will include a country, which
has been for a long time considered
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as the “other” Europe. However, the
EU has faced many challenges in the
past and has been successful; it can
also meet the present challenge.
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