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Abstract

The article refutes the often-heard argument thakafa’'s recent ‘activism’ in the
Middle East indicates that Turkey is ‘drifting awlgm the West'. Turkey’s improving
relations with its neighbors (not only in the Middtast), are mainly a result of the end
of the Cold War and of domestic developments whi@dve ‘unlocked’ Turkey,
transforming it into a more open and democraticnéguwith an even greater stake in
EU membership. At the same time, the many intesnatiand domestic changes that
have occurred since Turkey was granted candidatasstall for a ‘re-foundation’ of
the Turkey-EU relationship. Lacking the latter, faéure of Turkey-EU relations will
indeed remain uncertain.

1. The thesis of the ‘drift’

For almost a decade now, the debate on Turkeydva$ved around one main question:
is the West losing Turkey*?The advent to power of the Justice and Development
Party (AKP) in 2002 — the heir of the Islamist ‘Wie Party’ founded at the end of the
1990s and banned by the Constitutional Court in1260raised concerns about a
weakening of Turkey’'s jealously guarded seculantitiz Despite the AKP leaders’
repudiation of Islamic radicalism as a politicalility in the complex game of Turkish
politics and the new emphasis placed on liberatimademocratization, and the goal of
EU membership, many have since then feared thanévwe ruling elite is, in fact,
pursuing a ‘hidden agenda’ of ‘IslamizaticnThe growing number of restrictions
imposed on the consumption of alcohol and porndgrathe repeated blows inflicted
on the freedom of expression of individuals, grqupad the media; the alleged
replacement of ‘secular’ officials in public offeevith ones whose political-religious
orientation is firm; the preferential treatmentegkdly accorded by the government to
firms ‘rooted’ in Islam; the attempt to allow relgs identity more visibility through
measures such as the lifting of the headscarf hamiversities; all this has been taken
as the sign of a new dangerous trend. The clashekeat Turkey’s ruling party and

“Emiliano Alessandri is an associate fellow atltistitute of International Affairs (IAl) of Romenl
November 2009 he was a visiting fellow at the CefteEuropean Studies (CES) of Middle East
Technical University (METU) of Ankara.

! See, among a vast literature, Philip H. Gordone®fraspinar, and Soli Ozel, Winning Turkey. How
America, Europe, and Turkey Can Revive a Fadingn@eship (Washington DC: The Brookings
Institution, 2008). See, more recently, Soner Ctegapls Turkey Leaving the West?’, Foreign Affairs
(26 October 2009), http://www.foreignaffairs.contiEles/65634/soner-cagaptay/is-turkey-leaving-the-
west

2 For an assessment of Turkey under the first AKPegument, see the essays contained in M. Hakan
Yavuz, ed. The Emergence of a New Turkey. Democaackthe AK PartySalt Lake City: University of
Utah Press, 2006)
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‘secular elites’ during 2007-8 — which provokedamstitutional crisis over the election
of the President of the Republic Abdullah Gil artdol risked ending with the closure
of the AKP itself — caused great apprehension amiotgrnational observers and
supporters of democracy in Turkey. The return ditany rule to a country struggling to

leave behind its dramatic history of coups andtjgali violence looked more than just a
theoretical possibility.

As events have unfolded, foreign policy has alsmbee part of the debate on Turkey’s
drift. The decision of the Turkish parliament in030to deny the US the use of military
bases from which to launch a northern offensivérag), thus facilitating a rapid and

successful invasion of the country, rang as amalaell. Although the government had
yielded to US demands, over a hundred AKP MPs ¢bthe opposition parties to block
what was seen as a development patently clashitig Wwirkey’s interest in Iraq and

detrimental to Turkey's image among Muslim sociliehe risk, as perceived by

many in the AKP, was that while a new Kurdish gntibuld arise from the ruins of

post-Saddam Iraq, Turkey would come under heavigism throughout the region for

supporting the Bush administration in a militarywexture which promised nothing less
that the outbreak of a ‘clash of civilizations’ ween the West and the ‘Islamic world'.
The following deterioration of US-Turkey relations well-known and the gradual

rapprochement which has taken place in the follgwiears until Obama’s most recent
call for a ‘model partnership’ has hardly extindied concerns over the real
determinants of Turkish foreign poliéy.

In fact, with Turkey cultivating ever closer tiesthvthe Iranian regime, overcoming
past enmities with Syria, engaging Hamas in Palestind quarrelling with Israel, the
debate has only grown more heated on whether Tigkastivism’ in the Middle East
may perhaps provide even stronger evidence thaneskion political and societal
dynamics of the country’s drift away from the Westn impressive amount of
commentary was published only in the past yearhenaims and direction of Turkish
foreign policy, perhaps surpassing the literatufectv has been written on the same
subject in the last twenfyThe new fashionable argument — in many ways a more
elaborate and sophisticated version of the thdsiBeodrift — is that Turkey’s multiple

® See, Daniel Baltrusaitis, ‘When Coercion Fails: -U8kish Burden-Sharing in Operation Iraqi
Freedom’, paper presented at the 2007 edition efltiernational Studies Association (ISA) Annual
Meeting.

“ For a discussion, see, lan O. Lesser, ‘Turkey, United States and the Delusion of Geopolitics’,
Survival 48:3, 2006, 83-96; Joshua W. Walker, ‘ReexamirniegUS-Turkish Alliance’, The Washington
Quarterly31:1, Winter 2007-8, 93-109; Fusun Turkmen, ‘TshkAmerican Relations’: A Challenging
Transition’, Turkish Studig€:1, March 2009, 109-129; Omer spaar,, ‘What's Next in Turkish-
American Relations?’, Brookings Institution Brief, 7 December 2009,
http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2009/1207_us_éyrkaspinar.aspx

® See, among many others, Mustafa Akyol, ‘Is Turkdandoning the West?’, Hurriyet, 5 July 2009,
www.arama.hurryet.com.tr/arsivnews.aspx?id=-635406rkey and the Middle East. Looking East and
South’, The EconomisB1 October 2009, 49-50; Patrick Seale, ‘The Ris# Rise of Turkey’, The New
York Times 4 November 2009http://www.nytimes.com/2009/11/05/opinion/05iht-edke.htm] Nick
Danforth, ‘How the West Lost Turkey’, _ Foreign Pglic 25 November 2009,
http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2009/11/25iathe_west lost_turkey
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and growing foreign policy initiatives would colkaely be serving one single coherent
design: the revival of Turkey’s ‘Ottoman grandeur’.

The goal, it is admitted, is not the restoratiorthed Ottoman Empire, but nonetheless
the establishment of a new Turkish cultural andnectic hegemony in the former
territories of the Ottoman caliphate. In so doifhgrkey would be willing to forego over
eighty years of its modern history spent accrediiiself as a country that is secular,
wants to be fully democratic, and ‘looks to the Wese rediscover its role as a ‘Muslim
power’, using its influence, economic connectioasg historical legacies to create a
unified ‘Islamic space’. Turkey’s recently-acquired leadership of the Oigation of
the Islamic Conference (OIC), and its prominené neithin the ‘D-8’, better known as
the ‘G-8 of the Muslim world’, are seen as a cleanifestation of this ambitich.

To a close look, however, the whole argument afaukey drifting away from the
West to pursue its alleged ‘Islamic vocation’ iflaaved one unfortunately based on a
prejudiced and poor understanding of current tremmdson a misleading reconstruction
of past developments.

2. Drift or ‘Unlocking’?

A quick glance at history would reveal that Turkead started to change not really in
2002, but some twenty years earlier, in the 1980gas with Turgut Ozal, World Bank

economist and founder of the Motherland Party (ANARat Turkey began steering the
wheel towards more pluralism internally and greadpenness towards the outside
world. Ozal’s ‘opening’ had multiple long-term caugiences. While Ozal is accredited
domestically with smoothing out the military’s dmggmgement from politics after the
1980 coup, in foreign policy ‘Ozalism’ entailed ediscovery of Turkey’s identity as a
Muslim country and a revaluation of Turkey’s pastempire’ Such re-appreciation of

critical elements of the Turkish heritage, whickd Heeen too hastily buried after the
establishment of the secular Republic in 1924, was aimed at altering Turkey’s

® See, among many contributions to the subject, Rister Onar, ‘Neo Ottomanism, Historical Legacies
and Turkish Foreign Policy’, EDAM Discussion PapelSeries, (October 2009),
http://www.gmfus.org/doc/Discussion%20Paper%20Sekesher.pdf. The argument has soon fascinated
the media. See, for instance, Delphine Straussrk&iys Ottoman Mission’,_Financial Time&3
November 2009, http://www.ft.com/cms/s/0/af8594 B&811de-b63a-00144feabdc0.html

" The simplifications made by this thesis are madjfstarting with the same assumption that the
Ottoman Empire’s defining identity was ‘Muslim’. Foa discussion, Nekati Alkan, Dissent and
Heterodoxy in the Late Ottoman Emp(igeylerbeyi, Istanbul : Press Isis, 2008)

® The ‘Developing 8, or ‘D-8, is an economic despment alliance bringing together various
predominantly Muslim countries, such as Iran anki$?an, for the purpose of strengthening their raltu
relations and enhancing their position individuadigd collectively on the world stage. The D-8 was
founded in 1997 by Islamist Turkish prime ministdgcmettin Erbakan. On Turkey’s engagement in the
OIC, see the Statement by Foreign Minister Ahmetubeglu, at the 38 Session of the OIC Council of
Foreign  Ministers, May 23-25, 2009, Damascus. Thepeesh is available at
http://www.mfa.gov.tr/statement-by-h_e -ahmet-dagli_-at-the-36th-session-of-the-oic-council-of-
foreign-ministers.en.mfa

° For a recent analysis, see ‘The Turgut Ozal PdridELrkish Foreign Policy: Ozalism’, The Journél o
Turkish Weekly March 2009, hp://www.turkishweekly.net/article/333/turgut-ozadriod-in-turkish-
foreign-pdicy-ozalism.html. See also, Berdal Aral, ‘Dispergsiwith Tradition? Turkish Politics and
International Society during the Ozal Decade’, MédBastern Studie®7:1, 2001, 72-88
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Western orientation. On the contrary, the recognif all pieces of Turkish history
and all faces of Turkey’'s identity was seen aswvatlg a reaffirmation of Turkey's
choice for the West on a more solid and honessbasi

Ozal revived Turkey’s interest in European inteigratas this was seen critical for its
further development as an economy and as a denyodathe same time and with no
apparent contradiction, Ozal and his top aides aar&o that Turkey could in time
return to be a leader of the Muslim world, on tiheugds that ‘Turkified Islam’ would
provide Muslim communities a more certain path togpess. This led to a series of
new foreign policy initiatives, including in the tile East?

The end of the Cold War, a transition which Ozaligated as Turkey’s new president,
only reinforced the emerging consensus that Tudayd not remain ‘prisoner of its
national project’ in a sort of self-imposed entt@ment. Turkey's inclusion in the
Western camp during the bipolar era was not auahlnatural’. It was on the contrary
consistent with Ataturk’s project of ‘modernizatidhrough Westernization'. Turkey
was, however, ‘sealed’ for sixty years in the Westaloc!” Its role as the bulwark
against Soviet expansionism on ‘NATO’s southermKlameant that its external
relations were heavily constrain&dMost of Turkey’s neighbors to the East and to the
South were part of the Soviet bloc or fell undex 8oviet sphere of influence at some
point. A partial exception was Iran, although ithee one of the West's most resolute
rivals after the Khomeini revolution, and therefaiso a problem for Turkey.

With the collapse of the Soviet Union and the fgdaf the bipolar era, Turkey found
itself in the position — and in many ways it wasoalforced — to deal with its
neighbors® The initial approach was, in fact, often confrdintaal. Greek-Turkish
relations, which had been plagued by conflict atkwing the Cold War, did not
completely improve until the end of the 1990s, ratte solution of the Ocalan case and
the catalytic impact of the so-called ‘earthquak®amacy’** Turkish-Syrian relations
too remained tense throughout the 1990s and itonlswith the crisis of October 1998

that a new era of dialogue unfolded, based on axemmcommitment against Kurdish

19 See, Muhittin Ataman, ‘Leadership Change: Ozaksdership and Restructuring in Turkish Foreign
Policy’, Alternatives: Turkish Journal of Internaitial Relations:1, Spring 2008, 120-153.

1 See, William Hale, Turkish Foreign Poli¢yondon: Frank Cass, 2000); see also, Philip RuhiBuits
and Uniforms. Turkish Foreign Policy since the Cdltar (Seattle: University of Washington Press,
2003). On the evolution of Turkish foreign policye@m during the Cold War era, see Mustafa Aydin,
‘Determinants of Turkish Foreign Policy: Changingtterns and Conjunctures during the Cold War’,
Middle Eastern Studie36:1, January 2000, 103-139.

12 See, Ishan Girkan, NATO, Turkey, and the Soutl@ank: A Mideastern Perspecti®lew York:
National Strategy Information Center Inc., 1980)

13 On the ‘systemic’ elements of Turkey’s new focagtiee Middle East, see, Stephen Larrabee, ‘How
Turkey is Rediscovering the Middle East’, Europ&/erld, Autumn 2009,
http://www.europesworld.org/NewEnglish/Home_oldi&le/tabid/191/ArticleType/ArticleView/Articlel
D/21503/Default.aspx

14 Abdullah Ocalan was the leader of the Kurdish VifagkParty, a terrorist organization supporting
Kurdish independence. In 1999, Greek border pafailisd to stop the smuggling of Ocalan into Greece
causing a crisis between the two countries terrathatith the resignation of several Greek ministers.
‘Earthquake diplomacy’ refers to the breakthrougtbilateral relations after several earthquaketnhit
the two countries in 1999 bred a new spontaneolidasity between the two peoples. See, Mustafa
Aydin and Kostas Ifantis, Turkish-Greek Relatiolibe Security Dilemma in the Aegeéinondon-New
York: Routledge, 2004)
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separatisnt® In other cases, disputes dating back to pre-régarmbltimes, which the
Cold War had partly frozen, re-surfaced. This wa® twith Armenia, for instance,
which rekindled its territorial claims on Turkey iéh demanding official
acknowledgment of the genocide of its people duvifayld War 12°

As the Turkish economy grew and became more opewgever, the foreign policy
establishment was confronted with new demands feorarger number of actors,
including a plethora of new economic stakeholdeaking for a diplomacy serving
Turkey's expanding trade and business interestsanyMinvoked stability as the
paramount objective of the new activism. Turkey'getation gradually shifted from
confrontation to engagement — a change that wase npadsible by the declining
influence of the Turkish military on the formulati@f foreign and security policy and
which was greatly favored by the developing relatup with the EU.

The quest for EU candidate status acted by itsedf emoderating and disciplining factor
on Turkey. Turkish elites realized that chancesddrreakthrough would remain nil
until relations with neighbors were normalized atidputes were set on a path of
resolution. But the ‘EU anchor’ worked also at pler level as reforms undertaken to
meet EU standards fostered democratization andalibation while favoring a ‘de-
secu[i7tization’ of issues which had plagued Turkeglations with its neighbors in the
past.

No longer entrenched and isolated, but on the aonttaced with new internal and
external demands, Turkey's approach to externahtiogls sought reconciliation

between security needs and stability goals. Itgezed that confrontation could lead to
sporadic victories but would never gain the statuskey felt it deserved as one of the
emerging actors of the post-Cold War era.

3. AKP’s Turkey

What occurred in 2002 with the advent of the AKPptawer was highly innovative
from a domestic point of view. The new ruling pavigs the coalition of liberal and
conservative elements within Turkish elites — mostncentrated in the Anatolian part
of the country — whose common goal was the estabkst of a cultural and political
hegemony alternative to the ‘Kemalist’ one as repnéed by the Republican’s People
Party (CHP) — Turkey's oldest party — and by theeotsections of the ‘secular
establishment’, starting with the milital§.In terms of foreign policy, by the time the

> Mahmut Bali Aykan, ‘The Turkish-Syrian Crisis ot@ber 1998: A Turkish View, Middle East Policy
6, 1999, 174-192

16 Aybars Goérgill, ‘Turkey-Armenia Relations : A \bcis Circle’, Tesev Publications, November 2008,
http://www.tesev.org.tr/lUD_OBJS/PDF/DPT/ERM/Turkey-
Armenia%?20Relations%20A%20Vicious%20Circle.pdf

" For a complete account of the impact of ‘Europeation’ on Turkey, see, loannis N. Grigoriadis,
Trials of Europeanization. Turkish Political Cukuand the European UniofNew York: Palgrave
Macmillan, 2009). See also, Thomas Diez, ‘Turkdy European Union, and Security Complexes
Revisited’, Mediterranean Politid9:2, July 2005, 167-180.

'8 See, among many, Nora Onar, ‘Kemalists, Islamists], Liberals: Shifting Patterns of Confrontation
and Consensus, 2002-2006’ Turkish Studie®, June 2007, 273-288; Anwar Alam, ‘Islam andtpo
Modernism: Locating the Rise of Islamism in TurkeJournal of Islamic Studie?0:3, September 2009,
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new ‘Anatolian elites’ found themselves at the step wheel, Turkey's projection
abroad, including in the Middle East, was alreadgadity. What the new party did was
to give full course to processes which had staitedhe previous years, while
emphasizing even more the need for Turkey to #hiftoreign policy orientation from
confrontation to engagement. The emerging visiomwkey as a ‘promoter of regional
stability’ received particular support from the fporate’ element of the new elite:
traders and entrepreneurs who saw Turkey vicirgtg @ast and under-exploited market
in which to make profits as opposed to a chessbioartie game of power politics.

To the surprise of many, the first AKP governmemeisted considerable amount of its
newly acquired political capital in strengtheningrRey’s ties with the West, fully
espousing the goal of EU memberstfiThe AKP came to power three years after the
Helsinki Summit had granted Turkey EU candidatéustand displayed from the start
the firmest and most explicit pro-EU orientationadif parties. Once in government, it
lived up to most expectations concerning relatiith the EU. A country which had a
reputation for immobility and passiveness embar&edan unprecedented process of
internal reform investing in the economic, politicand institutional spheres. In
recognition of Turkey’s efforts, the EU agreed gening negotiations for accession in
2005.

The AKP party has since then ruled the country,nimig the elections again in 2007,
without wavering from the pro-EU choice made attilee of its first electoral success.
Reforms to bring Turkey closer to the E&tquis as many, including the EU
Commission, have lamented, have slowed down dfeeopening of negotiatioss The
reasons, however, have little to do with Turkeytsivasm in other areas of foreign
policy. In fact, since negotiations have startedyk€y-EU relations have become
increasingly part of the domestic agenda as opptwsadoreign policy issue. This also
helps explain much of the stalemate of the past fmars. The activation and
management of the reform process has inevitablgtededeep tensions among the
different sections of the Turkish society and egthiment, as all transformations create
winners and losers (including among ruling elité$)The ‘struggle for power’ which
has torn the country apart since the early 200@sefore, only seems to testify to the
depth and width of the change which EU integrahas stimulated.

Part of the slowdown in reform, moreover, can bpla@red with growing frustration
with the accession talks. It must be recognizediaan, that it would be difficult for any

352-375; Meliha Benli Alturpik, ‘Worldviews and Turkish Foreign Policy in theiddle East’, New
Perspectives on Turked0, 2009, 171-194. See also, Ergun Yildirm, Hugiméac, Hayrettin Ozler, ‘A
Sociological Representation of the Justice and D@weent Party: Is It a Political Design or a Pobti
Becoming?’, Turkish Studie®:1, Spring 2007, 5-24

2 On Turkey’s Islamic economic elites, Seda Demiréljpe Rise of Islamic Capital and the Decline of
Islamic Radicalism in Turkey’, Comparative Politi¢%:3, April 2009, 315-335.

2 Ziya Onis andsuhnaz Yilmaz, ‘Between Europeanization and EurcaAisim: Foreign Policy Activism
in Turkey during the AKP Era’, Turkish Studid9:1, March 2009, 7-24; Menderes Cinar, ‘Turkey’s
Transformation under AKP Rule’, Muslim Wor@i6:3, July 2006, 469-486

2L Marcie J. Patton, ‘AKP Reform Fatigue in Turkey:hs¥ Has Happened to the EU Process?’,
Mediterranean Politic$2:3, November 2007, 339-358.

%2 See, Luigi Narbone and Nathalie Tocci, ‘Runningodad in Circles? The Cyclical Relationship
between Turkey and the European Union’, Journgbadfthern Europe and the Balka®i8 December
2007, 233-245.
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government engaged in the laborious process oingithe EU to keep the wheels of
reform moving and domestic public support high @rsbme of the EU’s top leaders
regularly put into question the attainability arte tdesirability itself of this goal.
Campaigns such as the government of France’s, wiagk gone so far as to question
Turkey'’s ‘belonging’ to Europe, have undercut tifferéss made by reformers in Turkey
— within and without the AKP — while making Europegaublic opinion more doubtful
and apprehensivé.

Despite this, after overcoming the closure case,Tulwkish government has sent signs
of a new dynamism. In fact, the past year saw séy@sitive developments, including
the appointment of a new full-time, full-fledgediehnegotiator, Egemen Bg, who
unlike previous ones serves also as minister for d&fairs. This means that the
Secretariat General for EU affairs, establishe@dd@0 to follow the implementation of
EU-related reforms, has been put for the first timder the direction of a high-ranking
official directly reporting to the prime ministen recognition of the fact that relations
with the EU are just too broad and consuming tefbectively managed by the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs**

But perhaps the most important news is the tangifdgress in areas critical to the EU,
such as the respect of minorities. The launch ‘ebmprehensive democratic opening
process’ towards the Kurds, just the last of a éwngeries of initiatives in the same
direction, has translated into important concretBoas such as the opening of new
Kurdish-language media, and the granting of a gngwiumber of cultural rights.
Until recently, a positive development had alsorbte representation in the Turkish
parliament of moderate and pro-EU elements of thedish population under the
banner of the Democratic Society Party (DTP). Hosvethe DTP’s recent closure by
the Constitutional Court testifies to the obstackdsich supporters of change still
encounter on the path to full conciliation.

Another development with positive implications fburkey-EU relations has been the
attempt to normalize relations with Armenia — withhich two protocols have been
signed regarding the opening of borders, embassidguture cooperation, thus laying
the foundations for a new beginning after bilateedhtions had remained invariably
tense for over ninety yeaf®.

%3 See, Rabah Aissaoui, ‘History, Cultural Identiayd Difference: The Issue of Turkey’s Accession to
the European Union in the French National Pressirnil of Southern Europe and the Balkrls April
2007, 1-14. For a discussion of the French delsate Anne-Marie Le Gloannec, ‘Marcus Aurelius' Foot:
Looking for Turkey's Project in the EU. An Interfaon of the French Debate on Turkey’ in Nathalie
Tocci, ed._Talking Turkey in Europe: Towards a Bifintiated Communication Stratedil Quaderni
English Series, 13, December 2008, 120-134. DatEwopean public opinion on Turkey can be found
in several surveys, including the Eurobarometee, Bip://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/standard_en.htm
4 Progress towards the adoption and implementafi&@Uoreforms is recorded in the website of the
Secretariat General for EU Affairs, séétp://www.abgs.gov.tr/index.php?p=44&|=2

% See, Nicholas Birch, ‘Turkey Seeks Kurdish Reciatan’, Wall Street JournalEastern Edition, 14
November 2009, 254:16, A8; for an account of thel@ion of the Kurdish question in Turkey in recent
years, see, Ertan Efegil, ‘Turkey's New Approachewards the PKK, Iragi Kurds and the Kurdish
Question’,_Insight Turkey0:3, 2008, 53-73. See also, Mesut Yegen, “Prosge Turks” or “Pseudo-
Citizens”: Kurds in Turkey’, Middle East Jourré®:4, Autumn 2009, 597-615

% For a discussion, Alexander Iskandaryan, ‘Armefiiarkish Rapprochement: Timing Matters’, Insight
Turkey11:3, 2009, 37-44
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4. A Multi-Directional Foreign Policy

In truth, the weakness of the thesis of the diiih e appreciated to an even greater
extent if one focuses on what Turkey is truly dosgund its borders. If there is
something noteworthy about Turkey's foreign policy recent years is that it has
engaged all neighbors, not only those allegedlyngivAnkara an entry in Middle-
Eastern affairs or boosting Turkey's image amongslvu societies” Turkey has
inaugurated a new era of cooperation with Greeas, viiorked for a solution of the
Cyprus question (Turkey backed the reconciliatitenpsponsored by Kofi Annan in
2004), and has acted as a stabilizer in the regibegategic importance to the EU such
as the Black sea and Casp&a”® Turkey has also offered to mediate between Russia
and Georgia after the war in August 2008 while ipgttforward initiatives to solve
frozen conflicts in the Caucasus at lafge.

In the Middle East what we have seen in recentsysanot Turkey plotting with other
Muslim countries to build some kind of ‘Islamic blpbut rather a growing competition
for influence between Turkey and other major reglarctors such as Iran and Egypt.
There is no clear center of gravity today in thelté East. Both Iran and Turkey have
found new venues for influence — as well faced @8 nohallenges — as a result of the
extreme destabilization brought about by US pdlicighich especially during the first
term of the Bush administration have disrupted fitagjile balances of the region
without creating new ones. Turkey-Iranian cooperat+ nothing too new if one puts
recent developments in historical perspective —deen driven by the need to address
issues of common concern in a peaceful and consteumanner, thus avoiding that
competition for influence become a source of irwomal tension and conflicf.
Whether we like it or not, the interests of Turlaeyd Iran are intertwined on a host of
critical issues, from energy relations to the fataf Irag>*

Turkey's policy on Iraq exemplifies its new foreigpproach. Turkey was forced to
deal with Irag because the collapse of Saddam lkhissegime raised the specter of a
Kurdish state rising next to Turkey’s borders, fingt step towards the likely secession
of the Kurdish-dominated southeast regions of thentry3? After initially adopting a

tough approach, which has included military incomsito stop trans-border activities of
the Kurdish Working Party (PKK) — recognized agadrist organization by America
and the EU alike — Turkey has decided to thrownigsght behind the birth of a new

2" Turkey's opening with Armenia has in fact had s most immediate effects a deterioration of
Turkey’s close relations with Azerbaijan, a Muskountry culturally close to Turkey.

28 Ziya Onis andSuhnaz Yilmaz, Greek-Turkish Rapprochement: Rhetori®Reality? Political Science
Quarterly123:1, 2008, 123-149; On Turkey's contributiortlie EU neighborhood policy, see Michele
Comelli, Attila Eralp and Cigdem Ustiin, The Eurapebeighbourhood Policy and the Southern
MediterranearfAnkara: Middle East Technical University Pres309).

% Deniz Devrim and Evelina Schulz, ‘The Caucasus:idWhRole for Turkey in the European
Neighborhood?’, Insight Turke1:3, 2009, 177-193.

% See, Ertan Efegil and Leonard A. Stone, ‘lran angkey in Central Asia: Opportunities for
Rapprochement in the Post-Cold War Era’, Journdlhifd World Studie0:11, Spring 2003, 55-77

31 On the specific issue of Iranian nuclear questisae Mustafa Kibaroglu and Baris Caglar,
‘Implications of a Nuclear Iran for Turkey’, MiddIeast Policy 15:4, Winter 2008, 59-80.

%2 Robert Olson, ‘Relations among Turkey, Iraq, Kern-lrag, the Wider Middle East, and Iran’,
Mediterranean Quarterli/7:4, 2006, 13-45.
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Irag. This choice has led to a substantial impromeimin the relationship between
Turkey and Iraqgi Kurds, which both parties and ititernational community recognize
as a success of historic significaricédn opposed barricades for years, now Turkish
and Iragi Kurdish authorities cooperate on a rasfgeolitical and security issues, while
energy and trade relations are expanding. It issagarising, therefore, that the Turkish
government has heralded these successes as théestaion of a more general
ambition to turn problems and liabilities into nepportunities.

Developing relations, such as the one with Syr@gfiom this attitude. Turkey has
managed to significantly improve the bilateral tielaship with former rival Syria — up
to the lift of VISA requirements in 2009 — while thie same time supporting broader
goals of regional stability. Between 2007 and 2008key mediated between Syria and
Israel with the objective of averting a new cortfiic the heart of the Middle Eadt.
While after the ‘Gaza offensive’ Turkey was predddfrom continuing to play this
role, the improvement of Turkey-Syrian relations nat stopped, producing a series of
positive spillovers which may help the conversiéibamascus from a ‘rogue state’ to a
responsible stakeholder.

5. Changing Contexts, New Issues

Is, therefore, the ‘rise of Turkey' all good nevemntributing to greater international
stability and making Turkey-West relations only emanportant and valuable? It would
be a mistake to respond to this question with aritical and unreserved yes. As it is
the consequence of broad systemic changes and eornmérnal dynamics, the new
Turkish foreign policy opens a whole set of newéssthat should be addressed in an
unbiased but nonetheless careful manner. Thera garticular, the urgent need for a
candid review of the Turkey-EU relations.

According to Ahmet Davufgu, the architect of the new Turkish foreign policy
renowned scholar of geopolitics and now Turkey'ilgn minister, the challenge for
Turkey in the twenty-first century is to redefirie place in ‘Afro-Eurasia’, considering
itself at the center of several intersecting geitipal regions as opposed to an appendix
of Europe and an outpost of the W&s#lthough presented as a ‘rediscovery’ of
Turkey’s traditional role as a ‘bridge’ between itrations of the West and the East,
Davutglu’s interpretation of Turkey’s vocation betrays ambition which is in many
respects novel. It deals, in fact, with a new Tyrkentered and self-assured approach,
reassessing notions such as ‘Europe’ and the “Wasdf institutions such as the EU and

% Tarik Oguzlu, ‘Turkey’s Northern Iraq Policy: Competing Beectives’, Insight Turke§0:3, 2008, 5-
22; L. Darren Logan, ‘Thoughts on Iraqi KurdistaPresent Realities, Future Hope’, Iran and the
Caucasud3:1, 2009, 161-186.

% Biilent Aras and Rabia Karakaya, ‘From ConflicEmoperation: Desecuritization of Turkey’s
Relations with Syria and Iran’, Security Dialog8@:5, October 2008, 495-515.

% Davutgzlu’s most famous work, ‘Strategic Depth’ is still be translated into English. A discussion of
its main theses can be found in Joshua Walkegrtiiag Strategic Depth: Implications of Turkey’'sviNe
Foreign Policy Doctrine’, Insight Turke:3, 2007, 25-36. On Davigi’'s foreign policy vision when
he was advisor to the prime minister, see Ahmetubmylu, ‘Turkey's Foreign Policy Vision: An
Assessment of 2007, Insight Turk&@:1, 2008, 77-96. For a recent analysis of hisoni and policies,
see Aras Billent, ‘The Davuitu Era in Foreign Policy’, Insight Turkel1:3, 2009, 127-142.

© Istituto Affari Internazionali 10



IAI1003

NATO, in terms of how they fit with Turkey’s own grse instead than the other way
around® This introduces a new element to the picture aspewed with the context in
which Turkey-EU relations used to be conceptualized carried out during the Cold
War and its immediate aftermath.

The EU Council, after pondering for many years,ntgd Turkey candidate status in
1999, bringing to a conclusion a reflection whialwr&pean governments had started in
the 1950s, when Turkey first expressed its inteiregoining>” Turkey’s membership
was discussed in the context of the policy of gy@arent in the 1990s, which was
carried out under the appealing and powerful pgradf the ‘re-unification of Europe’,
presented as the natural and inevitable consequeribe end of the Cold War and the
collapse of the Soviet bloc.

In truth, arguments were slowly adjusted to thehemg reality of post-Cold War
Europe and then to the post-9/11 discourse, ankeYuwvas offered as the successful
example of a peaceful and fruitful encounter betwdemocracy and Islam. But the
way Turkey was debated in the 1990s up to the ogeof negotiations in 2005 was
nonetheless deeply influenced by a mindset stlpable of really looking at Turkey’s
future independent of the ‘service’ it offered West during the Cold War, identifying
the elements of a new way forward and not just rii@s and foundations of this
relationship®® The common argument was that, having loyally ‘sdihthe West for
over sixty years through institutions such as NATI@rkey ‘deserved’ membership.
This helps explain why a non-EU member like the Wis the most outspoken among
Western countries about the need for the EU tocowvee existing skepticism and let
Turkey in3 With the Middle East sliding towards instabilitychextremism, moreover,
the point was made that EU membership would ertbatethe West remained Turkey’s
gravitational center, sparing Turkey the challenfeepositioning itself in the highly
fluid and uncertain context of the post-bipolar \ddP

As far as Turkey was concerned, the issue wasyreale of ‘belonging’. EU
membership would provide the ultimate confirmatioh the success of Turkey’s
experiment with secularization, modernization, a@emnocracy. Admission to the EU
would confirm more fully than the participation @nganizations such as NATO and the
Council of Europe that Ataturk’s choice for the Watier World War | had truly paid
off, setting Turkey on track for a full return a®fagonist of the European scene, as had
been the case at the time of the Ottoman Enfpifénis close link between Turkey’s

% See, lan Lesser, ‘The New Turkish Lexicon’, Gerrarshall Fund of the US, ‘On Turkey’ Series, 3
November 2009, http://www.gmfus.org//doc/Lesser_k&y 1109 _final.pdf

%" For on overview of the issues accompanying thdutiem of Turkey-EU relations, see, among a vast
literature, Meltem Mullftulller-Bac[] and Yannis A. Stivachtis, ed. Turkey-European drirelations:
Dilemmas, Opportunities, and Constraifitanham: Lexington Books, c2008)

% See, Neill Nugent, ‘The EU’s Response to Turkéysmbership Application: Not Just a Weighing of
Costs and Benefits’, Journal of European Integnai#.4, September 2007, 481-502

% ziya Onis and Suhnaz Yilmaz, ‘The Turkey-EU-US Triangle ier$pective: Transformation or
Continuity?’, Middle East Journ&9:2, Spring 2005, 265-284

“0Bill Park, ‘Between Europe, the US, and the MidBkst: Turkey and European Security in the Wake
of the Iraq Crisis’, Perspectives on European Rslénd Societ:3, 2007, 493-516.

“l See, Susannah Verney, ‘National Identity and RaliiChange on Turkey's Road to EU Membership’,
Journal of Southern Europe and Balké®8, December 2007, 213-221.
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national psychology and the issue of membershipnimtraat until a few years ago,
failure to join the EU would mean the failure ofrkey as a national project to Turkish
leaders and the Turkish people alfke.

This is hardly the case today. Government and no@iposition leaders repeat the
formula ‘nothing but membership’ at each and eweygasion, but it sounds far more
like the resented response to the ‘privileged pastmip’ alternative proposed by the
French government than a profession of faith inEheopean perspective.

An important dimension of this change, as pointatlaready, is frustration with the
uncertain and stagnant EU accession process. Briidsite among EU members about
Turkey’s ‘qualifications’ as a European country mad only disquieted, but depressed
the Turkish people, depriving Turkish elites of arfethe main leverages for reform:
public supporf?® The accession process is also finding difficu/ties doubt, because
the government has encountered various sourcesowiestic resistance, including
among its own constituencies. As the adoption ef BU acquis compels Turkey to
reform in depth its own internal structures — athescase with labor relations and labor
law, for instance — opposition is gathering frorogé stakeholders who have reasons to
prefer the status quo. Further protest arises ftmse sections of the establishment that
have ruled Turkey in the past decades, such amilitary, which has already faced a
significant loss of status and influence since ¢bantry has embarked on EU-driven
reforms™

While complicating the task of Turkish reformersur&pean skepticism has also
translated into concrete actions of sabotage ohégmtiations. It is often neglected that
besides the eight chapters that are kept frozera assult of the unsolved and
increasingly intricate question of Cyprus, five @thare unilaterally blocked by France,
as their opening would allow Turkey to address assudirectly pertaining to
membership, such as financial and other economiters&’

Faced with these problems, it is understandabletiieaTurkish government has felt the
need to ‘diversify’ its portfolio, exploring otheelations beside the one with the EU.

6. The Re-Foundation of the Commitment

It would be a mistake, however, to focus on theseofs only and conclude that

Turkey’'s activism in foreign policy is simply a a#n to the difficulties in its
relationship with the EU. Analysts of Turkey’s imal developments have noted the

42 Husamettinina, ‘Identity Problems of Turkey during the Europelimion Integration Process’,
Journal of Economic and Social Resedbch 2004, 33-62.

3 For recent data, seBransatlantic Trends 2009ttp://www.gmfus.org/trends/index.html On elite
opinions, see the surveys conducted conducted by RCap,
http://www.gips.unisi.it/circap/documentation-data

“4 Tuba Unlu Bilgic, ‘The Military and EuropeanizatidReforms in Turkey’, Middle Eastern Studies
45:5, September 2009, 803-824.

5 On the latest developments regarding Cyprus aactbspects for a solution, Andreas Theophanous,
‘The EU, Turkey, and Cyprus: What Next?' ELIAMEP &dis, 7/2009http://www.eliamep.gr/en/wp-
content/uploads/2009/11/ELIAMEP-Thesis-7-2009_Aldr@ heophanous-_2_3.pdf

© Istituto Affari Internazionali 12


http://www.gmfus.org/trends/index.html
http://www.gips.unisi.it/circap/documentation-data
http://www.eliamep.gr/en/wp-content/uploads/2009/11/ELIAMEP-Thesis-7-2009_Andreas-Theophanous-_2_3.pdf

IAI1003

emergence, especially in the last year, of a forgiglicy discourse presenting ‘non-
alignment’ as an increasingly seductive id® fact, the new conditions that the end
of the Cold War has created seem much more favotalthe adoption of a ‘neutralist’
orientation in Turkish foreign policy than to aiftlhr A ‘neutralist’ position would
allow Turkey to play its cards more freely on vasotables at once. A history of
sustained economic growth — the rate before th@a@ crisis was several points
higher than the EU average — and seven years ofpamg government have
undoubtedly created a new sense of confidence encthuntry which the Turkish
establishment has been willing to use to justifpeav, more independent stance in
foreign affairs’’ In the process, certain nationalistic tendenciekictv have
accompanied Turkey throughout the multiple phagets wecent history, seem to have
been revived, leading some in the establishmenboé& at the EU with a certain
detachment. It has become popular, for instance;otdirast the dynamism of the
Turkish economy and its elites with the sluggish &hg¢ieties and their cumbersome
decision-making.

Given the difficulties in carrying out domestic weh, some sectors of the Turkish elite
might come to embrace the view that the key to endusuccess does not really lie in
further reform and democratization — as the acoassiocess with the EU demands —
but in closer and increasingly valuable relationthwa plethora of international actors
around Turkey and beyorfl.

In fact, such insistence on keeping the EU prosppeh may no longer be due to the
fact that membership is seen as something reabsiit achievable, but rather to the
recognition on the part of the ruling party thae tbontinuation of the negotiations
remains of critical importance in the internal ggle for power. If the process were
interrupted and the prospect for membership abasttioglements of the old Kemalist
elites could hope for a swift comeback as they wolk able to blame the AKP
government for the failure. The weakened militdog, would all of a sudden feel less
constrained as actions undertaken to re-asseriflitence in Turkish politics would be
seen, rightly or wrongly, as having fewer criticalernational implications than those
undertaken in 2007 and 2008.

A new effort is needed, therefore, to re-found¢bmmitment to the EU within the new
framework of an increasingly ‘multidirectional’ feign policy and in the profoundly
changed domestic and international context in whiatkey finds itself. Concerns that
Turkey might be ‘lost’ not because it is driftingwards the East but because it has
become content with being aloof should be dispelidke no mistake: this is not a
request for clarification — a sort of declaratidnaoms that Turkey is for some reason
required to give EU and Western leaders. It is $bmg that Turkey owes above all to
itself.

“® For a discussion, see, lan Lesser, ‘The New Thrkixicon’, cit. See also, Heinz Kramer, ‘Turkey’s
Accession Process to the EU. The Agenda behindAgenda’, SWP Comments, 25, October 2009,
http://www.swp-berlin.org/en/common/get_documentpdisset id=6479

47 0On Turkey’s growing foreign policy ambitions, seecently, Abramovitz Morton and Henri J. Barkey,
‘Turkey’s Transformers. The AKP Sees Big’, Forefffiairs 88:6, November/December 2009, 118-128.
8 The government has much advertised the openingamfy new embassies in Africa and in Asia and
growing commercial relations with countries asdarMalaysia and Indonesia.
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Turkey is self-admittedly in the process of redefinits identity. It is more than

plausible that this re-definition will not changeurkey's attitude so deeply as to
guestion well-rooted aspirations, such as thateiido more fully integrated in Europe,
but new reasons have to be found and old one#lli¥alid, have to be re-affirmed in

the new context.

The extent to which this process of reckoningilkistits early stages is revealed by the
same language and rhetoric of the current goverhnBavut@lu’'s formulas, starting
with ‘strategic depth’, are offered as the recdgnitof historical legacies concerning
Turkey, which the Cold war had only interruptedt ebminated. Davutgiu’s foreign
policy discourse, however, has equally stresseddhrelty of the geopolitical context in
which both Turkey and Europe now find themselves the need for new paradigrts.
An expert on Turkish history, Daviilu has a particular inclination for imaging
Turkey's future by relating it to the past, but henetheless knows that Turkey’'s
success in the years to come critically dependgsoability to come to terms with the
new realities of today rather than foolishly hopiogrevive Turkey’s glorious past. In
this respect, the fascination with ‘Neo-Ottomanisshiould hardly be embraced by
anyone seriously caring about the future of Turlesy the ill-fated history of the
Ottoman Empire is well knowtf. More neutral formulas elevated almost to mantra in
the current discourse for their simplicity and gafigy, such as ‘zero problems with
neighbors’, seem instead to represent a first, istdomplete, attempt to grasp the
elements of the new international context ratheanthhe conclusion of such re-
assessment.

It is exactly through this process of soul searghlowever, that Turkish elites can find
ways to re-found their commitment to the EU. Thigiminclude not only defining the

Turkish interest in relation to the EU as it cutheis, but also putting forward Turkey’s

own view of what the EU has to become so as to ireraa appealing and useful
community of countries with a firm rationale in tihhew politics of the twenty first

century.

7. Turkey-EU Relations and Europe’s Future

But this last issue is, of course, above all, uguaent EU members to address. In
doing so, EU leaders had better keep in mind tmatfuture of Turkey-EU relations is
inseparable from the broader question of what tdeMants to become.

EU countries are currently divided on what condusito draw from the evolution of
new Turkish foreign policy. All of them recognizZeat what Turkey is doing beyond its
borders, including in the Middle East, is as impnttas domestic developments and is
overall valuable also from the point of view of tB&)'s own interests’ None of them

“9Biilent Aras, ‘The Davutgu Era in Turkish Foreigfolicy, Insight Turkey11:3, 2009, 127-142

0 A defense against ‘Neo-Ottomanism’ can be foundimt Kinikliogu, “Neo-Ottoman” Turkey?’,
Project SyndicateDecember 2009yww.project-syndicate.org/commentary/kiniklioglu2

L For a discussion, see, Cigdem Ustiin, Foreign Yaticthe EU and Joint Interests with Turkey,
ACCESS-TR, Policy Brief, May 200%ttp://accesstr.ces.metu.edu.tr/dosya/ustunl e also, Bilent
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would honestly deny that Turkey is significantlyntdbuting to expanding stability and
peace — a goal that the EU itself asserts it wardsote as it rises as an international
actor. Opinions, however, differ as to the implicas to be drawn for Turkey-EU
relations.

Some countries, such as Spain and Italy, whicralkeady among the most convinced
supporters of membership, argue that what Turkegloi®ig in regions such as the
Caucasus and the Middle East is what the EU woist vo do but is unable to. Some
are even ready to acknowledge that in many waykels policy towards its neighbors
is pursuing the same objectives of the EU’s neighdod policy but more effectiveRy.
To reinforce these arguments, it is also sometiooegented that a large part of what
Turkey has been accomplishing in recent yeardliseat result of Turkey-EU relations:
it is ‘Europeanization® Turkey, it is stressed, has in recent years canaglopt a soft-
power as opposed to a hard-power approach to foqgadjcy. Economic opportunity
and peace have become the driving forces of itereat action, allowing Turkey to
greatly expand its trading relations and to adiasitator of dialogue in such realms as
the Caucasus and the Arab-Israeli peace procesBufiapean countries subscribing to
this view, Turkey’s activism in the Middle Eastnsthing to be afraid of. It is, on the
contrary, a clear demonstration that Turkey wowdalzritical ‘asset’ for the EU.

For other European countries, such as Germany aancé& Turkey's valuable and
improving relations with its neighbors do not charige overall picture. Convergences
between EU and Turkey’'s strategic goals, it israi#id, cannot become a shortcut to
membership. The process of integration, it is galnbut, is not a foreign policy issue
but a commitment to a whole set of principles ands — theacquis communautaire
ultimately involving the acceptance of a ‘Europeeay’ that has only somewhat to do
with foreign policy.

What is curious about the position of Germany amdn€e is that their degree of
alignment with Turkey’s strategic orientation seeswen greater than that of other EU
countries which do not question the membershippeetssze. Some of Turkey’s recent
foreign policy initiatives have been looked at wisbome skepticism or even
apprehension in Europe. Turkey's ever-closer mtatiwith Iran are seen with mixed
feelings by the UK which, not dissimilarly from theS, entertains fears that
engagement might be confused with acquiescenc@meagement. Further, Turkey’s
growing difficulties with Israel have been a soumfeconcern in Washington and
London>* The same applies also to a certain leniency tosvRussia, largely motivated

Aras, ‘Turkey’s Rise in the Greater Middle EastaBeBuilding in the Periphery’, Journal of Balkarda
Near Eastern Studidd:1, 2009, 29-41.

2 See, Senem Aydin Duzgit and Nathalie Tocci, ‘Tfamsing Turkish Foreign Policy. The Quest for
Regional Leadership and Europeanization’, CEPS Cemtany, 12 November 2009,
www.ceps.eu/ceps/download/2662

3 Mustafa Aydin and Sinem A. Acikmese, ‘Europearniaathrough EU Conditionality: Understanding
the New Era in Turkish Foreign Policy’, Journal $buthern Europe and the Balka®s, December
2007, 263-274.

** On Turkish-Israel relations, see, Gokhan Bacilurkish-Israeli Relations after Davos: A View from
Turkey’, Insight Turkeyl1:2, 2009, 31-41.
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by Turkey’s dependence on Russian Ya®n all these issues, however, France and
Germany are closer to Turkey. In fact, in the Eesop context, France and Germany
have been among the most determined to seek co@pevath Russia and to avert a
military solution to the Iranian nuclear questitmough enhanced diplomatic dialogue
with Tehran. It is no secret, moreover, that thenEh government and French public
opinion are among the most unyielding in Europdolding Israel accountable for its
own responsibility for the failure of the peace qass.

A similar situation occurred in 2003 when Turkeyclieed to support the invasion of
Irag exactly at the time when France and Germamyéction of ‘Bush’s war’ was seen
by many as contributing to the birth of a new, idigtive European identityf, Despite
the potentially symbolic dimension of Turkey's ot®j countries like the UK, which
were in favor of Turkey’'s EU membership, maintaitieel same orientation. France and
Germany, for their part, remained opposed as taanel that from their perspective
Turkey'’s actions had no bearing on the determinadioEurope’s identity and future.

In the end, in fact, the future of Turkey-EU retais is really about what the EU will
decide it wants to be, a decision which Germany frashce will be key to determine.
French officials stress that their ‘no to Turkey’'not really about Turkey itself but it is

a more general ‘no to enlargemettThe French people, since before the referendum
which sank the European constitutional treaty, Hasen struggling to figure out what
the EU may become without endangering France’'sepdanal role in it. Indeed, the key
issue — bothering the French but also others keiduture political configuration of the
EU. The question is whether this inevitable soarsleing will be mainly introspective
and inward-looking or whether it will take into aemt the dynamic elements which
have characterized the European identity since &Wafdr I1.

Fears of including Turkey in the EU have certaitdydo with the fact that for the first
time it deals with a society which is predominantyslim>® Even if the dominant
paradigm of the 2000s - the ‘war on terror — ha=erb partly abandoned and
accompanying fears of a ‘clash of civilizationseanow fading, enlargement to a
Muslim country with a large and growing populatisna hard sell for any EU leader.
Very few politicians bother addressing these fégrexplaining to their electorates the
reality of a country in which the rediscovery oétteligious identity is part of a process
which seems to be making democracy stronger, nak&re

On a different level, resistance to Turkey haseagdeal to do with the impact of this
development on the delicate and complex internianoas of the EU. It is no secret that
with a population of over eighty million, Turkey wiol be entitled to greater

% Lerna K. Yanik, ‘Allies or Partners. An Appraisafl Turkey’s Ties to Russia’, East European Quayterl
41:3, 2007, 349-370. See, more recently, GarethraMin‘Turkey, Russia, and the Caucasus: Common
and Diverging Interests’, Chatham House Briefing péta  November 2009,
http://www.chathamhouse.org.uk/files/15211 bp1 16Ky pdf

*5 On the concept of a ‘European public’ come togetheing the demonstrations against the war in,Iraq
see, Michael Heffernan, ‘The End of Atlanticism.bdgamas, Derrida, and the Meaning of Europe in the
Twenty First Century’, Geopolitict0:3, 2005, 570-575.

*" See, Beyza GmtayTekin, ‘The Construction of Turkey’s Possible El&ibership in French Political
Discourse’, Discourse and Socidt9:6, November 2008, 727-763.

*8 Sabine Strasser, ‘Europe’s Other’, European Sesjeit0:2, June 2008, 177-195
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representation than France in EU institutions, aedhaps also of Germany. Even
leaving aside the impact on formal procedures)dbs of relative influence for current
EU members, especially large and mid-sized onagddme substantial. Indeed, nothing
of the kind has happened yet in the history of Beam integration, except for
enlargement to the UK, which — not surprisinglyrarice resolutely opposed for many
years.

In sum, a reflection is needed within the EU beeaitiss only healthy that while the

accession process unfolds, current EU countriessasagain the impact of Turkey in
the EU in light of the many developments of thetpas years. In fact, enlargement to
Turkey is not about ‘re-unifying’ Europe — at leastt anymore?® For better or worse,

Turkey's membership has become for the EU an issg@rding its future rather than its
past. The EU would certainly become a larger andendoverse entity as a result. The
new ‘stature’ that the EU could acquire would h&wvde balanced out, however, with
the loss of status and power of current members.

Some European leaders, in truth, have already ededl that this is not a problem,
considering the ‘costs’ of saying ‘no’ to Turkeytioately much higher than so-called
‘absorption costs’. They point not just at Turkeyde as a ‘stabilizer’ in the EU’s
neighborhood, but its position as key ‘energy hob’Europe. Stressing these elements,
the president of the Italian Republic has recerdhgued in favor of Turkey's
membership, presenting it as something not just@eble but necessary for the EU to
become a Europe puissanceafter enlargements to the East have created umtig
internally without apparently enhancing the EU’seemal projectiorf’

With an emerging consensus that in its presentigoration and with its current
instruments, including those made available byrduently ratified Lisbon Treaty, the
EU will hardly occupy the position in world polifdt aspires to gain, it seems sensible
to assess whether enlargement to Turkey couldtteadbetter approximation between
means and aims. Of course, the EU can keep tryingestablish itself on the
international stage with its current members, uaisense it would be as if in the
1950s, France and Germany had decided that thdg sblh matter in a newly bipolar
world if they had gone it alone.

A further element worth keeping in mind is thatfblfy committing to bringing Turkey
in, the EU would also critically contribute to ahet achievement: the EU ‘anchor’
would continue providing the assurance that Turkell not succumb to non-
democratic tendencies, which in fact have not beempletely eradicated yet, and
which could become dominant again if left uncheck€de latter is a risk that the
current ruling elite is worryingly underestimatibgt whose existence EU officials fully
acknowledge. In other words, the EU could keepngctis a ‘disciplining factor’ for
Turkey and as a catalyst for reform, preventingaingity from returning to the country

% Christian Sellar, Caedmon Staddon, Craig Youngyefity Years after the Wall: Geographical
Imaginaries of ‘Europe’ during European Union Egkamnent’, Journal of Cultural Geograpk§:3, 2009,
253-258.

% Giorgio Napolitano, ‘Eredita del passato e sfig fiituro: Turchia e Europa nei nuovi equilibri del
mondo globale’, Ankara, 18 November 2009,
http://www.quirinale.it/elementi/Continua.aspx?tiitiscorso&key=1726
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and, therefore, to the EU’s neighborhood too. irédeing only at a later stage when
perhaps the situation had degenerated already,dwentail the risk of not looking
credible or effective anymore. In truth, the crédip dimension has been culpably
neglected in the whole discussion about the futdr&urkey-EU relations. The plain
fact is that a unilateral withdrawal of the membgrsperspective would gravely
undermine the credibility of the EU in the eyestw Turkish people also as it regards
other fields of cooperation, while heavily affecfithe reputation of the EU as a
membership-granting institution in the eyes of ottendidates and potential candidate
countries.

The alternative of keeping only the prospect formership open without really
pursuing it, unlike it is often assumed, would hestve things as they are. The Middle
East would keep changing, perhaps heading towards greater instability. Turkey
would change too, and not necessarily for the heft&ombination of detachment and
inaction could lead to a situation where the EU Mdund itself less powerful and with
more instability around its borders.

Concluding Remarks

Turkey is not ‘drifting’; it is in search of a neglace and a new identity in the mutated
context of the post-Cold War era. This complex psscof transformation does not
undermine Turkey’s Western orientation, but it gestagain, calling upon Turkish
political actors to re-affirm their commitment toaperation and integration. It is time
that the debate on Turkey’s drift be replaced bgaae serious and fruitful one on the
reasons why Turkey is still important for the EWldar the West and what Europe and
the West mean for, and can offer to, contemporamkdy. To possibly a larger extent
than in the past, this debate should see the guéistecipation of the Turkish people and
elite. Turkey’'s recent achievements bring with themw influence as well new
responsibilities and Turkey’'s greater say in wafthirs should translate into a more
constructive and equal dialogue with its partngvfiatever the framework and scope,
moreover, this debate should be oriented towardsfuture. Specters of the past and
short-term calculations should be traded off wité gains that a re-founded relationship
can bring if based on a realistic assessment gédhaterests and a common vision of
Europe’s identity and role in the 2gentury.
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