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ABSTRACT

The classic literature on Europeanization tends to explain the Europeanization process in
countries as a mere process of domestic change in compliance with the EU’s rules and
regulations. However, this top-down perspective ignores the pivotal role of domestic actors’
actions and discourses, especially the ones’ who are influential in the construction of states’
identity and discourse, in enabling or disabling the Europeanization process in a country. Thus,
the recent approaches to Europeanization started to emphasize domestic actors’ impact in
determining the scope and ways of Europeanization in countries. This stance is also emphasized
in the nascent phenomenon of de-Europeanization that emerged in some EU member and
candidate countries, including Turkey, in recent years. This thesis draws from the growing
literature on de-Europeanization and examines the current divergence between Turkey and the
EU through the analysis of the discursive constructions of the EU/Europe/West in the discourse
of the political leader in power between 2015 and 2020. Through critical discourse analysis, it
seeks to analyze whether the weakening impact of the EU as a normative and political context
in Turkey is normalized and justified by the discursive practices of President Recep Tayyip

Erdogan in this period.

Key Words: EU-Turkey relations, Europeanization, de-Europeanization, critical discourse

analysis, Turkish foreign policy, foreign policy discourse



OZET

Avrupalilagsma ile ilgili klasik literatiir, lilkelerdeki Avrupalilagsma siirecini AB kurallarina ve
yonetmeliklerine uygun olarak goriilen bir i¢ doniisiim siireci olarak agiklama egilimindedir.
Ancak bu yukaridan asagiya bakis agisi, yerel aktorlerin eylemlerinin ve sOylemlerinin,
ozellikle de devletlerin kimligi ve sOyleminin ingasinda etkili olanlarin, bir iilkede
Avrupalilagsma stirecinin etkinlestirilmesi ya da etkisizlestirilmesindeki 6nemli roliinii g6z ard
etmektedir. Bu nedenle, Avrupalilasmaya yonelik son yaklasimlar, {ilkelerdeki
Avrupalilasmanin kapsaminin ve yollarinin belirlenmesinde yerli aktorlerin etkisine dikkat
cekmeye baslamistir. Bu durum, son yillarda Tiirkiye dahil bazi AB iiyesi ve aday {ilkelerde
ortaya ¢ikan Avrupalilasmadan uzaklagma olgusu i¢in de gegerlidir. Bu tez, Avrupalilasmadan
uzaklagma ile ilgili biiyliyen literatiirden yararlanmakta ve Tiirkiye ile AB arasindaki mevcut
uzaklagsmay1 iktidardaki siyasi liderin 2015-2020 yillar1 arasindaki sdyleminde
AB/Avrupa/Bati’nin ifade edilme sekillerinin analizi yoluyla incelemektedir. Elestirel soylem
analizi yoluyla, AB'nin Tiirkiye'deki normatif ve politik bir baglam olarak zayiflayan etkisinin
normallestirilmesinde ve mesrulagtirilmasinda Cumhurbagkani Recep Tayyip Erdogan'in bu
donemdeki sdylemsel uygulamalarimin etkisinin olup olmadigmin analiz edilmesi

amaclanmaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Tiirkiye-AB iliskiler, Avrupalilasma, Avrupalilasmadan uzaklasma,

elestirel soylem analizi, Tiirk dig politikasi, dis politika soylemi
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

It has been 61 years since Turkey applied for an association with the EEC for the first time
in 1959, looking for an improved relationship with Europe and, ultimately, full membership to
the community. However, the path to the EU proved to be more challenging than expected for
Turkey, with several ups and downs throughout the years. During the early 2000s, the prospect
of EU membership has come close to realization for the first time thanks to the continuous
efforts to implement Europeanization reforms aiming to transform the country in line with the
European norms, rules, values, and regulations. However, in the aftermath of the start of
accession negotiations in 2005, the positive developments and expectations have been replaced
with disappointment, skepticism, and distrust, which paved the way for the current divergence
between Turkey and the EU.

In 2005, the Europeanization process has started to lose its momentum gradually, while the
signs of the nascent process called de-Europeanization have emerged in the 2010s. When it
comes to the period after 2014, the relations between Turkey and the EU have hit a new bottom.
In 2016, the EU decided to temporarily freeze the accession negotiations with Turkey, which
has caused the process to come to a standstill. Since then, the de-Europeanization process in
Turkey, which can be defined as “the loss or weakening of the EU as a normative and political
context and as a reference point in domestic settings and national public debates”, has become
more visible (Aydin-Diizgit & Kaliber, 2016, p.5). Especially in the last five years, the
references to the EU/Europe/West in domestic actors’ discourse, especially President Recep
Tayyip Erdogan’s discourse, have decreased considerably compared with the earlier periods,
and even when they are mentioned, it was generally in order to refer them in a negative context.

Taking account of the abovementioned developments, this thesis aims to analyze the

phenomenon of de-Europeanization in Turkey through the analysis of the discursive



articulations of the EU/Europe/West in the political leader in power’s discourse between 2015
and 2020. In doing so, the thesis will be built on the theoretical discussions over
Europeanization and de-Europeanization processes and the pivotal role of domestic politics and
actors’ discourse in enabling or disabling these processes. The main research question of this
thesis is “How and to what extent the weakening impact of the EU as a normative and political
context in Turkey is normalized and justified through the discursive articulations of the
EU/Europe/West in the discourse of political leader in power between 2015 and 2020?”. Along
with this question, the following questions will also be answered: How Turkey’s distancing
from the EU is taking place? How and why does de-Europeanization manifest itself in the
attitudes and discourse of political leaders? How does Turkey position itself against and in
relation to the EU?

Considering the current dominant and hegemonic role of President Erdogan in determining
the policy choices of Turkey, answers to these questions will be sought by looking at the
discursive articulations of the EU/Europe/West in his discourse between 2015 and 2020. The
reason to focus solely on President Erdogan’s discourse is related to the dynamics of the
selected time period during which several internal and external developments paved the way
for a political environment where President Erdogan governed Turkey singlehandedly with firm
control over the primary state organs of law enforcement, judiciary and the military especially
after the failed coup attempt on 15 July 2016 (Bashirov & Lancaster, 2018; Haugom, 2019;
Kaliber & Kaliber, 2019). The transition from the parliamentary system to the presidential
system has also allowed the president to make decisions unilaterally without needing to consult
other bodies in the government (Bashirov & Lancaster, 2018; Haugom, 2019). It can, therefore,
be argued that the decision-making process for foreign policy in Turkey has been concentrated
in the hands of President Erdogan along with his close circle of advisers in the last five years,

which made his statements the reflection of state authority (Haugom, 2019, p.214). Thus, it is



reasonable to concentrate on President Erdogan’s discourse to investigate the de-
Europeanization process in Turkey, although it is accepted that not including other domestic
political actors’ discourse puts some limitations in the analysis. To compensate for this
limitation as much as possible, a wide range of statements delivered on different occasions and
settings will be included in the analysis.

In-depth literature on Europeanization and/or de-Europeanization reviewed in this thesis
will be beneficial to understand Turkey’s increasing distancing from the EU and how it was
enabled through the discursive atmosphere created by the political leader in power. This thesis
adopted the understanding of Europeanization as a “wider political and normative context”
(Kaliber, 2013) rather than a mere process of domestic change in compliance with the EU’s
rules and regulations (Borzel & Risse, 2007; Johan P. Olsen, 2002; Ladrech, 1994). Thus, a
more constructivist way of explaining Europeanization that regards it as a domestically driven
process is acknowledged instead of classic approaches which consider it as a top-down process
triggered by the EU conditionality. So, it is asserted that not only European level actors, politics
and institutions but also domestic actors’ use of European rules, values, norms, and institutions
as a reference point in their discourses are important in shaping the form and degree of
Europeanization and/or de-Europeanization in a country (Kaliber, 2013). That is to say,
domestic actors are accepted as “not just mediators but creators of Europeanization” (Kaliber,
2013). The determining role of the domestic political actors’ discourse in Turkey’s
Europeanization/de-Europeanization could be observed when one carefully examines the
historical evolution of Turkey-EU relations. Thus, an in-depth historical background will be
included in the following chapters to give readers comprehension of Turkey’s transformation
process from Europeanization to de-Europeanization.

During the last two decade, domestic actors, especially the governing party leaders, were

very effective in determining the impact of Europeanization in Turkey through the ways in



which they interpreted, represented and used the European norms, values, rules, and regulations
in national debates (Aydin-Diizgit & Kaliber, 2016). In the late 1990s and early 2000s, the
Europeanization process in Turkey was catalyzed by the discursive articulations of Turkish
politicians who have constantly voiced their goal to the EU membership as one of the most
important foreign policy strategies. The newly established AKP (Justice and Development
Party) utilized the pro-EU discourse in its election propaganda and continued this rhetoric in
the early years of its governance, which created a positive atmosphere that enabled the
improvement of relations between Turkey and the EU. Starting from the Helsinki Council,
where Turkey’s candidacy has been granted, both the Turkish politicians and the public have
believed and supported the idea of full membership by some means or other, which made
compliance with the European norms, values, and rules easier for Turkey. In a sense, as the
scholars working in the field of Europeanization argued, it was indeed the ‘golden age of
Europeanization® in Turkey between 1999 and 2005 (Onis, 2010; Onis & Y1lmaz, 2009a).
However, as the time came closer to the formal beginning of the accession negotiations,
the discussions about the EU membership has started to wane. The mood of optimism slipped
into a mood of pessimism. The pace of reforms undertaken by the AKP government slowed
down. Euro-fatigue has replaced the Euro-enthusiasm that the AKP government has shown in
the early 2000s (Kaliber, 2013, p. 64). The governing party has begun to show the signs of
“reform fatigue” with the decreasing aggressiveness in adopting and implementing new reforms
(Patton, 2007). In 2007, negotiations with the EU came to a standstill because of the objections
of the Greek Cypriot administration regarding the divided island of Cyprus as well as opposition
from EU member states like Germany and France. It was around the same time that the EU has
mostly lost its attractiveness for both the Turkish politicians and the public. The “Christian
club” arguments that Erdogan started to rise before the beginning of accession negotiations by

saying, “Either the EU will show political maturity and become a global power, or it will end



up as a Christian club” escalated in the media (The Guardian, 2005). The idea that the EU
membership pertains to just Christian states has started to spread among Turkish people raising
the skepticism and distrust for EU membership (Patton, 2007).

The AKP government, in its second term after 2007, also started to decrease its reliance
on a pro-EU approach due to increasing criticisms about its pro-EU policies (G. Yilmaz,
2016b). Both the weakened credibility of EU conditionality and rising Euroscepticism and
nationalism in the society were effective in changing the stance of the AKP towards the EU (G.
Yilmaz, 2016b). Although the Europeanization reforms continued in the post-2005 period, they
were implemented selectively. That is to say; the AKP government chose to implement reforms
that were useful for promoting their own political agenda and preferred not to adopt others
which were unhelpful (G. Yilmaz, 2016b). At the same time, rapprochement with the Middle
East took place in Turkey thanks to the policy of zero problems with the neighbors. So, the
degree of the EU’s importance in Turkish foreign policy has begun to decrease. In the post-
2005, both the domestic and international developments led to a more limited Europeanization
and paved the way for a newly emerging process of de-Europeanization in Turkey (Aydin-
Diizgit & Kaliber, 2016).

As mentioned above, the relations between Turkey and the EU have become more
complicated than ever in the 2010s. The Europeanization process has been gradually replaced
with the de-Europeanization in Turkey. Domestic actors’ stance and narrative against the EU
has also facilitated this transformation. As the recent arguments on Europeanization suggested,
“Europeanization exists as a context to the extent that European norms, values, and institutions
are incorporated into the public narratives by domestic actors” (Kaliber, 2013). Thus, when the
discourse of domestic actors changed from positive to negative, or they refrain from mentioning
the EU, it can be expected that the EU might lose its power as a normative and political context

in a country over time. In Turkey’s case, it was indeed the impact of domestic political actors



that facilitated and enabled the de-Europeanization process beginning from the 2010s. At this
point, it is important to understand what is meant by de-Europeanization. This thesis adapted
Alper Kaliber and Senem Aydin Diizgit’s definition of de-Europeanization which explains it as
“the loss or weakening of the EU/Europe as a normative/political context and as a reference
point in domestic settings and national public debates” (Aydin-Diizgit & Kaliber, 2016). Hence,
Turkey-EU relations in the last five years are assessed through the de-Europeanization lens by
drawing on their definition that depicts the process of de-Europeanization as “distancing of
society and politics in Turkey from the European system of norms, values and policy
expectations” (Aydin-Diizgit & Kaliber, 2016).

In the 2010s, de-Europeanization has begun to show itself in many spheres of politics
and society in Turkey. This does not mean that reforms have stopped after 2014; however, even
when they were implemented, Turkish politicians intentionally avoid referring to the EU as a
driving force behind them. With the third election victory and increasing public support for the
AKP in 2011, the estrangement from the EU has also become clear in the discourse of political
leaders. Political leaders either minimized the references of European norms, values, and rules
in their speeches or used them in a negative context. For scholars working on the
Europeanization literature, “the weakening of the EU as normative and political context” has
manifested itself in the ruling party’s policies and discourse since the early 2010s (Aydin-
Diizgit & Kaliber, 2016; Kaliber & Kaliber, 2019; G. Yilmaz, 2016b). Since then, the EU and
European member states have been subject to criticisms by Turkish politicians, especially by
former Prime Minister and current President Recep Tayyip Erdogan, who has frequently been
using inflammatory rhetoric when speaking about them. The loss of the EU’s effectiveness as
a political tool for the AKP’s survival was also an important factor in enabling the de-
Europeanization process in Turkey (G. Yilmaz, 2016b). Thanks to the increasing public support

in each election, the AKP has guaranteed its position in domestic politics, which makes it easier



for them to act outside the normative/political context of the EU. Hence, the adaptation of new
reforms slowed down even further, and reforms that do not align with the preferences of the
AKP have begun to be reversed ultimately.

When it comes to the period after 2014- which is the main subject of this thesis- the
relations between Turkey and the EU have gone from bad to worse. Some scholars even argue
that Anti-Westernism has replaced de-Europeanization in the discourse of political leaders due
to the increasing severity of deep distrust and hatred against Western states and institutions
(Kaliber & Kaliber, 2019). In recent years, it was common to see President Erdogan speaking
about the EU in a harsh language almost every day in the media. Reforms have almost stopped,
and the accession negotiations were firstly suspended and then frozen in the last five years. The
failed coup attempt was another turning point in the deteriorating relationship and weakening
of the EU’s impact on Turkey. Strict emergency measures taken by Turkey following the coup
attempt drew negative criticism from the EU for the alleged human rights violations. Turkey,
on the other hand, blamed the EU for a number of factors, “including the bloc’s indifference to
Turkey’s anti-terrorism operations, a lack of solidarity following the deadly FETO-led coup
attempt in 2016, the lack of outside assistance on the migration issue and the bloc’s failure to
adhere to agreements especially the migration deal signed in 2016 (Daily Sabah, 2019c).

Taking into account of all these, some regularities across the discourse of Erdogan in
the last five years has been detected in this thesis through the critical discourse analysis (CDA).
As shown in the analysis chapter, de-Europeanization manifests itself in the discourse of
Erdogan regarding the EU/Europe and the West. The identity of Turkey was constantly
constructed as opposed to the EU/Europe/West between 2015 and 2020. While Turkey was
depicted as a peaceful democratic country which is able to overcome all obstacles and
conspiracies plotted against it, the EU/Europe/West was constructed as ‘hypocritical’,

‘exclusionary’, ‘racist’, ‘Islamophobic’, ‘crisis-ridden’, ‘unwelcomed penetrator’ and ‘inferior’



entity in the discourse of Erdogan. There were also many instances where the EU/Europe/West
was depicted as an external enemy who collaborates with internal enemies in order to prevent
Turkey from becoming a global power (Kaliber & Kaliber, 2019).

Thus, this thesis will try to analyze the de-Europeanization process in Turkey between
2015 and 2020 through the CDA and answer the following question: “How and to what extent
the weakening impact of the EU as a normative and political context in Turkey is normalized
and justified through the discursive articulations of the EU/Europe/West in the discourse of

political leader in power between 2015 and 2020?”

1.1 Methodology

In this thesis, the main aim is to find answers to the question of “How and to what extent
the weakening impact of the EU as a normative and political context in Turkey is normalized
and justified through the discursive articulations of the EU/Europe in the discourse of political
leader in power between 2015 and 2020?”. Thus, in order to come up with a valuable answer
to this question, a qualitative study that is based on the method of critical discourse analysis
(CDA), and mostly the discourse-historical approach (DHA) of Vienna School, is employed to
observe the changing nature of Turkey’s foreign policy stance and discourses of the political
leader in power against the EU, Europe, and the West between 2015 and 2020. In doing so, The
Republic of Turkey’s president Recep Tayyip Erdogan’s speeches and statements towards or
in relation to the EU/Europe/West is used as the primary sources of this research. Therefore,
the speeches and statements of President Erdogan between the time period of 2015 and 2020-
more specifically from 20" December 2014 to 31% December 2019- which is available in the
website of the Presidency of the Republic of Turkey is analyzed in order to detect the explicit
references- or the absences of references- to Europe, the EU, specific EU member states or the
West in several occasions. Only the speeches or statements which mention, refer or imply the

EU, Europe, specific EU member states, or the West are included. In total, 604 speeches were



examined, among which 179 speeches that mentioned the EU, Europe, or the West either
positively or negatively were selected. Then, a detailed analysis is conducted according to the

CDA and/or the DHA strand of the CDA method.

1.2 Organization of this Thesis

This thesis is composed of six chapters. The introduction chapter is followed by a literature
review chapter that engages with the ‘Europeanization theory’, ‘de-Europeanization theory’,
and the role of domestic actors’ actions and discourses on these processes, respectively. Firstly,
the literature chapter will be opened up on the term of Europeanization. The reason behind
starting the theoretical framework with the Europeanization literature derived from the fact that
one should understand the classic approaches to Europeanization in order to grasp the newly
emerging literature on Europeanization and de-Europeanization. After giving a detailed review
of Europeanization literature, some insight will be given into the arguments regarding the
description and scope of the nascent phenomenon of de-Europeanization. Lastly, in order to
come up with a valuable answer to this thesis’ question, the pivotal role of does domestic
politics and actors’ discourses in determining the scope and extent of the Europeanization and

de-Europeanization process in countries will be discussed.

In Chapter 3, the methodology which is used in this thesis is explained in detail. First of all,
since the analysis is made by examining the discursive articulations of the EU/Europe/West in
President Erdogan’s rhetoric, the role of discourse in constructing states’ identity and power is
argued. Then, the method of critical discourse analysis (CDA), along with its sub-branch
discourse historical approach (DHA), is discussed. Wide coverage was given to this chapter
because it is essential to understand the method in order to comprehend the ways President
Erdogan’s statements is analyzed in the analysis chapter. In Chapter 4, an extensive historical

background of Turkey-EU relations, from the beginning of the relations to the present, is



presented. While doing so, the transformation from the deep Europeanization to de-

Europeanization in Turkey is analyzed.

In Chapter 5, critical discourse analysis was made by examining the official speeches of
Erdogan between 2015 and 2020, which mentioned the EU, Europe, or the West, either positive
or negative way. In doing so, the ways Erdogan discursively constructed the EU, Europe, and
the West in his speeches were detected. A total of six ways of discursive constructions of the
EU/Europe/West were identified in Erdogan’s speeches, and each of them was analyzed in
different subchapters. Finally, Chapter 6 is the conclusion where all the findings come together
with the literature review, resulting in a discussion over the de-Europeanized discourse of

Erdogan and its effects on normalizing and justifying the de-Europeanization process in Turkey.
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CHAPTER 2
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK: EUROPEANIZATION AND DE-

EUROPEANIZATION

Europeanization as a framework has been in the literature for a while; however, not until
the late 1990s that it has become quite prominent in analyzing the transformation process in the
European Union’s member and candidate countries. With the successive enlargement rounds
in 2004 and 2007, Europeanization has increasingly become relevant in assessing the impact of
the EU on the socio-political and economic transformation of both newly added countries and
acceding ones. This period has also coincided with significant developments in Turkey
concerning the EU’s membership since the end of the 1990s meant a new beginning for Turkey-
EU relations. Turkey became a candidate country in the 1999 Helsinki Council, which marks
the penetration of the Europeanization process into Turkey. With the acknowledgment of its
candidacy status, Turkey has undergone significant developments thanks to the reform
packages introduced in different areas such as human rights, the rule of law, civil-military
relations, education, and so on. The Europeanization efforts have started in the mid-1990s in
Turkey due to the expectance of candidacy or even full membership; however, with the actual

status of candidacy given, these efforts have become more visible and progressive.

Notably, in the years between 2002 and 2005- which can also be defined as ‘golden
years of the AKP’- “deep Europeanization” has been manifested itself in different areas from
economics to democratization (Onis, 2010; Onis & Yilmaz, 2009a). Years between 1999 and
2005 has been defined as “golden age of Europeanization” in Turkey (Onis, 2010; Onis &
Yilmaz, 2009a); however, although it can be expected that the start of the accession negotiations

has accelerated this process, it had the reverse effects on Turkey. The beginning of the accession

11



negotiations in 2005 has become the end of “golden age of Europeanization” in Turkey (Onis,

2010; Onis & Yilmaz, 2009b).

Since then, de-Europeanization arguments started to arise in assessing the Turkish case.
It can be argued that the divergence between Turkey and the EU on multiple fronts has begun
to be observed in the aftermath of 2005. The pace of reforms has slowed down considerably,
and there is even turning back to the pre-reform practices in some areas. Furthermore, Turkey
seemed to lose its eagerness of full membership, which is unquestionably one of the most
important strategic goals of Turkish foreign policy in the early 2000s. Thus, de-Europeanization
which can be defined as “the loss or weakening of the EU/Europe as a normative/political
context and as a reference point in domestic and national public debates’ has become more and

more relevant in interpreting Turkey’s relations with the EU (Aydin-Diizgit & Kaliber, 2016).

Since this thesis aims to understand the dynamics of Turkey-EU relations in the last five
years, firstly, by asking the question of “How Turkey’s distancing from the EU is taking
place?”; secondly, “How and why does de-Europeanization manifest itself in the attitudes and
discourse of Turkish political leaders?”, and, mainly, “How and to what extent the weakening
impact of the EU as a normative and political context in Turkey is normalized and justified
through the discursive articulations of the EU/Europe/West in the discourse of political leader
in power between 2015 and 2020?”, it is essential to look at the literature on Europeanization
and de-Europeanization in detail. In the following sections, | engage with the literature on
Europeanization and de-Europeanization to assess the transformative power of the EU on
member and candidate countries and domestic actors’ pivotal role in enabling these processes.
In the first section, | will analyze and give a brief background on the Europeanization theory
which is increasingly studied after the East European enlargement of the EU; and, then turn to

the de-Europeanization theory to understand the weakening of the EU as a normative and
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political context in some countries including Turkey. Lastly, I will engage with the role of
domestic actors in triggering and justifying these processes, which can be used to understand

the dynamics of Turkey-EU relations between 2015 and 2020.

2.1 Europeanization Theory and Its Effect on Member and Candidate States

Europeanization is a phenomenon that is useful to understand the expansion of the
European system of governance in countries that are directly or indirectly in relation to the
European countries or the EU through accession process and political or economic relations.
According to the classic literature, Europeanization implies a domestic transformation that
takes place in a country after it engages with the EU’s accession process; however, it is not
necessarily occurred in member states but also candidate countries and non-member states
(Borzel & Risse, 2007; Graziano & Vink, 2006; Schimmelfennig & Sedelmeier, 2006;
Sedelmeier, 2011). One of the oldest and most popular definitions of the term is by Robert
Ladrech, who explains the meaning of Europeanization as “incremental process reorienting the
direction and shape of politics to the degree that EC political and economic dynamics become
part of the organizational logic of national politics and policy-making” (Ladrech, 1994,
Sipahioglu, 2017, p. 53). Many scholars define Europeanization as “emergence and the
development of European level of governance that changes the political, legal and social
institutions in the domestic sphere according to norms and policies of Europe” (Olsen, 2002;
Risse & Borzel, 2000). Heritier, in his definition, emphasizes the domestic change in member
states by referring to Europeanization as “the process of influence deriving from European
decisions and affecting member states’ policies and political and administrative structure”
(Héritier et al., 2001). Buller and Gamble also argue that Europeanization is “a situation where
distinct modes of European governance have transformed aspects of domestic politics” (Buller

& Gamble, 2002). In line with these definitions, throughout the years, Europeanization has
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begun to be regarded as a process that leads to important changes in the EU member states
especially in the areas related to the first pillar and adaptation to the acquis communautaire

(Miiftiiler-Bag¢ & Girsoy, 2010).

On the other hand, at the beginning of the 2000s, some scholars started to broaden the
scope of the term by defining Europeanization as a process affecting not only formal
regulations, rules, and governance but also informal norms, standards, and culture. To put it
simply, Europeanization has become known as “becoming more European like” in every aspect
(Tovias, 2007). Radaelli, in his comprehensive definition, argues that Europeanization is a
process comprised of “construction, diffusion, and institutionalization of formal and informal
rules, procedures, policy paradigms, procedures, styles, ‘ways of doing things’ and shared
beliefs and norms”, which are first described and reinforced at the EU level and then conveyed
to the domestic politics, structures, public choices and even national discourse (Radaelli, 2004).
Schimmelfennig and Sedelmeier, on the other hand, defines Europeanization as “a process in
which states adopt the EU’s formal and informal rules” (Schimmelfennig & Sedelmeier, 2006,

p. 10).

Although the definition of Europeanization has been discussed for a long time, its actual
meaning and scope remained ambiguous. Flockhart, in his pioneering article called
“Europeanization or EU-ization? The transfer of European Norms Across Time and Space”
defines Europeanization as “various modes of diffusion processes of European ideas and
practices across time and space” (Flockhart, 2010). So, it can be argued that Europeanization
is not merely related to the change brought by the EU and its institutional governance but a
whole European culture, norms, rules, and regulations beyond time and space. Thus, it is crucial
to draw a line between ‘EU-ization’ and Europeanization, which easily creates confusion when

regarded as the same. Hellen Wallace asserts that the existence of the EU itself is the result of
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Europeanization; therefore, the EU has a much shorter history and a narrow geographical area
that can impact (Wallace, 2000). EU-ization can be defined as “a formal process of alignment
with the EU’s institutions, policies, and legal structure”. In the literature, adaptation to the EU’s
institutions, policies, and legal structure- that is EU’s first pillar or the EU’s acquis
communautaire- is regarded as EU-ization; whereas Europeanization is seen as a normative and
socio-political context that includes an alignment to Europe’s sociological order, norms, and
culture (Kaliber, 2013; Wallace, 2000). That is to say, EU-ization is an integral and most vital
part of Europeanization, but Europeanization is a more inclusive concept compared to EU-

ization (Kaliber, 2013, p. 65).

However, especially with the enlargement rounds of the EU, Europeanization has been
increasingly associated with the EU and the accession process. As mentioned above, this does
not mean that the Europeanization and the EU-ization are equal; however, it is apparent that the
EU has become the main instrument to enforce the Europeanization process thanks to its
mechanisms and power to reward or punish states for the presence or lack of Europeanization
(Miiftiiler-Bag & Giirsoy, 2010, p. 407). That is to say, even though Europeanization signifies
more than the transmission of the EU’s rules and regulations to member and candidate states,
the EU has become the most prominent catalyzer of the Europeanization process by virtue of
its enforcement mechanisms (Miiftiiler-Ba¢ & Giirsoy, 2010, p. 407). Thus, a quite extensive
literature on Europeanization is dedicated to member and candidate countries’ process of
alignment with both the formal institutions of the EU and the informal social and normative

values of European countries.

Initially, the concept of Europeanization began to be utilized to understand the domestic
change in the countries starting with Central and Eastern European countries’ accession process

in the 1990s. Schimmelfennig argues that with the enlargement the “Europeanization” or
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“Europeanness” of CEECs began to be evaluated by the level of adaptation to the EU’s norms
and regulations; thus, the more a country has intensified its relations with the community the
more Europeanization has become apparent in there (Sedelmeier & Schimmelfennig, 2002, p.
501). In other words, Europeanization has become more relevant as an analytical tool to assess
the influence of the EU on “the socio-political and economic transformation in candidate
countries” thanks to the Eastern enlargement of the EU in 2004 (Miiftiiler-Bag & Giirsoy, 2010,

p. 405; Schimmelfennig & Scholtz, 2008; Schimmelfennig & Sedelmeier, 2005).

Europeanization can take place in two different ways: formal and informal adaptation.
In formal adoption, while engaging with the EU’s accession process, “rule adoption” takes
place in countries via the institutionalization of EU rules at the domestic level, for example,
adoption of the EU’s legal and institutional framework such as EU acquis communautaire,
directives, and regulations into domestic law, transforming domestic institutions according to
EU’s standards or changing political choices and acts in line with the EU’s expectations (Knill,
2001; Schimmelfennig & Sedelmeier, 2006, p. 11). On the other hand, the second way can be
regarded as a more constructivist way of explaining Europeanization. In this way,
Europeanization can occur when social interactions between European actors and domestic
actors increases. In the informal adoption, which is divided into two different forms, namely
“the behavioral” and “the communicative or discursive” conceptions, the “rule adoption” is
shaped by domestic actors (Schimmelfennig & Sedelmeier, 2006). In the case of behavioral
conception, the level of adoption is measured by the extent of the compatibility of countries’
behaviors and the EU’s norms (Schimmelfennig & Sedelmeier, 2006, p. 12). The
communicative or discursive conception, in contrast, looks at the level of inclusion and
execution of the EU’s rules positively in the discourse and rhetoric of domestic actors

(Schimmelfennig & Sedelmeier, 2006, p. 12).
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In this point, it is necessary to mention “EU conditionality” in affecting the
Europeanization processes in states since “rule adoption” is commonly regarded as EU-driven.
Especially within the enlargement literature, it is believed that the impact of the EU is pervasive,
which means that the EU’s policies, norms, rules, and regulations expand in a given state once
it engages with the EU (Schimmelfennig & Sedelmeier, 2006, p. 2). Most scholars consider
Europeanization as the “domestic influence of Europe and the EU” in the manner that member
and candidate countries transform their domestic institutions in order to adapt to the EU’s rules
and regulations (Borzel & Risse, 2007, 2012; Featherstone & Radaelli, 2003). The presence of
“misfit” or discrepancy between the EU’s expectations and member or candidate states’
domestic institutions, policies, and political processes also made this change even more

necessary (Borzel & Risse, 2012).

Schimmelfennig and Sedelmeir, in their well-known “external incentives model”,
emphasize the dynamics of the EU’s conditionality that motivate the candidate countries to
engage in Europeanization efforts (Schimmelfennig & Sedelmeier, 2006). They argue that
candidate states’ governments implement the EU rules only if the advantages of adoption, such
as rewards and membership promises, exceed the adoption costs (Schimmelfennig &
Sedelmeier, 2006, p. 18). According to them, EU conditionality is the most efficient when the
EU’s rules and circumstances are specific; conditional rewards, especially the promise of
membership, are certain and definite; the credibility of threats is high, and adoption costs are
small (Schimmelfennig & Sedelmeier, 2006, p. 26). In this way, EU conditionality works for

domestic actors by making the non-compliance costly and disadvantageous.

Although this perspective gives credit for domestic circumstances’ impact on the
Europeanization process in some way, Europeanization is generally regarded as a ‘top-down’

process as well as an independent variable which transforms the domestic policies of candidate
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or member countries in a certain way that is suitable to European policies, processes and
institutions (Risse & Borzel, 2000, p. 3). However, the process of Europeanization can also be
domestically driven; thus, approaches adopting top-down perspective has been criticized more
and more in the last decade for their lack of consideration for domestic causes other than the
EU conditionality (Borzel & Risse, 2012). In the following sections, first of all, the de-
Europeanization theory will be analyzed; then, domestic actors’ influence on the

Europeanization and de-Europeanization process will be examined in detail.

2.2 De-Europeanization Theory: Distancing from European Rules, Norms, and Values

Within the Europeanization literature, de-Europeanization is a newly emerging
framework that began to be studied by several scholars in the recent years (Aydin-Diizgit, 2016;
Aydm-Diizgit & Kaliber, 2016; Cebeci, 2016; Kaliber & Kaliber, 2019; Murphy, 2019;
Raagmaa, Kalvet, & Kasesalu, 2014; Saat¢ioglu, 2016; Sipahioglu, 2017; Wodka, 2017; G.
Yilmaz, 2016b). Previously, the classic literature on Europeanization has been mainly focused
on the EU’s impact on the domestic change in member and candidate states; and, there were
only a few sources to analyze ‘resistance’, ‘backsliding’, ‘retreat’ and ‘retrenchment’ to the
Europeanization which can be regarded as the early attempts to define de-Europeanization
(Burns, Gravey, Jordan, & Zito, 2019). Besides, in the past, there have been relatively few
instances that states diverge from the EU and its policies, which make the studies about this
issue comparatively useless. However, in the last decade, the notion of de-Europeanization has
become more relevant due to rising debates about the future of the EU, increasing populism,
Brexit and so on. The most salient and preferred definition of de-Europeanization, which is also
taken into account in this thesis, is by Senem Aydin Diizgit and Alper Kaliber who describe the

term as “the loss or weakening of the EU/Europe as a normative/political context and as a
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reference point in domestic settings and national public debates”(Aydin-Diizgit & Kaliber,

2016).

There are also other definitions of the term even though there is still a disagreement over
the precise meaning of de-Europeanization. According to some scholars, de-Europeanization
means “dismantling the EU policy at the national/domestic level”, where dismantling stands
for “cutting, diminution or removal of existing policy” in this context (Copeland, 2016; Jordan,
Bauer, & Green-Pedersen, 2013). Copeland claims that de-Europeanization is “a process of
disengagement combined with the intentional decision to reverse the impact of
Europeanization” (Copeland, 2016, p. 1126). For him, in order to assess de-Europeanization in
a certain country, there must have been a process of Europeanization in there beforehand, which
can be reversed later (Copeland, 2016, p. 1126). In his understanding, deliberateness to reverse
the Europeanization process is the key constituent of de-Europeanization through which future
uploading and downloading in the governance operations can be prevented (Copeland, 2016, p.
1126). He also makes a distinction between de-Europeanization and disengagement, while
defining the disengagement as a situation which a state reduces the intensity of Europeanization
process or withdraw from it whereby the policies or reforms that were adopted as a part of
Europeanization process are more or less maintained (Burns et al., 2019; Copeland, 2016, p.

1126).

In line with this understanding, the level and scope of de-Europeanization can be
measured by assessing the two circumstances in countries (Copeland, 2016). Firstly, the degree
of centralization in policy-making matters. If few veto players involved in the policy change, it
is easier to reverse policies. Secondly, the knowledge and involvement of the public about a
policy that is meant to be changed are important (Copeland, 2016). For instance, in his article

focusing on the UK employment policy, Copeland argues that it was easier to roll back the EU
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employment policy in the UK because there were relatively limited knowledge and support
among the public concerning the issue (Copeland, 2016). That is to say, when there is limited
knowledge about a certain policy among social actors who are not a part of the government, the
de-Europeanization process is more likely and uncontested (Burns et al., 2019, p. 274). In
contrast, the process of de-Europeanization may be more challenging and compelling when
there is higher support and awareness in the public for a specific policy (Burns et al., 2019, p.
274). Moreover, it can be discussed that when the process of Europeanization does not have a
deep-rooted effect on a country, it is easier to observe de-Europeanization (Burns et al., 2019,
p. 274). Nevertheless, if a country has undergone a significant transformation with the
Europeanization process, disengagement rather than de-Europeanization is more likely to

happen there (Burns et al., 2019, p. 274).

At first glance, the meaning of de-Europeanization can be understood as the negative
form or the exact opposite of Europeanization. However, Europeanization and de-
Europeanization do not necessarily exclude each other. While there is Europeanization in a
certain society, de-Europeanization could also exist (G. Yilmaz, 2016b). However, similar to
the definitions discussed above, de-Europeanization as a framework is commonly used in the
context of ‘backsliding’, ‘retrenchment’, ‘dismantling’ or ‘retreat’ of Europeanization in the
literature (Aydm-Diizgit & Kaliber, 2016; Heritier, 2001; Kaliber, 2016; Radaelli, 2003;
Sedelmeier, 2014). Claudio Radaelli, in the early 2000s, asserts that Europeanization can also
cause retrenchment, which means that national policies of countries might become less
‘European’ than it was as a result of Europeanization pressure (Radaelli, 2003, p.38). Borzel
and Risse, on the other hand, argue that there is not enough study about the unintended, adverse,
involuntary, or ‘nasty’ results of Europeanization, which can be regarded as de-Europeanization

(Borzel & Risse, 2009, p. 11). So, it is evident that while a country is subjected to the accession
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process, the de-Europeanization process might happen along with Europeanization (Aydin-

Diizgit & Kaliber, 2016, p. 6).

As mentioned above, Aydin-Diizgit and Kaliber’s definition of de-Europeanization as
“the loss or weakening of the EU/Europe as a normative/political context and as a reference
point in domestic settings and national public debates” (Aydin-Diizgit & Kaliber, 2016, p. 5)
differs from the other definitions employed in this nascent literature. The classic literature that
focused on terms like ‘backsliding’, ‘retrenchment’, ‘dismantling’, and ‘retreat’ generally refers
to situations where there is a change in policy direction as a response to the EU conditionality.
On the other hand, Aydin-Diizgit and Kaliber argue that de-Europeanization addresses to “those
cases where policy change, in whichever direction, is incurred without, with minimal or with
largely negative reference to the EU/Europe, hence outside the normative/ political context of

the EU” (Aydin-Diizgit & Kaliber, 2016, p. 6).

In their understanding, de-Europeanization does not only mean the lack of
Europeanization but also signifies the divergence between a country and European values,
norms, and rules in many areas of politics and society (Aydin-Diizgit & Kaliber, 2016). In line
with earlier arguments, Kaliber and Aydin Diizgit give credit to domestic actors’ role in
determining the de-Europeanization process in a country. So, de-Europeanization can be
considered as a form of Europeanization that transforms with the domestic actors’ attitude and
discourse against the EU/Europe. Since Europeanization process can differ from one society to
another due to the actions and discourse of both European and domestic actors; de-
Europeanization is not a situation where there is the non-existence of Europeanization but a
withdrawal from European norms, rules, regulations and values (Aydin-Diizgit & Kaliber,

2016, p. 5).
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According to Aydin-Diizgit and Kaliber, de-Europeanization can be observed in
societies in two ways. First of all, the EU may lose its appeal as an effective organization; while
the benefits of engaging with the EU/Europe decreases day by day it leads to the disengagement
of the EU/Europe as a normative and political context for a certain state in the end (Aydin-
Diizgit & Kaliber, 2016, p. 6). Secondly, increasing skepticism, distrust and indifference among
the society against the EU may lead countries to move away from the EU/Europe as the ruling
politicians started not to refer to EU/Europe as a legitimate cause of reforms and developments
(Aydin-Diizgit & Kaliber, 2016, p. 6). At this point, they agree with Copeland by asserting that
the actions and approaches of domestic actors cause the de-Europeanization process. However,
Copeland merely refers the cases where reforms are reversed as de-Europeanization; whereas,
Aydin-Diizgit and Kaliber include cases where reform is realized without a motivation to align
with the EU rules, norms and regulations, or where domestic actors intentionally avoid
mentioning the EU as the reason behind reforms (Aydin-Diizgit & Kaliber, 2016). When there
is a policy change which is made without any reference or with a negative connotation to the
EU/Europe, and reforms and policy choices are not in line with the normative and political
context of the EU/Europe it can be said that de-Europeanization is taking place in a country
(Aydin-Diizgit & Kaliber, 2016, p. 6).

In a candidate or member state, de-Europeanization may take place in a variety of policy
areas, from human rights to environmental policies, education, foreign policy, and so on. So, if
one candidate or member state started to change their policies on specific issues without
complying with or referring to European policies, it can be said that de-Europeanization is
witnessed in that sphere of policy. In the next section, the domestic politics and actors’ role in
enabling and disabling the Europeanization and de-Europeanization process will be discussed

in detail.
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2.3 Domestic Politics and Actors’ Role on the Europeanization and De-Europeanization

Process

While introducing several approaches, it can be said that classic Europeanization
literature is dedicated to explaining the domestic influence of the EU on the member states and
candidate countries while adopting a top-down perspective that has considered the
Europeanization as something linear, conditional, specific and well-dictated by the EU, which
put the domestic factors and actors on a position in which they only play the roles that are given
to them. The literature’s dependence on top-down approaches has led to the ignorance of
domestic actors’ effectiveness in creating the reputation and impact of the EU in candidate or
member countries. However, the recent developments in the literature show that the impact of
domestic actors and politics on the Europeanization and de-Europeanization process has
become more and more relevant. There is a visible difference in the intensity of Europeanization
and de-Europeanization processes in different states, which makes the domestic politics and
actors a vital variable. This thesis also adapts the understanding of Europeanization that focused
on the influence of domestic actors in creating different Europeanization processes in each

country.

In recent years, the concept of Europeanization has been seen in a different way by
several scholars who made outstanding contributions to the European studies (Aydin-Diizgit &
Kaliber, 2016; Balkir & Eylemer, 2016; Hughes, Sasse, & Gordon, 2004; Johan P. Olsen, 2002;
Kaliber, 2013). Although Europeanization is considerably studied in the last decades, less
attention has been paid to the role of the domestic actors and their effects on creating unique
processes and divergent paths of development in each country. However, lately, it is discerned
that each country has different patterns of Europeanization because of domestic dynamics, the

stance and discourse of domestic actors, and the environment that is either suitable or resistant
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to change. Thus, the idea of Europeanization having a single meaning and being a stable process
of change has begun to be questioned (Johan P. Olsen, 2002, p. 922). Since the beginning, the
EU has always been effective in exporting its norms, rules, regulations, and values to new
countries through the enlargement process and the European Neighborhood Policy (ENP)
(Yilmaz, 2016, P. 147). Nevertheless, the Europeanization period does not produce the same
consequences in every candidate, member, or neighborhood state, which shows that the
European form of governance cannot be transmitted to each country in the same way due to
domestic factors and actors. Hughes and Sasse and Gordon argue that the EU’s adaptational
pressure increasingly varied across candidate countries, which in effect provides domestic
actors with significant room for maneuver (Balkir & Eylemer, 2016, p.c30; Hughes, Sasse, &
Gordon, 2004, p. 140). Especially, the ones who have a say during the negotiations play a vital

role in mediating Europeanization by acting or not acting in line with the EU’s demands.

In one of the mainstream arguments of Europeanization, Borzel and Risse argue that we
can expect to see domestic change as a result of Europeanization under two circumstances
(Risse & Borzel, 2000). First, in case of “misfit” or incoordination between European level
and national level policies and institutions, it is expected that domestic change can be observed
with the Europeanization process (Risse & Borzel, 2000). That is to say; when there is a poor
fit between certain countries’ existing domestic policies, practices, and structure and the EU-
level expectations, there is a strong pressure to adapt and vice-versa (Bache & Jordan, 2006, p.
20). Secondly, there must be some factors, such as political actors or institutions that respond

to “adaptational pressures” (Risse & Borzel, 2000).

This understanding highlighted the role of national actors and factors in determining
outcomes. According to the viewpoint of rationalist institutionalists who follow the “logic of

consequentialism”, Europeanization paves the way for domestic change in countries as a result
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of differential empowerment of political and societal actors with the reapportionment of
resources at the national level (Risse & Borzel, 2000). Political actors either take advantage of
the “misfit” between European and domestic policies, processes, and institutions to promote
their own interests; or encounter new obstacles in achieving them due to this “misfit” (Risse &
Borzel, 2000). Domestic actors can make use of these opportunities and abstain from the
constraints that determine the likelihood of redistribution of power in the domestic political
structure (Risse & Borzel, 2000). So, in line with this argument, the capacity of domestic actors
to manage domestic change has been affected by two intervening factors, namely the existence
of “multiple veto points” in a state’s internal structure and “facilitating institutions” (Green
Cowles, Risse, & Caporaso, 2001). The sociological institutionalist view, in contrast, follows
the “logic of appropriateness” and emphasizes the persuasion process in leading
Europeanization. According to them, Europeanization causes domestic change by means of
“socialization and collective learning process” which induces the internalization of European

norms and identities (Risse & Borzel, 2000).

On the other hand, Alper Kaliber, in his comprehensive article called “Contextual and
Contexed: Reassessing Europeanization in the Case of Turkey” criticizes the heavy emphasis
the Europeanization literature puts on the EU-induced domestic process of adaptation; and,
argues that a new approach that underlines the importance of ways in which the European
integration process is politically used by domestic actors should be employed (Kaliber, 2013).
According to him, Europeanization is a context which is continuously reshaped with the impact
of domestic and European level discussions; therefore, it is not a technical and stable but rather
a changeable and flexible context that can be renegotiated between the domestic and
international actors (Kaliber, 2013, p. 53). Not only the European level governance, politics,
and formal institutions or the EU integration process are responsible for Europeanization, but

the domestic actors’ actions and discourses are also one of the main forces behind
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Europeanization in countries. These domestic actors can be government officials, political
elites, ruling party leaders, opposition parties, military officials, academicians, journalists,
activists, and others. Kaliber claims that, in contrast with the common understanding,
“Domestic actors are not ‘mediators’ but creators of Europeanization” (Kaliber, 2013, p. 54).
Each country has its own specific and particular process of Europeanization that is shaped by
domestic politics, domestic actors’ preferences, and political and social environment. European
integration of states is stimulated and utilized politically by domestic actors, especially by
political leaders in power. The form and degree of Europeanization depend on the national and
sub-national actors’ usage of the European values, norms, and institutions as a reference point
in their public narrative (Kaliber, 2013, p. 58). That is to say, domestic actors’ ways to use
Europe as a point of reference to publicize their political plans and projects have a big impact

on the Europeanization process in a given country (Kaliber, 2013, p. 54).

Like in the Europeanization concept, domestic actors are also the main factor behind the
existence of de-Europeanization. While adopting positive or negative stances against the EU,
domestic political and civil actors might be effective in determining the degree of
Europeanization as well as de-Europeanization. Since Europeanization is a process that is
created not only by the expectations of formal institutions but also the actions and discourses
of political actors at both European and national level (Aydin-Diizgit & Kaliber, 2016), it is
necessary to look at the influence of domestic actors in creating the de-Europeanization process
in a specific country. During the EU accession process for candidate countries, political party
elites, ruling party’s political actors, opposition parties’ leaders, and other political figures
might have become the key domestic players managing and guiding the Europeanization and
de-Europeanization process. While EU-level actors are also important in shaping the process
and providing continuance, the degree of Europeanization is determined by the priority that is

given by the domestic actors to the issue. Political leaders are strategically and vigilantly use
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the Europe/EU in their political agenda through speeches and actions when it is beneficial for
their political ambitions and goals. Such rhetorical actions or discourses are formulated by
domestic political actors who are effective in shaping the country’s stance and receptiveness to

Europeanization and de-Europeanization (Balkir & Eylemer, 2016, p.29).

As mentioned earlier, Europeanization affects the domestic politics when domestic
political actors used the Europe/EU as a “mobilizing political instrument” or a “survival tool”
to boost their political and social power (Kaliber, 2013). Europeanization occurs in a country
to the extent that the ideas, norms, rules, regulations, and values are integrated into the domestic
systems by the rhetoric of domestic actors (Kaliber, 2013). In the same way, de-
Europeanization penetrates into a country if these actors begin to refrain from using the
Europe/EU as a reference point or used them in a negative context rather than a positive context
(Aydin-Diizgit & Kaliber, 2016). When there is no improvement in the accession process and
the appeal of the EU membership lost its significance in a certain country, it is likely that the
references to the EU in the discourse of domestic political actors decrease over time, which

paves the way for de-Europeanization.

On the other hand, growing Euro-skepticism among the public can be considered as
another domestic factor that leads to de-Europeanization in a given country. The perspective of
the public against the Europe/EU is important in influencing how domestic political actors
instrumentalize Europeanization/de-Europeanization. Growing skepticism and indifference
towards the Europe/EU among the public provide the domestic actors with the justification to
move away from the reform processes (Aydin-Diizgit & Kaliber, 2016, p. 6). When there is a
certain doubt among the public towards the EU membership, pursuing the Europeanization

reforms might not benefit the political interests or electoral purposes of domestic actors. Hence,
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the de-Europeanization process takes place more smoothly, without any contestation from the

public.

In the next chapter, the methodology which is used in this thesis is explained in detail.
First of all, since the analysis based on the discursive articulations of the EU/Europe/West in
President Erdogan’s discourse, the role of discourse in constructing states’ identity and power
is argued. Then, the method of critical discourse analysis (CDA), along with its sub-branch
discourse historical approach (DHA), is discussed. Extensive coverage was given to this chapter
because it is significant to understand the method in order to comprehend the ways President

Erdogan’s statements is analyzed in the analysis chapter.
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY: CRITICAL DISCOURSE ANALYSIS

In this thesis, the main aim is to find answers to the question of “How and to what
extent the weakening impact of the EU as a normative and political context in Turkey is
normalized and justified through the discursive articulations of the EU/Europe/West in the
discourse of political leader in power between 2015 and 2020?”. Thus, in order to come up with
a valuable answer to this question, a qualitative study based on the method of critical discourse
analysis (CDA), and mostly the discourse-historical approach (DHA) of Vienna School, is
employed. In doing so, The Republic of Turkey’s President Recep Tayyip Erdogan’s speeches
and statements towards or in relation to the EU or Europe is used as the primary source of this
research. Therefore, the speeches and statements of the President Erdogan between the period
of 2015 and 2020- more specifically from 20 December 2014 to 31 December 2019- which is
available in the website of the Presidency of the Republic of Turkey is analyzed in order to
detect the explicit references- or the absences of references- to Europe, the EU, the specific EU
member states, or the West in several occasions. Only the speeches or statements that refer to
or imply the EU, Europe, specific EU member states, or the West are included. A detailed
analysis is then conducted according to the CDA and/or the DHA strand of the CDA method,

which is explained in the following.

In this chapter, I, firstly, explain the meaning and interpretations of discourse, its usage
in social sciences, and how it is useful for this research. Since the understanding of
Europeanization and de-Europeanization adapted in this thesis emphasized the role of domestic
actors’ discourse in determining the extent and limits of these processes, it is important to look
at discourse and its impact on the construction of the state’s identity and power in depth. Then,

the method of CDA, along with the DHA method, will be explained in detail in order to shed
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light on the reasons why they are chosen as the preferred method for this dissertation and how

they will be conducted.

3.1. The Role of Discourse in Constructing the State’s Identity and Power

The humanities and social sciences have started to explore the discourse dimension of
language and communication since the 1970s (Dijk & Petofi, 1981; Georgakopoulou &
Goutsos, 2004a; Wodak, De Cillia, Reisigl, & Liebhart, 1999). The term ‘discourse’ has begun
to be used widely and sometimes vaguely by several scholars in different areas such as
anthropology, history, sociology, political science, psychology, and philosophy to signify
various meanings based on the context. In general, especially in linguistics, discourse is defined
as “a coherent or rational body of speech or writing: a speech or a sermon” (Hall, 1992, p. 201).
However, the understanding of discourse in social sciences varies from linguistics in some ways
with regard to treating discourse as a broader phenomenon directly related to the society and
the social context of the discourse. According to Macdonnell, discourse stands for ‘all verbal
and non-verbal construction of meanings that are practiced in the wider sphere of ideological
purposes’(Georgakopoulou & Goutsos, 2004b; Macdonell, 1986). Van Dijk, on the other hand,
defines it “as not only an autonomous verbal object but also as a situated interaction, social
practice and a type of communication in a social, cultural, historical or political situation” (Teun

A. van Dijk, 2008).

In the poststructuralist perspective, people ‘discursively’ construct social reality by
means of the ways they talk about the world. In other words, language is regarded as the creator
of social reality and reflects the society in which we live. Thus, the understanding and
interpretation of the language have important consequences for realizing the social world. In
line with this understanding, Stuart Hall, in ‘The West and Rest: Discourse and Power’, explains

discourse as “a group of statements which provide a language for talking about- i.e., a way of
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representing- a particular kind of knowledge about a topic” (Hall, 1992, p. 201). If statements
about a specific topic are delivered within a particular discourse, it means that the topic is
constructed to represent the ideas and knowledge of this discourse and constrain the other

approaches in which the topic can be constructed (Hall, 1992, p. 201).

For some scholars, discourse can be viewed as the sum of speeches and writings that are
socially instituted and served as a form of power. Foucault argues that the term discourse is “a
way of organizing knowledge that shapes the constitution of social relations through the
collective understanding of the discursive logic and the acceptance of the discourse as a social
fact” (Foucault, 1969). In the Foucaultian view of discourse, a discourse has a natural regulatory
power that generates the objects of our knowledge, constructs the topic, and governs its
meaning (Short & Le, 2009, p. 5). Moreover, according to Foucault’s view, discourse produces
a logic that is associated with the wider episteme of the historical period in which it appears.
There is a specific relation between discourses and power; that is, discourses are constructed
by the power within a social order, which determines specific rules and categories and sets the
criteria for legitimating knowledge and truth within discursive order (Foucault, 1969).
McAuley, in his book titled “An Introduction to Politics, State and Society”, agrees with
Foucault by emphasizing that a discourse defines its own truth by pointing out what can be said
about a specific topic, what can be regarded as the logic of an argument, and what is accepted
as the reasonable premises in such argument (McAuley, 2003). In this understanding, the
realization of discourse has crucial implications for the comprehension of power. The power
that rests in discourse itself lead us to understand some topics or problems in certain ways, and

address question accordingly (Diez, 1999, p. 603).

When a discourse- ‘the representation and constitution of “real”- is constructed, it

creates “a managed space in which some statements and depictions come to have greater value
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than other” (Campbell, 1998, p. 6). Thus, although discourses do not cause, they can enable
certain movements by determining the boundaries and limitations to “what is possible to be
articulated” (Diez, 1999, p. 611). This enabling effect can be observed especially in discourses
of state officials or political leaders who speak for the public based on their knowledge derived
from their status and privileged access to the state-related information and media (Aydin-
Diizgit, 2016; Weldes, 1999). Therefore, those who control and spread information through
several channels are also influential in constructing the state’s views and ‘identity’ thanks to
their position as “representatives who speak for us” (Aydin-Diizgit, 2018; Weldes, 1999). There
is also a specific relation between identity construction and the concept of power. Those people
who have control over identity formation can impose their versions of identity and marginalize
alternative constellations in society (Aydin-Diizgit, 2018; J.A, 1995). Hence, the institutions
where identity discourses are located are also the ones where the power is rested (Aydin-Diizgit,

2018).

Foreign policy discourses are one of the most vital tools of realizing constant articulation
of the state’s identity and position in relation to ‘others’. According to Ashley’s articulation of
foreign policy, it is essential to regard foreign policy as a performance that imposes an analysis
of the world and, therefore, of its structure (Ashley, 1987). In his understanding, foreign policy
is a specific type of interpretative performance that affects “the constitution and empowering
of states and other” (Ashley, 1987). In other words, through foreign policy, state officials
engage in a “specific sort of boundary-producing political performance” with the purpose of
constructing a state’s own identity and its very own being in relation to ‘others’(Ashley, 1987,
Aydin-Diizgit, 2016, 2018). The discursive construction of the state’s identity can be realized
through its foreign policy discourses related to several countries and regions (Aydin-Diizgit,

2018).
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Although the foreign policy is multifaceted and there can be different foreign policy
discourses towards or in relation to various countries, this research will focus on Turkey’s
foreign policy discourses on the EU/Europe between 2015 and 2020. In doing so, the aim is to
understand the changing dynamics of Turkey-EU relations through the lens of the political
leader in power’s discourse. So, an analysis will be made based on how Turkey’s identity was
constructed against the EU/Europe/West, and, how de-Europeanization in Turkey and the
foreign policy choices regarding the EU/Europe/West are normalized and legitimized by the
discourse of political leader in power in this given time period. In the next part, critical discourse
analysis and the discourse historical approach that will be used in analyzing the discourse of

the political leader in power in Turkey will be examined in detail.

3.2. Critical Discourse Analysis

CDA is a theory and method of discourse analysis which concerned with the relations
between discourse and social-cultural developments that lead to the construction of social
identities, power, and social relations (Aydin-Diizgit, 2016; Wodak & Meyer, 2001). The main
tool of analysis in CDA is texts which constitute a specific discourse. CDA focuses on
“authentic everyday communication”, which takes place in media, politics, institutions, or in
other areas instead of just analyzing sample sentences or sample texts (Wodak & Meyer, 2001).
While implementing CDA, not only texts but also written documents, speeches, spoken
interactions, and communications are taken into consideration. These different forms of texts,
which are also regarded as ‘genres’, include multimodal visual, electronic, and gestural
interactions (Aydin-Diizgit, 2016). Texts can be thought of as “materially durable products of
linguistic actions” (Wodak & Meyer, 2001), whereas a genre may be defined as “a socially
ratified way of using language in connection with a particular type of social activity”

(Fairclough, 1995).
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Discourses are constructed by means of genres and texts (Wodak & Meyer, 2001, p.
66). Siegfried Jager argues that discourse is a “communicative event”, which comprises
conversational interaction and written text along with associated gestures, facework, typo-
graphical layout, images, and other semiotic or multimedia aspects of expression (Wodak &
Meyer, 2001, p. 20). Ruth Wodak and Martin Reisigl, on the other hand, defines discourse as
“a complex pile of concurrent and subsequent interrelated linguistic acts that may be observed
within and across the social fields of action as thematically interrelated semiotic, oral, written
tokens and very often as texts that are bound to particular semiotic types called genres” (Wodak

etal., 1999; Wodak & Meyer, 2001, p. 21).

In the method of CDA, language derives its power from influential people who prefer
to use it; therefore, it is not effective in its own (Wodak & Meyer, 2001, p. 10). The relation
between language and power is emphasized in this method since it deals with analyzing both
obscure and obvious structural relationships of power, dominance, discrimination, and control
as showed up in language (Wodak & Meyer, 2001). Thus, it is common among critical
discourse analysts to quote the understanding of Habermas’ definition of language as a
“medium of domination and social force” (Habermas, 1987). According to Habermas,
“language serves to legitimize relations of organized power, ... and it is also ideological”
(Habermas, 1987; Wodak & Meyer, 2001). CDA deals with the ways in which language and/or
texts are used in several forms for manipulations of power (Wodak & Meyer, 2001, p. 11).
Power, in this method, is not found only by analyzing the grammatical structure of texts but
also by examining the control that a person who speaks seize over the situation or social
occasion with his/her discourse (Wodak & Meyer, 2001, p. 11). That is to say; the power is
exercised or challenged with the genres used in a given social event or circumstances (Wodak
& Meyer, 2001, p. 11). Social or political actors who play a role in the construction of discourse

utilized not only their struggles or experiences but also the collective frame of perception that
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is named “‘social representations” (Wodak & Meyer, 2001, p. 21). Discourses develop within a
society and are affected by the circumstances in that society; thus, it can only be comprehended

by looking at the mutual interaction of ““situations, action, actor and societal structures” (Wodak

& Meyer, 2001, p. 21).

3.2.1 Discourse-Historical Approach of CDA

In this thesis, the discourse-historical approach (DHA) of CDA will be mainly utilized
in order to find a reasonable answer to our question. The reason behind the selection of this
branch of CDA may be explained in two ways. First of all, DHA deals with the link between
“fields of action”, genres, discourses, and texts (Wodak & Meyer, 2001). In DHA, the main
area of the study is the field of politics that conceptual frameworks for political discourse are
developed. While analyzing historical, institutional, organizational and political matters, the
DHA approach makes use of a wide range of knowledge about the historical events or sources
and analyzes the background of social and political circumstances in which discursive events
took place (Wodak & Meyer, 2001, p. 65).

In accordance with CDA, DHA treats the discourse as “a form of social practice” and
considers the context and circumstances under which the language is used as crucial (Wodak
& Meyer, 2001). DHA does not merely focus on spoken or written texts but also deals with the
theorization and description of social processes, circumstances, and structures which paved the
way for the creation of a text (Fairclough & Kress, 1993; Wodak & Meyer, 2001). It assumes
that all discourses are historical, so they can only be comprehended by taking their context into
account (Wodak & Meyer, 2001, p. 15). It also analyzes the text which gained its particular
value thanks to the construction of meanings, individuals or social groups as social-historical
subjects living in certain social circumstances (Fairclough & Kress, 1993; Wodak & Meyer,
2001). In other words, DHA asserts that “there is a dialectical relationship between particular

discursive acts and the situations, conditions, institutions, and social structures in which they
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are embedded” (Wodak et al., 1999, p. 8). The situational, political, institutional, and social
circumstances affect discourses actors choose to use, and, in turn, discourses make an impact
on politics and society through its power to shape reality according to its preferred direction.

Discourses are open and hybrid systems that allow them to create new sub-topics
(Wodak & Meyer, 2001, p. 66). Thus, the concepts of “intertextuality” and “interdiscursivity”
are widely used in the DHA approach to analyze the relationship between different texts
(Wodak, 2007; Wodak & Meyer, 2001). Understanding these concepts is vital for examining
the connection between old and new texts. ‘Intertextuality’ can be seen when a text refers to
another text from the present or the past, either explicitly or implicitly. It can be done through
perpetual reference to a subject, an actor, or the same events (Aydin-Diizgit, 2016; Wodak,
2007). The adaptation or quotation of the main arguments from one text to another can also be
regarded as ‘intertextuality’ (Aydmn-Diizgit, 2016; Wodak, 2007). On the other hand,
‘interdiscursivity’ can be observed when a certain discourse is used while arguing another
discourse. In other words, ‘interdiscursivity’ refers to the methods through which discourses
are linked and benefit from each other (Wodak & Meyer, 2001).

Girnth introduces the concept of “fields of action” into the DHA approach- which is
regarded as “segments of the respective societal reality that contribute to constituting and
shaping the frame of discourse” (Girnth, 1996; Wodak & Meyer, 2001, p. 66). According to
him, there are different fields of action which serve different functions and socially
institutionalized purposes of discursive practices (Wodak & Meyer, 2001). For instance, “law
making, the formation of public opinion and self-presentation, political advertising, marketing
and propaganda” are among different fields of action that serve different purposes in the area
of political action (Wodak & Meyer, 2001, p. 68). However, there is no clear-cut distinction
between different fields of action; therefore, a specific discourse can start within one field of

action and then move to another (Wodak & Meyer, 2001, p. 67).
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Secondly, DHA puts a special emphasis on the discursive construction of identity
through which some groups are viewed as ‘in’ and others as ‘out’ (Aydin-Diizgit, 2016, p. 48).
It is interested in the examination of “the relationship between discursive construction of
national sameness and discursive construction of difference leading to the political and social
exclusion of specific out-groups” (Wodak & Meyer, 2001). In the past, several scholars utilized
from DHA in analyzing the construction of both national and European identities (Aydin-
Diizgit, 2012; Aydin-Diizgit, 2016; Wodak & Boukala, 2015; Wodak et al., 1999, 2009). Since
DHA has used widely in the studies of identity construction, it has described and modeled ways
to examine the texts through which the process of inclusion and exclusion is taken place in the
discursive construction of identities.

The method of DHA is composed of three dimensions, namely discourse topics,
discursive strategies, and linguistic means (Wodak & Meyer, 2001). In the first step, one has to
establish the main contents or subjects of a particular discourse, which refers to the relationship
between Turkey and the EU in the case of this thesis in the widest sense (Aydin-Diizgit, 2016;
Wodak & Meyer, 2001). The second dimension explores discursive strategies used in
constructing identities through discourse (Aydin-Diizgit, 2016; Wodak & Meyer, 2001).
Studies using the DHA approach mainly focuses on five different discursive strategies. Firstly,
“referential strategy or strategy of nomination” is used with the aim of constructing in and out-
groups through membership categorization, usage of “biological, naturalizing and
depersonalizing metaphors and metonymies and synecdoches” (Wodak & Meyer, 2001, p. 27,
73). Secondly, “strategies of predication” are preferred in order to label social actors
deprecatorily or appreciatively by means of “stereotypical, evaluative attributions of positive
or negative characteristics and implicit or explicit predicates” (Wodak & Meyer, 2001, p. 27,
73). Thirdly, “strategies of argumentation” are used to justify negative and positive attributions

that lead to political inclusion, exclusion, discrimination, or preferential treatment (Wodak &
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Meyer, 2001, p. 27, 73). The employment of ‘topoi’ is the most common device of
argumentation strategies. Ruth Wodak and Michael Meyer define ‘topoi’ or ‘loci’ as “parts of
argumentation which belong to the obligatory, either explicit or inferable premises in the shape
of content-related warrants that connect the arguments with the conclusion” (Wodak & Meyer,
2001, p. 73). For instance, history, culture, usefulness or uselessness, advantage or
disadvantage, and justice are among the topos used widely in the discursive construction of
identities, especially national identities. The fourth strategy is “strategies of perspectivation,
framing or discourse representation”, which is used to express involvement or show the
speaker’s point of view (Wodak & Meyer, 2001, p. 27, 73). Reporting, description, narration,
or quotation of events and utterances are the most preferred means in this strategy (Wodak &
Meyer, 2001, p.73). Lastly, “strategies of intensification and mitigation” are chosen in an effort
to intensify or mitigate the illocutionary force of expressions (Wodak & Meyer, 2001, p. 27,
73).

In the third and the last dimension of DHA, “linguistic means” (as types) and “linguistic
realizations” (as tokens) that can be regarded as the tools of discursive strategies are explored
(Wodak & Meyer, 2001). While centering upon the relations between Turkey and the EU as
the main discourse topic, the “West” will also be put under the scope in this research. Since the
‘West’” and ‘Westernization’ has always been associated with Europe and Europeanization in
the Turkish context, it is reasonable to include references to the West while analyzing the
relations between Turkey and the EU (Arin, 2015; Kaya, 2013; Oguzlu & Kibaroglu, 2009).
Likewise, not only direct references to the EU or Europe but also mentions to specific EU

member states or institutions will also be considered as equal.

In this dissertation, discursive strategies used in the statements of President Erdogan
will be identified through answering the following questions: “How are Turkey, Europe, and

the EU named and referred to linguistically? What traits, characteristics, qualities, and features
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are attributed to them? By means of what arguments and argumentation schemes are certain
representations of the parties justified, legitimized, and normalized in discourse? Are the
respective utterances articulated overtly, are they intensified or mitigated?” (Reisigl & Wodak,
2001, p. 44; Wodak & Meyer, 2001, p. 73). By responding to these questions, President
Erdogan’s speeches about the EU, Europe, or the West will be analyzed thoroughly. The next
part will explain the research design and the processes and results of collecting the data for this

thesis.

3.3 Research Design & Collecting the Data

For this thesis, 604 speeches that were delivered by President Recep Tayyip Erdogan
between 20 December 2014 and 31 December 2019 are examined. The official website of the
Presidency of the Republic of Turkey is used as a source since all speeches the President has
made during official schedules are transcribed word to word in there. Among 604 official
speeches that were delivered during this time period, 179 speeches have been chosen as the data
which are subject to analysis since they are related to this thesis’ subject!. While choosing 179
speeches, all 604 speeches were examined in order to understand whether they are related to
Turkey-EU relations and Turkish foreign policy dynamics. ‘The EU’, ‘Europe’, ‘The West’,
and ‘EU member states’ names’ have been determined as keywords in the course of finding
speeches that are subject to our analysis. As a result, 179 speeches that include mentions to the
EU, Europe, specific member states, or the West in the context of Turkey-EU relations have
been chosen. These 179 speeches have been delivered on different occasions in and outside of

Turkey, including official speeches during election periods, after the failed coup attempt or

L All speeches were accessed in a transcribed form from
https://www.tccb.gov.tr/receptayyiperdogan/konusmalar/. The translations are done by the
author. The links of each statement used in the analysis chapter are given in the secondary
sources at the end of this thesis.
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other domestic and international events that have an impact on both domestic and foreign
policy. Speeches that were delivered in election rallies in different cities are not included in this
data as they are not included in the speeches & statements section on the website.

The period between 2015 and 2020 is chosen because it corresponds to a period in which
Turkey’s foreign policy has undergone a major transformation and the deterioration of relations
between Turkey and the EU has become more visible, which raises concerns about the future
of accession negotiations even further (Hiirsoy, 2017; Werz, 2017). This is also a period when
arguments about freezing and/or suspension of negotiations with Turkey have taken place in
the EU institutions several times. On the other hand, in this period, there is a certain
rapprochement to the East in Turkey’s foreign policy, which can also be considered as one of
the reasons that the EU lost its effectiveness as a political and normative context in Turkey in
recent years. Furthermore, during the last five years Turkey has experienced many elections
(three general elections in 2015 and 2018, the constitutional referendum in 2017, presidential
election in 2018, one local election in 2019 including the re-election of Istanbul municipality
elections), and incidents such as series of terrorist attacks in different cities, migration crisis,
failed coup attempt and military operations in Syria which effectively shaped both domestic
and foreign policy choices including the relations with the EU.

The reason to choose President Erdogan’s speeches also rests on the dynamics of the
selected period in which the AKP has gained more and more power with consecutive election
victories and governed Turkey singlehandedly thanks to its firm control over the primary state
organs of law enforcement, judiciary and the military. Furthermore, the President has become
the sole head of the state with constitutional change in 2018, which made his speeches and
statements the reflection of state authority. Almost all speeches the President has delivered
during this time period have been broadcasted live on television and covered widely in the

media; thus, they have an impact on the views of people who either willingly attended and
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listened to his speeches or unconsciously exposed to them through media. Besides, his
speeches, especially the public speeches which are well attended by the public, have been
delivered with the aim of persuading the public by showing “clear articulation of identities and
policies” of Turkey and holds “the formal authority to define political position” (Aydin-Diizgit,
2016; Hansen, 2006).

The analysis will be done by taking three dimensions of the DHA method into account.
It will be arranged around the discourse topics- i.e., the relationship between Turkey and the
EU between 2015 and 2020 in this case- and discursive strategies and the linguistic means that
are used in President Erdogan’s discourse to normalize and justify de-Europeanization in
Turkey. The analysis will be made through selected parts of chosen texts among 179 speeches
that mentioned the EU/Europe/West. The analysis chapter will be divided into six different sub-
chapters that are constituted based on the regularities and repetitions observed in the discourse
of Erdogan about the EU/Europe/West. Each sub-chapter includes excerpts related to its own
categorization of discursive articulations of the EU/Europe/West. These excerpted parts are
chosen as our data according to their usage of a great variety of discursive strategies and
relevant linguistic means which have been employed throughout the whole text. Their relevance
and dominance in the discourse of the political leader in power were also effective in their
selection.

In the next chapter, before going through the analysis, the historical background of
Turkey-EU relations will be given in-depth in order to shed light on the transformation from
Europeanization to de-Europeanization in the country, and the impact of domestic politics and

President Erdogan’s discourse in enabling this transformation.
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CHAPTER 4
THE HISTORICAL EVOLUTION OF TURKEY-EU RELATIONS: A PATH FROM

EUROPEANIZATION TO DE-EUROPEANIZATION

4.1 Turkey-EU Relations Before Turkey’s Candidacy

In 2019, Turkey-EU relations hit a new milestone because it has been a sixty year since
Turkey first applied for an association to the European Economic Community (EEC) on 31 July
1959. The European Economic Community was established in 1958; thus, it can be said that
Turkey is one of the first applicants who envisaged to join the community in its early days.
However, the EEC’s response was not very welcoming for Turkey since the beginning. Rather
than approving the application, the EEC suggested the establishment of an association or
partnership with Turkey until it complies with the social and political requirements of the
membership. Thus, negotiations between Turkey and EEC began in 1959 for the first time in
history, which lasted for four years until Ankara Agreement’s signature. On 12 September 1963,
the Ankara Agreement was signed, and it entered into force a year later on 1 December 1964.
This agreement aimed to ease the way for Turkey to become a member of EEC through the
establishment of the Customs Union between two parties. The establishment of the Customs
Union did not only encourage Turkey to make necessary developments in economic and trade
issues but also provided it with the hope for full membership. In legal terms, the Ankara
Agreement is regarded as a ‘sui generis’ international treaty, which implies that it is not just a
trade treaty but between trade treaty and admission agreement (Karayel, 2011; Lasok, 2015).
Thus, it can be regarded as a first step in the accession process of Turkey.

The Ankara Agreement triggered a lot of progressive developments in Turkey,
especially in the area of the economy. It projects the free circulation of goods, people, services,
and capital between Turkey and the EEC; however, Turkey was still excluded from the

decision-making processes of the community at that time. In 1970, the additional protocol
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which sets the detailed regulations to establish the Customs Union was signed in Brussels. With
the implementation of the additional protocol, Turkey and the EEC lifted barriers in significant
areas. Some tariffs, custom duties, and quantitative barriers are abolished both by the EEC and
Turkey in the long run.

During the period between 1959 and 1980, the relations between Turkey and the
European Community (EC) went smoothly but not rapidly. Both the EU-level actors and the
domestic actors willingly cooperated; however, there were not clear efforts for Europeanization
reforms in Turkey. According to Onis, the early stages of Turkey-EC relations between the
1950s and 1960s has been characterized by the economic integration rather than a political or
cultural integration; that is why reforms were more focused on the economic dimension (Onis,
2001, p. 108).

The smooth relations between the two sides has been interrupted by the 1980 military
intervention in Turkey. After the coup, relations between Turkey and EC came to a deadlock.
In the 1980s and 1990s, democracy and human rights became more and more important in
defining the European identity constructed by the EC. The quality of democratization and the
performance on human rights have been increasingly emphasized as main qualifications of
Europeanness, which posed a challenge for Turkey’s full membership in the light of
unfavorable circumstances in the aftermath of the coup (Onis, 2001, p. 111). Thus, by taking
into consideration of unstable political environment and severe human rights violations, the
European Parliament de facto suspended the agreement between Turkey and the EC in 1982.
Turkey was also criticized openly for anti-democratization and human rights violations during
the three years of military government between 1980 and 1983. Only in 1986, the relations
between Turkey and EC has turned to normal after the two parties decided to resume the
relations. The Prime Minister Turgut Ozal’s initiative to start the reform process, especially

concerning the free market economy and balanced approach of foreign policy, was effective in
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opening the door for Turkey to resume the relations with the EC. However, there were still
problems in the area of democracy, the rule of law, and, most importantly, human rights at that
time.

Turkey has applied for full membership for the second time in 1987 under the leadership
of Turgut Ozal even though it did not fulfill the criteria for full membership. However, the
decision of the EC was once again unfavorable in the presence of inadequate economic,
political, and social conditions in Turkey. The Community declined the application for
Turkey’s membership in 1990. In 1995, Turkey concluded the transition period envisaged for
22 years in the Ankara Agreement, which lead to the completion of the Customs Union between
Turkey and the EU. After Customs Union entered into force, Turkey has begun Europeanization
efforts in the area of economy and trade by harmonizing its legislation to the EU’s legislation
and expectations. Onis argues that the process of Europeanization- which is an integration
period in the areas of economy and politics causing by the EU conditionality- started in Turkey

when the Customs Union completed in the 1995 (Onis, 2008, p. 37).

The establishment of the Customs Union is seen as a significant step towards Turkey’s
full integration with the EU; therefore, Turkey has expected to be included the EU’s
enlargement rounds during the late 1990s. However, although the EU confirmed Turkey’s
eligibility for full membership, it was not included among the candidate countries announced
in the “Agenda 2000” at the 1997 Luxembourg European Council Summit. At that time,
accession negotiations were opened for all applicant countries apart from Turkey. Instead, the
EU announced that it would prepare a strategic plan- “European Strategy for Turkey”- to
enhance the relations between two actors and to give recommendations to Turkey in policy
areas that are needed to be improved. Miiftiiler-Bag and McLaren argue that although Turkey

was not granted the candidate status in Luxembourg Summit, the decision lead to the twist in
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efforts to improve Turkey-EU relations that encourage the EU to grant formal candidacy status

to Turkey after two years (Miiftiiler-Bac & Mclaren, 2003, p.17).

4.2 Turkey-EU Relations between 1999 and 2004

In the 1999 European Council Summit Meeting in Helsinki, the EU has given the
candidate status to Turkey on equal treatment with the other candidate states upon seeing the
gradual normalization of Turkey’s political life and slow but ongoing democratization efforts
(European Parliament, 1999). However, at the same time, the EU declared that Turkey was still
unfit to begin accession negotiations and had a long way to go towards the fulfillment of the
Copenhagen political criteria (Aydin-Diizgit & Tocci, 2015; European Parliament, 1999).

So, after long years of waiting in the EU’s door, Turkey has been granted the candidacy
status, which paved the way for Europeanization in the country. Reforms initiated by the
governments in the early 21% century have been influential in leading the country towards
Europeanization. The initial real efforts of Europeanization in Turkey took place after 1999.
Especially the years between 2002 and 2005, which is the period between the AKP’s coming
off the power and the beginning of the accession negotiations, has been defined as “the golden
age of Europeanization” in Turkey (Onis, 2008, 2010). The concept of “golden years of
Europeanization in Turkey” has been implied and used by several scholars in the
Europeanization literature in order to define the mass transformation that took place in Turkey
after the Helsinki Summit (Aydin-Diizgit & Kaliber, 2016; Aydin Cakir & Arikan Akdag, 2017,
Onis, 2010; G. Yilmaz, 2014; H. Yilmaz, 2011). At the beginning of the 2000s, there were
mutual efforts by Turkey and the EU in making preparation and transformation smoother and
easier for Turkey. These efforts lead to a new wave of Europeanization reforms in Turkey from
fundamental rights and liberties to civil-military relations that resulted at the beginning of the
accession negotiations with the EU in 2005. First of all, following the Helsinki Summit’s

decision, the European Commission started to prepare an Accession Partnership for Turkey,
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which will be integrated with a National Program for the adoption and implementation of
European acquis (European Parliament, 1999). With the approval of the National Program by
the Turkish authorities, Turkey has undergone a major whirlwind of reforms started with 34
amendments to the Turkish constitution in 2001, and then followed by seven ‘harmonization

packages’ adopted between 2001 and 2003 (Aydin-Diizgit & Tocci, 2015).

The victory of AKP in the elections of November 2002 was also effective in opening a
new phase in the reform process because the newly-elected AKP constructed its identity as a
pro-reformist and pro-EU actor at that time (G. Yilmaz, 2016, p. 88). After they came to power,
substantial steps were undertaken to realign civil-military relations and decrease the military’s
effect in Turkish politics. There were also several reforms in the area of the judiciary, human
rights, freedom of expression and speech, freedom of peaceful assembly and association, and
minority rights. The lifting of the state of emergency and the death penalty, introduction of a
new Penal Code with articles broadening the freedom of expression and association, stronger
protection of detainee rights along with a significant decrease in pre-trial detention periods, the
abolition of Art. 8 of the (previous) Anti- Terror Law (propaganda against the indivisibility of
the state) and the introduction of the right to learn and broadcast in languages other than
Turkish, namely Kurdish, can be given as examples to these reforms (Aydin-Diizgit & Keyman,
2012, p.7). Some of these reforms were exerted during the coalition parties of 1999-2002, while
others were implemented by the AKP government after 2002. So, it is important to point out
that the political reform process triggered by the EU conditionality has not been exclusive to

the AKP but a continuous process since 1999 (Kalaycioglu, 2011, p.273).

The reason behind all of these reforms was to accommodate the standards of Turkish
democracy with the Copenhagen Criteria, which will lead to the opening of accession
negotiations (Kalaycioglu, 2011, p. 265). Gozde Yilmaz labeled the time period from 1999 to

2004 in Turkey as the “progressing Europeanization’ period due to the fact that domestic
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change happened in Turkey in the direction of EU’s demands from candidate countries during
that time (G. Yilmaz, 2016b). She asserts that strong EU conditionality stimulated Turkey’s
Europeanization throughout the early 2000s with the help of political choices of the ruling party
(G. Yilmaz, 2016b). On the other hand, Senem Aydin Diizgit and Natalie Tocci define the
reform process between 1999 and 2005 as “quiet or silent revolution” because the most
comprehensive domestic transformation has happened during that time (Aydin-Diizgit & Tocci,
2015, p.160). “Silent revolution” implies the reform process in Turkey between the recognition
of Turkey’s candidacy and the beginning of accession negotiations. In fact, there were efforts
towards democratic change before 1999, which opened a road for Turkey’s EU candidacy;
however, they had been substantially superficial and ad hoc (Tocci, 2005, p. 73). For this
reason, in Turkey’s case, Europeanization has been associated with the well-organized and

committed reform programs started after 1999.

It can be argued that several reasons have paved the way for ‘progressing’ or ‘deep’
Europeanization in the 1999-2005 period; however, it is reasonable to think that the most
critical factor was the strong commitment to the EU enhanced by the positive developments in
the relations. The motivation derived from the EU’s promise to open the accession negotiations
under the condition that Turkey complies with the political aspect of the Copenhagen criteria
encouraged domestic actors to push for reforms and work for the improvement of domestic
conditions in Turkey. After the announcement of Turkey’s candidacy, both the “EU-ization” as
a process of more formal transformation especially in legislation and institutions and,
Europeanization as more complex and comprehensive changes in political, social and economic
aspects began to be observed in Turkey (Kaliber, 2013, p. 61). In this respect, the effect of the
EU on the reform process can be explained by the literature on democratization. The role of
external factors, especially the role of international organizations, in inducing change and

democratization in politically developing countries is argued by several scholars in the
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democratization literature (Miiftiiler-Bac, 2016; Miiftiiler-Bag, 2016). The EU emerges in this
literature as a unique international organization with the highest impact on political change
through the carrots of association, candidacy, and membership at its disposal (Miiftiiler-Bag,
2016, p. 89). Therefore, like any other aspirant member states, the EU has become a catalyst
for the political change in Turkey during the early 2000s with its emphasis on democratization

and human rights.

Apart from external factors like the EU, the internal dynamics and domestic actors have
also played a role in Turkey’s reform-based process. Governments of the late 1990s and early
2000s have wanted to use the opportunity of EU membership and Europeanization reforms as
a way to guarantee and protect their political power in Turkish politics. Especially, the AKP
government has shown great commitment to political reforms induced by the EU since they
were the most effective tools for the newly-elected AKP to legitimize itself in the eyes of the
public and elude its Islamist past to survive in a secular country like Turkey (Aydin-Diizgit &
Tocci, 2015, p.162). Most of the reforms implemented in the AKP’s first era can be considered
as important steps toward the EU membership that the AKP has set as the most vital foreign

policy agenda at that time.

The first AKP government played a pivotal role in triggering Europeanization reforms
that eventually led to the start of accession negotiations. Taking into consideration all
Europeanization efforts, the European Commission recommended the opening of accession
negotiations with Turkey by acknowledging Turkey’s fulfillment of political criteria in the
“2004 Regular Progress Report for Turkey”. One month later, European Council decided that
Turkey ‘sufficiently’ fulfilled the political part of the Copenhagen criteria and announced the
beginning of accession negotiations in October 2005 without delay (Aydin-Diizgit & Tocci,

2015, p. 21). This decision was the sign of acknowledgment by the EU for the speed of
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transformation and reforms that Turkey had undergone during the ‘“golden age of

Europeanization” (Onis, 2010, p. 363).

4.3 Turkey-EU Relations between 2005 and 2010

In the ordinary course of the things, it is expected that a new wave of Europeanization
would take place in Turkey after it reached the peak with the beginning of accession
negotiations in 2005. However, in Turkey’s case, the beginning of accession negotiations was
also regarded as the start of the slowdown in Turkey-EU relations as well as backsliding of
Europeanization in Turkey. While the period between 1999 and 2005 was “the golden age of
Europeanization” in Turkey, the post-2005 period was known for the slowdown of relations,
reforms, and increasing skepticism, doubt, and mistrust among the politicians and the public
against the EU (Onis, 2010). Since 2005, Turkey’s path to the EU’s membership has become
more torturous, given the fact that the progress in Turkey-EU relations has been inadequate,
and both sides have shown reluctancy to improve the relations. First of all, Turkish actors have
begun to lose their commitment and enthusiasm against the idea of joining the EU as a full
member, which was the center of Turkish foreign policy and the AKP government’s political
agenda during 2002 and 2005 (Onis, 2008, p. 40). According to Onis and Yilmaz, the AKP’s
foreign policy preferences have diverged from “deep Europeanization” drive to “loose
Europeanization” or “soft Euro-Asianism” which can be seen as a new strategy aimed at

focusing on all neighboring countries rather than just the EU (Onis & Yilmaz, 2009a).

M.J. Patton, on the other hand, asserts that the slowdown in the reform process has
begun even before the beginning of accession negotiations. According to him, as the date
determined by the EU as the official start of accession negotiations drew closer, the AKP’s
government showed signs of “reform fatigue” (Patton, 2007). By “reform fatigue”, he implies

that the ruling party’s policies regarding the reform process have become less aggressive and
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the political leaders displayed signs of hesitation and negligence in enforcing the
implementation of reforms, especially in the area of human rights (Patton, 2007, p. 340).
Nonetheless, although the pace of reforms diminished significantly in the post-2005 period, it
IS wrong to say that there were not any efforts to introduce and implement new reforms. There
IS a consensus in the literature that the Europeanization process has continued after 2005 despite
slowing down in the reform process with ‘cherry-picked’ reforms (Noutcheva & Aydin-Diizgit,
2012; Paul, 2012; G. Yilmaz, 2016b). The AKP government’s changing political agenda,
increasing power with each election, and rapprochement to the Middle East lead to a
transformation from “progressing Europeanization” to “selective Europeanization” between
2005 and 2010 (G. Yilmaz, 2016b). During that time, the ruling party leaders preferred to adopt
the EU’s demands as long as they align with their political preferences and strategies (G.
Yilmaz, 2016, p. 88). That is to say, not the EU conditionality but the political agenda of the
AKP was effective in inducing the domestic change in Turkey between 2005-2010 (G. Yilmaz,

2016, p. 88).

Turkey’s newly gained power both in the domestic and international areas has also been
influential in the unenthusiastic stance taken against the EU. First of all, domestic dynamics
have played a significant role in the changing attitude of political actors. The AKP government
won the general elections in 2007, with 47 percent of the votes. This election win was important
for Turkey-EU relations in the sense that it affects the reform processes and Europeanization
efforts directly by giving the actors confidence in their political durableness. In the first term
of the AKP government, the party needed the EU integration process for its political survival
to attract voters’ attention and support (Patton, 2007, p.343). However, after the AKP
guaranteed its position in Turkish politics with almost 50 percent of the votes, it had no longer
need the EU for its political survival. Furthermore, although the developments in the EU

accession process with the promise of full membership appealed voters and made the AKP
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advantageous in upcoming elections during “the golden age of Europeanization”, the slowdown
between 2005 and 2007 threatened the AKP’s election win in 2007 which made them move
away from the EU even further (Patton, 2007, p.344). Onis argues that the 2007 election was a
great opportunity for the ruling party to revive the Europeanization and reform agenda (Onis,
2010, p.366). He asserts that the AKP might have been utilized the tremendous support from
the public to activate a new wave of reform process; however, they missed the opportunity due
to the “exaggerated sense of its own power and a diminished sense of the importance of the EU

anchor” (Onis, 2010, p.366).

The declining support for Turkey’s EU membership among the public after 2005 was
another factor in the slowdown of relations. The West-skepticism and Euroscepticism has
increased strikingly in Turkey in the late 2000s. The public support for the EU membership fell
from 70-75 percent in 2003-4 to 60-65 percent in 2005, and finally, 55-60 percent in 2006-7
(H. Yilmaz, 2011, p.186). There are many reasons behind this decline in support; however, the
loss of trust in the credibility of the EU as a reliable and robust partner seems to be the main
factor. During the late 2000s, the EU has also been struggling with different problems in politics
and economics. The Constitutional Treaty proposed by the EU in 2004 was rejected by France
and the Netherlands, which created a constitutional crisis in the union. Moreover, the European
economy has been severely affected by the global financial crisis in 2008. Due to these
problems and the media coverage of the EU as a crisis-ridden project in Turkey, the EU’s
attractiveness has decreased even further among the Turkish public (Onis, 2010, p.364). On the
other hand, Turkey’s rising importance in the Middle East and its vibrant economy during the
2008 economic crisis, in contrast to the EU that has got caught in a debt trap, have provided
Turkey with a new sense of confidence (Paul, 2012). While the EU was struggling, Turkey has
emerged as a global winner and regional leader who is the representative of secularism,

democracy, and power among Muslim countries (Paul, 2012, p. 3). Turkey has become more
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and more involved in Middle East politics during this period, which has made the EU a less

essential part of Turkish foreign policy (Kubicek, 2013, p. 43).

The EU’s reluctance to improve relations after the beginning of accession negotiations
has also been effective in slowing down of the Europeanization process in Turkey. After the
announcement of Turkey’s candidacy, which might have triggered a massive celebration in
Turkey, the EU has begun to send mixed signals about Turkey’s possible membership by
implying that it could suspend the negotiations anytime. As soon as the accession negotiations
started with Turkey, some EU member states have begun to raise their voices against Turkey’s
full membership. “Privileged partnership” suggestions have been brought up by some European
states like Germany, France, and Austria, which signifies the ambiguity of the accession process

(G. Yilmaz, 2016, p. 90).

In addition to this, European states have begun to put the Cyprus issue forward as an
obstacle to Turkey’s membership even though it is not included in the Copenhagen criteria for
accession. In contrast to Turkey’s attitude that treated two issues as irrelevant, the EU’s stance
is different since 1995 (Miiftiiler-Bac & Mclaren, 2003, p. 26). The likelihood of Cyprus’s
membership to the EU has also made the situation even more complicated. In January 2006,
Turkey presented the United Nations with its new plan regarding the solution to the Cyprus
issue that constitutes the biggest challenge against the full membership of Turkey. It was
important for Turkey to find a solution to this problem before Greek Cypriots sign the deal
because the vagueness of the issue leads to the disturbance among some EU member states that
supported the restriction of the closure of many chapters for Turkey’s accession. The idea
behind the Annan Plan- which was created by the UN based on proposals of both parties- was
to solve the conflict and reunify the north and south part of the island; however, it became a

major blow (Onis, 2010, p.365). The Greek Cypriots rejected the referendum on the Annan
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Plan, with 75,8 percent of people voted against it, whereas Turkish Cypriots voted for yes with
64,9 percentage. The great support for the plan showed Turks’ willingness to solve any issue to
prevent the full membership. However, the rejection by the Greek Cypriots was interpreted as
the failure of the EU based on the fact that it could not keep its promises to the Turkish Cypriots
in spite of their favorable and coefficient approach against the unification (Onis, 2008, p. 42,
2010, p. 365). In December 2006, the EU decided to close eight chapters related to the
Additional Protocol to the Association Agreement about Cyprus and declared that no chapter
could be provisionally closed until Turkey meets the obligations, which created a significant
obstacle to Turkey’s full membership. From that day forward, voices have begun to be raised
among the politicians and the general public concerning the unfair and unbalanced treatment of
the EU. A belief that the EU use Cyprus as an instrument to exclude Turkey from the union has

become common among the public (Onis, 2008, p. 42).

The failure of the EU to implement the Annan Plan and reward the Turkish Cypriots for
their support and willingness to find a solution weakened the enthusiasm of the Turkish
government towards the EU membership. The “Christian Club” arguments have also come to
light after the unfair treatment of the EU regarding the Cyprus issue. Political leaders have
begun to portray the EU as “Christian Club” which would never allow Turkey to enter the union
even if all criteria were fulfilled. Furthermore, then Prime Minister Erdogan has begun to use
the rhetoric of changing the Copenhagen criteria with “Ankara criteria” and continue reforms
without the EU. The idea behind “Ankara criteria” was to emphasize the importance of the

reform process for Turkey’s future rather than the ambition to become a full member of the EU.

To sum up, the Europeanization efforts in Turkey has slowed down in the post-2005
period due to several developments in international and domestic politics. However, up until

2011, it was possible to see the genuine steps taken by the government to continue the
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Europeanization process that can be considered as “limited” or “selective” Europeanization (G.
Yilmaz, 2016b). There was always going forward and back in the relations between 2005 and
2010, and the Turkish government was careful to select the Europeanization reforms according
to its preferences and benefits (Aydin-Diizgit & Tocci, 2015). On the other hand, it is obvious
that the enthusiastic attitude against the Europeanization reforms in the early 2000s, which
Kaliber defines as Euro-enthusiasm, has been lost, and Euro-fatigue has begun to arise in the
Turkish reform process (Kaliber, 2013, p.64). The period between 2005 and 2010 can also be
regarded as a transitional period from Europeanization to de-Europeanization that will become

more evident in the following years (Sipahioglu, 2017, p.36).

4.4 Turkey-EU Relations between 2011 and 2014

The relations between Turkey and the EU have become more complicated than ever in
the 2010s. The de-Europeanization process has gradually replaced Europeanization in Turkey.
The reforms decreased significantly, and the EU’s impact has begun to lose its momentum.
Especially after the AKP’s third election victory in 2011, the EU’s leverage has begun to lose
its importance even more, and the de-Europeanization process accelerated in Turkey (Balkir &
Eylemer, 2016; Sipahioglu, 2017; G. Yilmaz, 2016b). Even though the government seemed to
stick to the EU accession process, it was not the main priority for them anymore. The EU
accession was regarded as just a part of the “multidimensional” foreign policy strategy based
upon an equilibrium between national and universal values (Balkir & Eylemer, 2016, p.37).
This approach also put a particular emphasis on Turkey’s historical background, geopolitical
position, and changing dynamics of the region and the world as a whole (Balkir & Eylemer,

2016, p.37).

Since the mid-2010s, The AKP government has started to focus more on the Middle

East, Balkans, Caucasus, Africa, and Asia rather than the EU in its foreign policy agenda. This
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stance also showed itself in the AKP’s election propaganda in the 2011 general elections. There
was minimal or no reference to the EU during the election rallies in contrast to increased
mentions to the Middle East. It was obvious that the AKP preferred to use a “blurred rhetoric”
concerning the future of Turkey-EU relations during and after the 2011 general elections. Even
when mentioned, it was stressed that relations with the EU must be sustained as long as it is
beneficial for Turkey’s economy and national interests. On 12 June 2011, Prime Minister Recep
Tayyip Erdogan stated, “Today, 74 million people have won. Today the Western world, Tripoli,
Gaza have won. The Middle East, the Balkans, Europe have won. Peace, justice, and stability
have won” in his balcony speech, emphasizing his commitment to ‘multidimensional’ foreign
policy (Hiirriyet Daily News, 2011). This statement confirms that the AKP has changed its
foreign policy preferences from focusing on the EU to being an influential actor in the

neighboring countries as well as ex-Ottoman regions (Demirtas, 2015, p.124).

There were several reasons for this shift in foreign policy choices of Turkey in the early
2010s. First of all, the idea of being a global power by forming simultaneous alliances with
neighboring countries prevailed (Arin, 2015). The increasing popularity of Erdogan as a
charismatic leader in the Middle Eastern countries facilitated this goal. On the other hand, the
EU’s decision to partially suspend accession negotiations with Turkey and its continuous
criticisms against Turkey’s policies have also affected the changing foreign policy agenda of
Turkey. Kubilay Arin, in his article “The AKP’s Foreign Policy: From Westernization to
Islamization”, argues that Turkey’s rapprochement to the Middle East, Central Asia, and the
Balkans can be explained by its aim to counterbalance its unidimensional dependency on the
EU (Arin, 2015, p.30). Moreover, as the EU has lost its credibility in the eyes of the public, the
AKP has begun to use the relations with the Middle East to attract its electorate’s attention and

guarantee its victory in the next election by satisfying their “Ottoman nostalgia” (Arin, 2015,
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p.33). The EU’s critical response to the crucial developments in Turkey during 2011-2015 has

also led up to the rapprochement with the East.

However, although the Turkish government started to follow “we will do what we want
when we want to” principle in this period, several reforms have been introduced between 2011
and 2014 (Paul, 2012, p.6). Yilmaz argues that this period shows signs of de-Europeanization
simultaneously with Europeanizing reforms (G. Yilmaz, 2016, p.94). Nonetheless, reforms that
were made in this period differ from the earlier reforms in the sense that they are chosen
according to the political choices of the AKP government rather than the goal of the full
membership (G. Yilmaz, 2016, p.95). After 2010, the AKP government continued to make
several reforms in the areas such as the judiciary, civil-military relations, freedom of
expression, and the fight against corruption. In particular, the government has focused on
judicial reforms with the aim of improving the efficiency of the judiciary (G. Yilmaz, 2016,
p.94). In the Progress Reports for Turkey from 2011 to 2014, it is accepted that progress has
been observed, especially in the judiciary, in line with the efforts of implementing the 2010
constitutional amendments and judicial reform packages. However, as time goes by, there has
been a steady decline in progress concerning the fundamental rights, according to the European
Commission. In 2011, it was said that there was progress in Turkey with regard to fundamental
rights along with the judiciary (European Commission, 2011); however, in the next years, the
progress has been regarded as limited by the EU and the emphasis was made on needing further

significant progress in this area (European Commission, 2012, 2013, 2014).

At this point, it is vital to mention Gezi Park protests and its implications for de-
Europeanization of Turkey. In 2013, few environmentalists started to remonstrate against the
authorities who wanted to build a shopping mall in place of Taksim military barracks. However,

the protest has transformed from simply an environmentalist protest to an anti-government
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protest over time with the support of people from all cities. For almost three months, hundreds
of thousands of people took the streets to protest against the policies of the government. The
government, on the other hand, responded to the protest by taking severe measurements such
as censoring the media, preventing access to social media, using police forces against
protestors, which lead to major criticisms by international organizations, including the EU. In
the 2013 Progress Report for Turkey, the Commission mentioned Gezi Park events under the
headlines of political and economic criteria for many times (European Commission, 2013). In
the democracy and the rule of law section, the excessive use of force against the demonstrators
by the police that caused a number of casualties and injuries was emphasized (European
Commission, 2013, p.5). Furthermore, in the information society and media section,
mainstream media’s lack of coverage about the Gezi Park protest was criticized, and RTUK’s
independence was questioned based on the fact that it fined several television stations for
covering the protests (European Commission, 2013, p.32, 53). The European Parliament also
issued a resolution on 13 June 2013 about the situation in Turkey in order to express its concern
over the police’s use of force against protesters and called the authorities to take action to stop
violence (European Parliament, 2013). Besides, the parliament urged the Prime Minister to take
necessary measurements to avoid further escalation of the events and the polarization among
the public (European Parliament, 2013). As a response, Prime Minister Erdogan harshly
criticized the decision of the EP by saying, “I do not recognize this Parliament of the European
Union. Do you have the right to take such a decision on Turkey?” (Hiirriyet Daily News, 2013).
This response and the general attitude against the protests clearly show the divergence between
Turkey and the EU and “the weakening of the EU’s impact as a normative/political context” in

Turkey during the early 2010s (Aydin-Diizgit & Kaliber, 2016; G. Yilmaz, 2014, p.314).

Apart from this, in 2013, Turkey has undergone a significant operation known as ’17-

25 December Operations or December 17-25 Judicial Coup Attempt’ that brought about a major
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transformation in the domestic and foreign policy of the government. Birgiil Demirtas, in her
article named “Turkish Foreign Policy towards the Balkans: A Europeanized Foreign Policy in
a De-Europeanized National Context”, argues that December 17/25 operations have speed up
the de-Europeanization process in Turkey (Demirtas, 2015, p.124). After these operations, the
AKP’s political leaders’ rhetoric towards the EU has become more hostile and aggressive. Even
the arguments such as being a member of the Shanghai Cooperation Organization rather than
the EU has begun to be surfaced. However, at the end of 2013, there was also an improvement
in Turkey-EU relations with the signature of the EU-Turkey readmission agreement on 16
December 2013. In the 2014 Progress Report for Turkey, this agreement, along with the start
of visa liberation dialogue, was regarded as a new momentum for Turkey-EU relations
(European Commission, 2014). It was also a new trigger regarding Turkey’s Europeanization
process in the sense that it might lead a new wave of reforms in a highly uncertain environment
leading to a de-Europeanized path. This agreement also proves Yilmaz’s argument that claims
that the period between 2010 and 2014 showed “instances of de-Europeanization

simultaneously with Europeanizing reforms” (G. Yilmaz, 2016, p.94).

In short, there was an apparent change in the direction of the AKP’s policies between
2011 and 2015 towards de-Europeanization. The estrangement from the EU can be explained
by various factors such as the rapprochement to the East, the weakness of opposition parties,
the gradual disengagement of the military from politics as a result of reforms about military
rule and judiciary cases against military officials, political unrest aroused from the Gezi protests
and 17-25 operations, and rising confidence and popularity of the AKP after its third electoral
victory (G. Yilmaz, 2016, p.97). In this period, the EU lost its appeal to the AKP government
due to the fact that the AKP did not need the EU accession process for its political survival

anymore (G. Yilmaz, 2016, p.97). For this reason, it can be said that the AKP’s own benefits
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and preferences were much more important than the EU’s expectations from a candidate

country like Turkey throughout this period, which paved the way for de-Europeanization.

4.5 Turkey-EU Relations between 2015 and 2020

There is a consensus among scholars that Turkish foreign policy has been the subject of
dramatic transformation over the last five years (Bashirov & Lancaster, 2018; Haugom, 2019;
Kaliber & Kaliber, 2019). Since the election of Recep Tayyip Erdogan as the president of
Turkey in 2014, and especially after the failed coup attempt in 15 July 2016, Turkish foreign
policy is marked by rapprochement to the Eastern powers, particularly Russia, deteriorating
relations with the United States and the EU, and the more independent and proactive role in its
neighborhood with the consecutive military operations in Syria and Irag (Haugom, 2019).
While the foreign policy has started to focus more on the national security, an “assertive style
of policy making”, and “transaction-based relations” have been preferred under the leadership
of President Erdogan (Haugom, 2019). “Strategic autonomy” has been also put in the center of
foreign policy agenda at the expense of disengagement from the international organizations like

NATO and the EU (Haugom, 2019).

In the literature, it is accepted that de-Europeanization, along with Anti-Westernism,
accelerated in Turkey in the late 2010s (Aydin-Diizgit & Kaliber, 2016; Kaliber & Kaliber,
2019). When it comes to the period after 2014- which is the period analyzed in this thesis- the
relations between Turkey and the EU have gone from bad to worse. In fact, 2015 was the last
year when Europeanization efforts were still prevalent in Turkey. There were some
improvements in many areas regarding the EU’s expectations; however, the pace of reforms
slowed considerably. In 2015, Turkey underwent two general elections in June and November,
which slowed down the pace of ‘limited’ or ‘selective’ Europeanization reforms even further

and made the newly emerging de-Europeanization process more visible in the country. The
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AKP’s loss of majority in the parliament in June elections constituted a great shock for the party
and its executive team, including President Erdogan, and signaled the transformation of
political landscape in Turkey (Bashirov & Lancaster, 2018, p.1222). It was an electoral reaction
from the voters who wanted to raise their voices towards the increasing dominance of the AKP
with the presidentialism (Bashirov & Lancaster, 2018, p.1222). However, instead of renouncing
bid for the presidential system, the AKP government led by President Erdogan chose to block
coalition-building efforts by opposition parties, which paved the way for the November

elections (Bashirov & Lancaster, 2018, p.1222).

On the other hand, in between two elections, the security situation in Turkey worsened
with several terrorist attacks that made national security a huge priority for Turkish politicians.
However, albeit all incidents, Turkey has continued its commitment to the EU accession
process, although this commitment was counteracted by the acts taken in the area of the rule of
law, freedom of expression, and freedom of assembly which contradicted with the European
standards (European Commission, 2015b). The European Commission’s report of 2015 on
Turkey emphasized that Turkey and the EU maintain cooperation in certain areas related to
their common interests, which induced improvement on accession negotiations throughout the
year (European Commission, 2015b). The EU and Turkey continued their political dialogue on
foreign and security policy, especially in the area of counterterrorism in which they acted
together against Daesh. The two sides have also stepped up the cooperation on developing
economic ties that lead to the progress on the opening of chapter 17 about economic and

monetary policy (European Commission, 2015b).

Migration was also one of the policy areas that Turkey and the EU joined forces with
each other. After the first step with the signature of readmission agreement in 2013, a Joint EU-

Turkey Action plan for refugees and migration management was signed on 15 October 2015.
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Many could argue that this agreement is a clear sign of improvement in the relations in the
sense that Turkey and the EU have agreed to cooperate on main policy areas namely asylum
and migration; however, there are also some opinions which argues that it is difficult to regard
this deal as a development that has brought the two sides closer on the way to accession (Aydin-
Diizgit & Kaliber, 2016, p.3). Debates over Turkey’s position as a “strategic partner” rather
than a “potential member” started to escalate among the media and the academia after the deal,
which overshadows the thoughts that perceived this agreement as an important step in the
accession process (Aydogan, 2016; Haddad, 2016). So, it is difficult to decide whether this deal

has triggered a new wave of Europeanization in Turkey.

Furthermore, in 2015, there was also slowing down in reforms exclusively in the areas
of the rule of law, functioning of the judiciary and fundamental rights according to the European
Commission (European Commission, 2015b). In the Progress Report of 2015, it was
highlighted that there had been no progress on the functioning of the judiciary since early 2014
(European Commission, 2015b). Concerns over the independence of the judiciary and the
respect of the principle of separation of powers due the introduction of the presidential system
have also been raised along with the advice to ease the political pressure on judges and
prosecutors (European Commission, 2015b). So, when we look at the EU’s side, the EU
accepted that there had been both improvements and setbacks on the accession process in 2015.
Turkey has continued to align with the EU’s acquis and has achieved visible progress in many

areas; however, the pace has indeed slowed down.

Besides, if we look at the Turkish side, apart from developments in key joint policy
areas, there has been an actual slowdown or even recession concerning the EU accession
process since 2015. Especially after 2015, the EU started to lose credibility in the eyes of both

Turkish politicians and the public as the political leaders started to criticize and blame the EU
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for the internal and external developments more than ever. Moreover, when discussing the
reform agenda, the EU seems to lose its position as a reference point in Turkish political leaders’
discourse. So, it can be said that de-Europeanization has become more apparent in Turkey
starting from 2015 with the decreasing influence and credibility of the EU as a
“normative/political context and as a positive reference point in domestic policies and national

public debates” (Aydin-Diizgit & Kaliber, 2016).

In the last few years, Turkey has experienced the two ways that de-Europeanization
shows itself in a country. According to Aydin-Diizgit and Kaliber, de-Europeanization
demonstrates itself in two ways: firstly, through the loss of the appeal and effectiveness of
European rules, values, norms, policies, and institutions that lead to disengagement of the
EU/Europe as a “normative/political context” for Turkish politics; and, secondly through the
rising Euroscepticism and ignorance of Turkish public against the EU membership causing the
EU’s removal as a legitimate reference point in the reform process (Aydin-Diizgit & Kaliber,

2016, p.5).

To illustrate the first way, looking at the changing dynamics in the political leaders’
discourse may be beneficial. Since 2015, the Europe/EU was mainly mentioned in a negative
context by the political parties and leaders showing its loss of effectiveness as a point of
reference for progressive reforms happening in Turkey (Alpan, 2016; Aydin-Diizgit, 2016;
Aydm-Diizgit & Kaliber, 2016; Balkir & Eylemer, 2016). Especially after the Gezi Park
protests and failed coup attempt on 15 July 2016, criticisms towards the EU by ruling party
officials, including President Erdogan, have increased dramatically. Since the Western media
supported the protestors during the Gezi Park events and criticized the AKP’s methods to deal
with the opposition after the failed coup attempt, President Erdogan has begun to use historical

narratives of Western conspiracies plotted against the Muslim world. The EU has been also

62



dismissed as a driving force and a legitimate actor behind reforms undertaken by the
government. The EU’s identity has been constructed as the ‘other’ of Turkey in several
statements between 2015 and 2020 (Aydin-Diizgit & Kaliber, 2016; Kaliber & Kaliber, 2019).
While “the sense of belonging” served as justification for the accession process in the early
2000s, “the sense of otherness” manifested in the discourse during this period provided the
president with the legitimization of de-Europeanization whenever domestic values and

preferences contradict with the EU’s expectations (Balkir & Eylemer, 2016, p.33).

On the other hand, decreasing public support for the EU membership in Turkey might
be considered as the manifestation of the second way that de-Europeanization can show itself
according to Aydin-Diizgit and Kaliber’s definition (Aydin-Diizgit & Kaliber, 2016). Public
support and trust for the EU among the Turkish public have varied across time based on the
situation of the relations between Turkey and the EU. When we look at the statistics of
Eurobarometer, it can be concluded that the public opinion in Turkey towards the EU
membership is exceptionally inconsistent and depend upon the extreme backlashes. In the
spring of 2015, those who think that “the EU membership for Turkey is good” has been 33
percent of the population, which shows an apparent decline comparing with 75 percent in 2004
(European Commission, 2015). In addition to this, the support for the EU membership has
decreased further with crucial domestic developments in Turkey after 2015. In the survey
results of fall 2016, the support for the membership hit bottom, with only 28 percent of the
population voted in favor of the EU (European Commission, 2016a). This decline in the support
proves that the failed coup attempt of 15 July 2016 is a breaking point in terms of the relations
with the EU and the public has disappointed with reactions that the EU and EU member states

have given to the major threat against the Turkish democracy (Senyuva, 2018).
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2016 was a tough year for Turkey-EU relations owing to the ever-growing migration
crisis, the implementation of the EU-Turkey agreement, and the attempted military coup in
Turkey. On 18 March 2016, the first step was taken in order to implement the Joint EU-Turkey
Action plan for refugees and migration management. The EU-Turkey deal aimed at tackling
the migration crisis and stopping the flow of irregular migrants to Europe via Turkey has come
into effect. Turkey agreed to take all new irregular migrants and asylum seekers, who enter
Greece as from 20 March 2016 and do not require to get international protection, back (“EU-
Turkey statement, 18 March 2016 - Consilium,” 2016). In return for this, the EU allocated three
billion Euros to help Turkey to deal with the migration crisis with the promise of additional aid
of three billion Euros to be mobilized by the end of 2018 (“EU-Turkey statement, 18 March
2016 - Consilium,” 2016). This deal and the cooperation on migration policy between Turkey
and the EU can be considered as a sign of Europeanization in Turkey. It is also essential because
it shows that Europeanization and de-Europeanization are not mutually exclusive and could co-
exist (G. Yilmaz, 2016b). Under certain conditions, Europeanization in some policy areas can
be observed in a country where there is a widespread de-Europeanization trend in other policy

areas (Aydin-Diizgit & Kaliber, 2016, p.9).

Although there was a sign of Europeanization in the case of migration policy, other
domestic events in 2016 caused a new tension between Turkey and the EU, which sped up the
de-Europeanization process in Turkey. On 15 July 2016, there was an attempt for a military
coup in Turkey, which the Turkish government accused Fethullah Giilen and his followers of
staging it. During and after the failed coup attempt, the Turkish side criticized the EU severely
for the lack of support and started to raise some arguments such as the possible return to the
death penalty, which is inadmissible for the EU (Perchoc, 2017). The divergence between
Turkey and the EU also increased due to the post-coup attempt measures taken by Turkey in

order to ensure that those responsible and involved in this attempt are punished. Even though
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the EU supported the reorganization of the military with increasing civilian control, it also
raised some questions about respecting the rule of law and fundamental rights that should align
with Turkey’s international commitments and status as a candidate country (European
Commission, 2016b). On 24 November 2016, Turkey-EU relations have hit the ground with
the European Parliament’s adoption of the non-binding resolution, calling for a temporary
freeze of accession negotiations as a response for disproportionate precautions taken by the
Turkish government after the failed coup attempt (European Parliament, 2016a). Members of
the EP claimed that “Turkey is not showing willingness to cooperate as the Turkish
government’s actions are further diverting Turkey from its European path”, which made the
temporary halt of the negotiations a necessity for the EU until the situation gets better (European
Parliament, 2016b). Turkey, on the other hand, responded it by saying, “the decision had no
value at all” (The Guardian, 2016). Nevertheless, despite ongoing tension between two parties,
the negotiations between Turkey and the EU have continued throughout 2016, and, at the end
of the year, a significant step has been taken with the agreement on the modernization and

extension of the 20-year old Customs Union on December 2016.

Throughout the 2010s, the EU has significantly weakened its leverage and effectiveness
as a normative actor and political tool for Turkish government with the continuous deterioration
of relations between Turkey and the EU (Alpan, 2016; Balkir & Eylemer, 2016; Miiftiiler-Bag,
2016; Saatcioglu, 2016). The future of accession negotiations has become as uncertain and
complicated as ever (Hiirsoy, 2017). By 2017, only one chapter was provisionally closed out of
16 chapters that were opened since 2005. As it comes to the following years, instead of opening
new chapters, the suspension of accession talks was the most salient agenda of the EU for
Turkey’s membership process. In the summer of 2017, the relations have reached a new
deadlock as a result of the EP’s proposal for the suspension of accession talks with Turkey

(European Parliament, 2017). The reason behind this proposal was explained as Turkey’s
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referendum in April 2017 that will enable the expansion of presidential power with the
transition from the parliamentary system to presidential system (European Parliament, 2017).
The EP urged the EU Commission and the EU national governments “to formally suspend the
accession negotiations with Turkey without delay if the constitutional reform package is
implemented unaltered” (European Parliament, 2017). The resolution was approved, with 477
voting in favor of suspension and 64 voting against it. Turkey has answered this call by
questioning the legitimacy of the European Parliament itself and labeled the decision as invalid.
Although this vote was non-binding, voices started to rise in some EU member states about
whether the EU should formally halt the accession process of Turkey or not. In the last few
years, alternative forms of partnerships were also brought back to the agenda of the EU by
several states such as Germany and France, which Turkey has opposed the suggestions strongly
all along (France 24, 2018; Reuters, 2017). Some scholars have also started to claim that
Turkey’s integration to the EU has come closer to alternative forms of partnership such as
“differentiated integration”, “privileged partnership”, “special status/partnership”, “strategic
partnership” rather than full membership in the late 2010s (Hiirsoy, 2017; Kaygusuz, 2018;

Miiftiiler-Bac, 2016; Schimmelfennig, 2014).

In other respects, despite an apparent divergence and friction between Turkey and the
EU, the AKP government has continued to declare that full membership remains to be the
strategic goal of Turkey (Batchelor, 2018). There were also occasional attempts by the
government to revive the relations. In 2015, Turkey and the EU decided to conduct high-level
dialogues on key areas such as politics, energy, transport, economy, and fight against terrorism.
Since then, Turkey-EU High Level Dialogue Meetings took place several times in a year,
improving the relations and cooperation between Turkey and the EU. However, in 2019, talks
about the formal suspension of accession negotiations with Turkey has started to circulate

among the members of the EP, which lead to a new voting round resulting in approval of
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suspension with 370 lawmakers voted in favor (European Parliament, 2019). The reasons
behind this decision were the concerns about Turkey’s poor performance regarding “human
rights, the rule of law, media freedom, and the fight against corruption” (European Parliament,
2019). Nonetheless, the will to keep political and democratic dialogue open was emphasized,
especially with the continuation of giving funds to Turkish civil society (European Parliament,
2019). As a response to the EU’s unfavorable attitude towards Turkey, Turkish politicians
blamed the EU/Europe for several factors including “the bloc’s indifference to Turkey’s anti-
terrorism operations, a lack of solidarity following the deadly FETO-led coup attempt in 2016,
the lack of outside assistance on the migration issue and the bloc’s failure to adhere to

agreements especially the migration deal signed in 2016” (Daily Sabah, 2019c).

To sum up, Turkey-EU relations have always gone back and forth since the beginning
of engagement; nevertheless, in the last few years, the situation of relations has become more
complicated than ever. Multiple challenges in the integration process both within and outside
of Turkey played a big role in shaping the divergence between Turkey and the EU in the last
decade (Miiftiiler-Bac, 2016). De-Europeanization in many areas such as democracy, the rule
of law, civil-military relations, civil society and most importantly in foreign policy choices is
the fact of contemporary Turkish politics and the society which made the divergence between

the two sides even more apparent (Aydin-Diizgit & Kaliber, 2016; Kaliber, 2013).

At this point, it is essential to underline the role of political leader in power’s discourse
in constructing the state’s identity and power against and in relation to the EU/Europe/West
since the Europeanization and de-Europeanization processes were facilitated by the prevailing
discourse in a country. To understand the dynamics behind the deteriorating relations between
Turkey and the EU, one should look at how President Erdogan, who has gained a total control

over foreign policy choices thanks to the strong presidential system, reacted and responded to
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the multiple challenges Turkey faced in the road of the membership. Thus, in the following
chapter, the thesis will focus on the changing dynamics of Europeanization and de-
Europeanization in Turkey through the discourse of President Recep Tayyip Erdogan and
analyze how his discourse normalized and legitimized the de-Europeanization process and the

stance of Turkey against the EU, Europe, and the West as a whole.
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CHAPTER 5

ANALYSIS: A DE-EUROPEANIZED DISCOURSE

5.1 Introduction: Critical Discourse Analysis of the President’s Official Speeches

In the literature, a vast number of studies have focused on the transformation of Turkish
foreign policy in the last two decades under the rule of the governing party- the AKP. There is
an agreement among scholars that Turkey’s foreign policy has become more multidimensional
activist rather than unidimensional and cautious in the last decade (Aydin Cakir & Arikan
Akdag, 2017). Furthermore, the rapprochement to the Eastern powers and the Arab world has
been observed in Turkey through the foreign policy choices of the AKP, although the Western
orientation has been more visible in the previous decades. That is why, several studies analyzed
the “Middle Easternization” or “re-Islamization” of Turkish foreign policy through discourse
analysis of political leaders (Balc1 & Mis, 2008; Bilgin & Bilgig, 2011; Sézen, 2010; Yalvag,
2014). Moreover, some others examine this change in Turkish foreign policy choices and its
effects on Turkey-EU relations from the perspective of changing domestic dynamics while
putting the concept of de-Europeanization which means “the loss or weakening of the
EU/Europe as a normative/political context and as a reference point in domestic settings and
national public debates” in the center (Aydin-Diizgit & Kaliber, 2016, p. 5). It is widely
accepted that de-Europeanization observed in Turkey’s foreign policy, along with different

policy areas, has been prevalent in Turkey since 2010 (G. Yilmaz, 2016b).

This situation also shows itself in declining references to the EU and Europe in political
leaders’ speeches and official documents. The declining emphasis on the EU/Europe and
increasing focus on the Middle East can be observed throughout the election manifestos of the
AKRP in the last decade. While Europe and the EU have been mentioned only a few times or not

at all in the election manifestos and the election debates in the media, there were quite a number
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of references to the Middle East (Hatipoglu, Aslan, & ITuetgert, 2015; Toker, 2015; Yanik,
2012). Moreover, Europeanization and/or European values were not referred in election
manifestos and Erdogan’s speeches in the election rallies beginning from 2010; although there
have been a lot of references of them in the election manifestos of general elections in 2002 and
2007 and the local election in 2009 (Hatipoglu et al., 2015; Kiling, 2009; Zarakol, 2011). Senem
Aydin Diizgit, in his article “De-Europeanization through Discourse: A Critical Discourse
Analysis of AKP’s Election Analysis”, analyzed public speeches Erdogan has made during and
after elections between 2011 and 2014 including ‘national will speeches’ that were delivered
after Gezi uprisings in 2013. In her article, she underlined that there were hardly any explicit
references to the EU or Europe in the given time period even though almost all speeches
mentioned Turkish foreign policy, especially the policies related to the Middle East and North
Africa (Aydin-Diizgit, 2016). Also, when the EU and Europe have been mentioned in the
speeches, they were generally referred in a negative way except for a few rare instances of

positive references.

This trend has also shown itself in the official speeches of president Erdogan between
2015 and 2020. However, although the focus is generally on the Middle East and North Africa
while referring to the Turkish foreign policy, it is wrong to say that the EU or Europe has been
completely absent in the speeches of Erdogan in the last five years. References to the EU,
Europe, European member states, and the West have existed in the discourse of Erdogan;
however, the way they are constructed was generally in a negative way. For this reason, the
method of CDA is suitable for analyzing the discourse of Erdogan towards the EU/Europe/West

in this period.

While looking at the speeches of Erdogan between 2015 and 2020, 179 speeches out of

604 speeches- which is more than fourth of all speeches- mentioned the EU, Europe, or the
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West; nevertheless, they were mostly mentioned in a negative manner. In other words, in most
of the speeches, the EU/Europe or the West were negatively connotated through lexical choice.
There were also instances when the EU, Europe, and/or the West were referred in a positive
way; however, the ratio of positive references among all references is generally low. Only 28
speeches have mentioned the EU, Europe, or the West positively, and even in most of these
speeches, positive connotations were along with the negative ones. When the EU, Europe,
and/or the West were referred positively, it was generally for the declaration of Turkey’s
dedication to the EU’s full membership along with the other foreign policy agendas. To give
an example, Erdogan explains the foreign policy perspective of Turkey in 2016 through a
speech given at the iftar dinner with ambassadors and presidents of business councils of the

Foreign Relation Economic Board (DEIK):

“We do not turn our backs either to the West because of our ties with the Islamic world or to the
Middle East and North Africa due to our relations with Europe, America, Asia, or Latin
America. We do not see the foreign policy as a zero-sum game. Instead, we believe that it is
possible to establish a win-win balance in the foreign policy within the scope of mutual respect,
common values, and interests. In this regard, we regard Turkey’s full membership to the EU as

I”Z

a strategic goal (Iftar Program with Ambassadors and DEIK Business Council Chairs, 15 June

2016).

As demonstrated in the excerpt above, there are number of speeches that explicitly show
Turkey’s desire to continue the accession process with the EU during the last five years.

Especially in the speeches delivered in the presence of international delegates, ambassadors,

2 “Biz ne islam diinyasiyla baglarimizdan dolay1 Batiya sirtimizi doneriz, ne de Avrupa’yla, Amerika’yla,
Asya’yla ve Latin Amerika’yla olan iliskilerimizden dolay1 Ortadogu’ya yahut Afrika’ya sirtimizi doneriz. Biz
dis politikayt sifir toplamli bir oyun olarak gérmiiyoruz. Tersine dis politikada karsilikli saygi, ortak degerler ve
ortak cikarlar ekseninde bir kazan-kazan dengesinin kurulabilecegine inaniyoruz. Bu ¢ergevede, Tiirkiye nin
Avrupa Birligi’ne tam iiyeligini stratejik bir hedef olarak goériiyoruz.”
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businesspeople working abroad, and EU member states’ representatives, the positive message
and goal to continue the accession process was emphasized. However, the necessary steps were
not taken in order to speed up the process. Apart from messages to continue the EU process,
the importance of economic relations with the EU/Europe has been highlighted in these
speeches. However, even in the speeches that referred to the EU, Europe, or the West in a

positive manner, it is evident that Turkey and the EU’s relationship was always on edge.

The representation and construction of the EU, Europe, and/or the West in the speeches
of Erdogan has also been affected by the changing dynamics of domestic politics over the years.
For instance, speeches mentioning the EU/Europe/West concentrated on specific topics like the
migration issue, terrorism, and the failed coup attempt that are directly related to Turkey’s
existing domestic dynamics in specific periods. It is easy to detect an absolute rage against the
EU for their lack of support and trust in Turkey about certain issues in Erdogan’s discourse.
That is to say, the focus of speeches against the EU has varied in line with the existing agenda
of the domestic politics of Turkey. Statements of Erdogan have also served all five fields of
political action- i.e. “law-making political procedure, the formation of public opinion and self-
representation, party-internal development of an informed opinion, political advertising,
marketing and propaganda, and, political executive and administration”- in different times

(Wodak & Meyer, 2001).

Some similar discursive patterns can be identified in the discourse of President Erdogan
during this period. There were common representations of the EU/Europe/West, which were
repeated several times in different speeches that can be classified as key elements in his
discourse. While analyzing 179 speeches, six ways of describing or accusing the
EU/Europe/West has stood out. Thus, the analysis made upon six discursive patterns that were

reproduced in different realms. The EU/Europe/West has been represented vis-a-vis the Turkish
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self as ‘a hypocritical and Janus-faced entity’, ‘an unfair and exclusionary entity’, ‘an
Islamophobic and racist entity’, ‘a crisis-ridden entity’, ‘an unwelcomed penetrator in Turkish
politics’, and, ‘an institution economically and democratically inferior to Turkey’ in the
speeches delivered between 2015 and 2020. Thus, the analysis will be based on these
regularities in Erdogan’s discourse. In the following sections, each of the representations will

be analyzed in detail.

5.2 The EU as a Hypocritical and Janus-faced Institution

Construction of the EU/Europe as “a hypocritical and Janus-faced entity” or “an
unreliable organization which is not true to its word” is the most common pattern in Erdogan’s
discourse throughout the last five years. The EU has been accused of breaking its promise,
especially in the case of opening the way for full membership, helping terrorists to live and
make propaganda in the EU, and providing financial aid under the migration deal that was

signed in 2016.

First of all, almost in all speeches, the migration issue has been mentioned, Erdogan

emphasized the hypocritical character of the EU:

“In the last year, we develop an important cooperation framework with the EU about the
migration crisis. We promise each other by accepting the fact that we can deal with the crisis by
sharing burden and responsibility. Within this context, we achieved to diminish the number of
daily irregular migrants that were seven thousand in previous months by 50 percent. This
situation shows that Turkey delivered its commitments successfully in line with the agreement.
On the other hand, the promises that were made by the EU in the agreement which is signed in

18 March 2016 were not fulfilled......... the international community, particularly the EU,
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cannot give an account of why they show such discrepancy about this humanitarian crisis™ (The

United Nations Summit for Refugees and Migrants, 20 September 2016).

In order to grasp the meaning of this speech, the historical context should be taken into account
as the DHA approach suggests. Erdogan here gave a speech in the UN Summit for Refugees
and Migrants on 20 September 2016- six months after the EU-Turkey deal aimed at tackling
the migration crisis and stopping the flow of irregular migrants to Europe via Turkey has come
into effect. In the excerpt above, first of all, Erdogan constructed dichotomization between
Turkey and the EU. By describing Turkey as ‘we’ and the EU as ‘they’, he underlined the
dichotomy between two sides, which is typical in foreign policy discourses and discourses of
discrimination in general. Through this classification, he articulates Turkey’s identity in
opposition to the EU as the ‘other’. Almost in all speeches in the last five years, Erdogan used
this strategy of “binary dichotomy” while speaking about the EU (Aydin-Diizgit, 2016). While
making this discursive comparison, he constructed the identity of Turkey as a country that is
‘trustworthy’, ‘reliable’, ‘honest’, and the identity of the EU as a ‘hypocritical’, ‘dishonest’ and

‘insincere’ entity.

Erdogan, here, used the predication strategy, which is the process of assigning positive
and negative attributions to subjects. Along with the predication strategy, argumentation
strategies were also utilized by means of “topos of burden/weighing down and
humanitarianism”. “Topos of burdening or weighing down” is considered as a particular causal

topos- i.e. “topos of consequence”- and, can be employed “when a person, an institution or a

3 «Son bir yildir miilteci krizine karsi Avrupa Birligi’yle dnemli bir igbirligi ¢cergevesi gelistirdik. Sorunun
iistesinden yiik ve sorumlulugu paylasmak suretiyle gelebilecegimizi kabul ederek karsilikli taahhiitlerde
bulunduk. Bu kapsamda aldigimiz tedbirlerle 2015 Ekim’inde 7 bin olan giinliik diizensiz gé¢ rakamini son
aylarda ortalama 50’ye kadar diisiirmeyi basardik. Bu tablo Tirkiye’nin, Avrupa Birligi’yle olan mutabakati
cercevesindeki taahhiitlerini basartyla yerine getirdigini gosteriyor. Buna karsilik 18 Mart 2016°da varilan
mutabakatta Avrupa Birligi tarafindan tilkemize verilen sdzler maalesef tutulmadi...... Ama Avrupa Birligi
basta olmak tizere uluslararasi toplum boylesine temel bir insani krizde ortaya koydugu tutarsizligin hesabin
ilanihaye veremez.”
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country is burdened by specific problems and should act in order to diminish these burdens”
(Wodak & Meyer, 2001, p. 76). Erdogan emphasized the burden and responsibility that Turkey
faced since the signature of the deal to legitimize the actions taken by Turkey concerning
immigrants. In doing so, he also underlined the lack of commitment on the EU’s side to share
this responsibility, which created a great justification for Turkey’s policies in the migration
issue to diminish this burden unaided. On the other hand, the humanitarian aspect of dealing
with the migration crisis and helping immigrants was emphasized through the realization of
“topos of humanitarianism”. “Topos of humanitarianism” can be used in a situation when “a
political action or decision does or does not conform with human rights or humanitarian
convictions and values”. In this text, Erdogan accused of the EU for the lack of devotion to
solving the migration crisis, which is explicitly a humanitarian crisis. Conversely, Turkey was

represented as an actor who is responsive to this humanitarian crisis.

In other cases, Erdogan made more direct accusations against the EU by emphasizing

its position as a ‘hypocritical and Janus-faced entity’:

“We spent 35 billion dollars while we host 4 million refugees without any proper support from
anybody. Although the EU has promised to provide 6 billion Euros’ financial aid, the amount
that was provided is only 1 billion 750 million Euros. They are like that; there is no honesty in
their words but many lies™ (“The Future of Business: Threats and Opportunities” International

Conference, 19 April 2019).

The excerpt above was delivered three years after the migration deal between Turkey and the

EU was signed with the aim of reducing the number of asylum-seekers arriving on Greek

4 Ama biz 4 milyon miilteciye ev sahipligi yaparken kimsenin dogru diiriist ciddi destegi olmadan su ana kadar
harcadigimiz 35 milyar dolardir. Ve Avrupa Birligi’nin bize verdigi destek, -s6z verdigi halde 6 milyar dolar
olarak- gelen sadece 1 milyar 750 milyon avrodur, verdikleri s6z 6 milyar avro. Bunlar boyle, bunlarda diiriistliik
yok, ama yalan bol.
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islands from Turkey. According to the deal, in return for Turkey’s promise to reduce the number
of asylum seekers, the EU has promised to give Turkey 6 billion euros; however, till 2019, only
1 billion 750 million Euros has been granted. On the other hand, it can be said that Turkey has
done its part in the sense that the number of asylum-seekers heading to the EU countries
decreased significantly after the deal. In 2015 and 2016- the time that the migration crisis was
at its height- more than 1,2 million immigrants applied for asylum in the EU countries according
to the Eurostat’s report of “Asylum in the EU member states” (Eurostat, 2016). However, in
the years after the deal, the numbers have decreased considerably, with approximately 650,000
new asylum applications in 2017 and 580,000 in 2018 (Eurostat, 2017, 2018). So, it is
reasonable to claim that Turkey has done its part rather successfully, whereas the EU has failed
to provide its promised amount of financial aid. The speech above has been made in this
historical context; thus, the EU was explicitly blamed for being ‘dishonest’ and ‘liar’ under

these circumstances.

The dual use of ‘we” (the positive self) and ‘they’ (the negative other) is also visible in
this speech through which Erdogan tried to put Turkey and the EU in an oppositional position
once again. “Topos of comparison” has also been used with the help of “topos of finances” in
order to demonstrate the ‘unreliable’ and ‘hypocritical’ character of the EU in comparison to
the ‘reliable’ and ‘honest’ character of Turkey. “Topos of finances” can be used to justify an
action which is performed to reduce the costs or prevent further costs, when a certain action or
situation leads to the loss of too much money (Wodak & Meyer, 2001, p. 76). Erdogan, here,
compares the amount of money that Turkey and the EU have invested for the solution of this
crisis since the beginning of the refugee influx through which he demonstrated the clear gap
between two parties. In doing so, he emphasized the financial burden this situation has laid on
Turkey due to the lack of assistance and support from the EU, which justifies his position

towards the EU.
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The second topic Erdogan shows his distrust towards the EU/Europe/West is Turkey’s

EU membership:

“Hey, The EU! Pull yourself together. If you try to define our current operation as an act of
‘invasion’, our job is easy; we can open the gates and send 3,6 million refugees your
way......... You were not sincere towards us; you have been playing with us since 1963. You
said that we would join the EU, it will happen soon, this and that. You are not honest; you have
not spoken truly even once. Your life is built on lies. Then, keep on attacking Tayyip Erdogan,
you can do it as much as you want; we are taking firm steps towards this path and will continue

to do so” (Extended Provincial Heads Meeting, 10 October 2019).

The message conveyed in this statement was clear: Turkey does not trust the EU in fulfilling
its promise of granting full membership to Turkey due to its insincere and Janus-faced attitude
towards Turkey. This speech was delivered towards the end of 2019 when the Turkish Armed
Forces have initiated Operation Peace Spring against the Syrian Democratic Forces (SDF) and
the Syrian Arab Army in northeastern Syria. The purpose behind this operation was to expel
the SDF, who is considered as a terrorist organization by Turkey because of its close ties with
the Kurdistan Workers Party (PKK), and create a ‘safe zone’ in northern Syria by resettling
some Syrian refugees in there. However, the operation has received negative reactions from the
international community. The European Parliamentary Research Service, in its briefing about
the operation, asserts that by launching a military operation on Syrian territory Turkish
President, Recep Tayyip Erdogan decide to invade the northeast Syrian region governed by the

Kurdish Democratic Union Party (PYD) (Stanicek, 2019). The EPRS has also emphasized that

5 Ey Avrupa Birligi, kendinize gelin. Bak gene sdyliiyorum, bizim su andaki operasyonumuzu bir ‘iggal
hareketi’ diye nitelendirmeye calisirsaniz isimiz kolay, kapilari acariz 3,6 milyon miilteciyi sizlere
gondeririz............... Siz bizi hi¢bir zaman samimi, ta 1963’den bu yana oyaladiniz. Avrupa Birligi’ne aldik,
aliyoruz, alacagiz, suydu, buydu ya siz diiriist degilsiniz, hi¢bir zaman dogru konugsmadiniz. Hayatiniz yalan
iistiine bina edilmis. Ondan sonra Tayyip Erdogan’a saldirin, istediginiz kadar saldirin, biz bu yolda emin
adimlarla yiiriiyoruz, yiiriiyecegiz.
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the decoupling of Turkey from the EU has been once again observed through this operation

(Stanicek, 2019).

President Erdogan had delivered this speech when there was a conflict between Turkey
and the EU due to the operation. Against the accusations by the EU, Erdogan blamed them for
being ‘dishonest’, ‘insincere’ and ‘hypocritical” in the case of Turkey. The referential strategy
of “anthropomorphization (personification)”, which means the attribution of human qualities to
entities, played a decisive role in constructing the EU as an international actor who is not true
to its words. By attributing negative human qualities, the EU’s identity has been portrayed as
evil-minded. It is also essential to focus on the last sentence since it shows Erdogan’s
commitment to continue the operation without taking the EU’s expectations into account, which
can be regarded as the manifestation of the EU’s weakening impact on Turkey as a normative

and political context.

The military operation itself is a sign of Turkey’s de-Europeanization in the area of
foreign policy. Since the Europeanization of foreign policy entails that ‘soft power’ must
prevail over ‘hard power’, military instruments and force should be the last resort in solving
conflicts and disagreements- even in ones that are related to border disputes (Miiftiiler-Ba¢ &
Giirsoy, 2010, p. 40). A Europeanized foreign policy necessitates that conflicts should be solved
by using more legitimate ways such as the employment of diplomatic and economic “carrots
and sticks” (Miiftiiler-Bag¢ & Giirsoy, 2010, p. 40). However, Turkey has resorted to the military
mechanism to solve the conflict in its Syrian border several times in the last five years, which

clearly shows the distancing from the EU’s values and demands.

There are also other speeches that the EU has been accused of being ‘hypocritical’ in
case of granting Turkey the full membership. In May 2017, Erdogan made a speech in the

AKP’s 3" Extra Ordinary Congress:
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“European Union membership process, which we see as the anchor and dynamo of our reforms,
has come to a deadlock due to the Union’s hypocritical attitude. Imposing the conditions that
are not laid down for any candidate country and setting up the rules that are not applied for any
candidate country other than us show the true intention of the union. From the moment this
problem first appeared, we have always made reforms regarding rights and freedoms not
because the EU wanted us to do, but because our own citizens deserved them, and, we will

continue to carry them out”® (AK Party’s Third Extraordinary Congress, 21 May 2017).

This speech has been delivered only one month after the constitutional referendum was
conducted in Turkey. With the success of the ‘Yes’ campaign taking 51,41 percent of votes,
Turkey’s governmental system changed from the parliamentary system to the presidential
system. The result made the split between Turkey and the EU more visible because the EU
asserted that the new system would threaten the separation of powers in Turkey. Moreover,
during the campaigning period for this referendum, Turkey-EU relations hit a new low with the
effect of disputes over Turkish politicians campaigning in some EU member states such as

Germany, the Netherlands, and Austria.

In this speech, Erdogan underlined that Turkey’s accession process had reached an
impasse because of tensions between two parties. While doing so, he discursively constructed
the EU as the one who needs to be blamed for this deadlock because of its hypocritical attitude.
He also used “topos of comparison” by making a comparison between the EU’s treatment
towards other candidate countries and Turkey. However, what is striking in this statement
concerning our thesis argument is that Erdogan articulated the reason behind further reforms

not as the EU but the right of Turkish citizens. In this regard, he presented the reforms as the

6 Reformlarimizin ¢apast, hatta dinamosu olarak gordiigiimiiz Avrupa Birligi iiyelik siireci, Birligin riyakar
tutumu sebebiyle ¢ikmaza girmistir. Hicbir aday iilkeye konmayan sartlarin bize dayatilmasi, hi¢bir aday iilke
icin uygulanmayan kurallarin bizim i¢in getirilmesi asil niyeti agik¢a gostermektedir. Biz bu sikintinin ilk ortaya
¢iktig1 andan itibaren hep hak ve 6zgiirliiklerle ilgili reformlari biz Avrupa Birligi istedigi i¢in degil, kendi
vatandaslarimiz bunlara layik oldugu i¢in yaptik, yapmaya devam edecegiz.
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delivery of the AKP for the sake of the society without the contribution of the EU (G. Yilmaz,
2016b). Since de-Europeanization is understood as “those cases where policy change is incurred
without, with minimal or with largely negative reference to the EU/Europe” in this thesis,
Erdogan’s words can be considered as the manifestation of the de-Europeanization process in
Turkey (Aydin-Diizgit & Kaliber, 2016, p.6). Here, it is clearly expressed that the EU has lost
its legitimacy as the cause of reforms and developments initiated by the government. In doing
so, the President did not avoid referring to the EU; however, he addressed it negatively to
discursively construct the EU as an institution with no impact on Turkey. The reason for losing
this impact was asserted to be the hypocritical character of the EU in dealing with Turkey’s

accession process.

On the other hand, in Erdogan’s discourse, the ‘hypocritical’ character of the EU has
also become the subject of criticism in connection with its attitude towards terrorists living and
making propaganda in the EU. Erdogan, discursively constructed the EU as the safe haven for

terrorists in his several speeches, especially after the failed coup attempt in Turkey:

“The EU member states are among the primary ones who disappoint us in our fight against
terrorism. We are extremely uncomfortable with the indulgent attitude the EU member states,
who explicitly inhibit Turkey’s EU membership, exhibited against terrorist organizations.........
Today, Europe has become a place where terrorists can walk around freely and organize against
the legitimate administration of Turkey. While some people hold posters that depict me with a
gun in my head in front of a European state’s parliament, polices of this state just watched......
Leaflets and banner which aggrandize the terrorist organizations, terrorists, and the murders of
these terrorists are distributed everywhere in the European continent. Booths are set up for this
purpose. The ones who turned up in our door immediately when their citizens are arrested in
our country even in for crimes related to terrorism, do not put documents that we sent them into

operation. The hypocritical attitude of the EU against our country in every issue from articles to
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free movement and aid has become crystal clear. Even, they do not find an excuse to justify this
situation”’ (Opening of Turkish Grand National Assembly 26" Term 3" Legislative Year, 1

October 2017).

Especially between 2016 and 2018, terrorism has become one of the main subjects of criticism
towards the EU in Erdogan’s discourse. The EU’s lack of assistance and support during and
after the failed coup attempt and successive military operations in Syria are effective in this
discursive articulation of Europe as a supporter of terrorism and terrorists. At the time this
speech was delivered, Turkey was still under the state of emergency that was declared after the
coup attempt in July 2016. Despite the EU’s immediate response to condemn the failed coup
attempt, the Turkish government has not been satisfied with the EU’s muted attitude and lacking
measures against the FETO (the Giilenist Terror Group that is responsible for the attempted
coup) supporters in the European countries. On the other hand, the EU leaders criticized Turkey
for the disproportionality of precautions taken under the state of emergency since the failed
coup attempt. Furthermore, tensions between the two parties have also increased since EU
officials have authorized the PKK supporters to hold rallies across Europe even though the PKK

IS recognized as a terror organization by the union.

As proposed by Aydin-Diizgit, the binary dichotomy through the usage of ‘we’ and
‘they’ has been established once again in defining Turkey and the EU in this speech (Aydin-

Diizgit, 2016). By doing so, Turkey’s identity was articulated as a country that pursues an

" Terér orgiitleriyle miicadelemizde bizi en ¢ok hayal kirikligina ugratanlarin baginda Avrupa Birligi iilkeleri
geliyor. Tirkiye nin Avrupa Birligi iiyeligine, 0yle gizli sakli da degil, gostere gostere engel olanlarin, terér
orgiitlerine kars1 sergiledikleri miisamahakar tutumdan fevkalade rahatsiziz...... Bugiin Avrupa, terdristlerin
ellerini kollarini sallayarak dolastiklari, Tiirkiye’nin mesru yonetimine karsi her tiirlii organizasyonu
yapabildikleri bir yer haline gelmistir. Bir Avrupa iilkesinin parlamento binasinin 6niinde, sakagima silah
dayanmis posterler agiliyor ve o iilkenin polisleri bunu sadece seyrediyor....... Su anda bakiyoruz, kitanin her
kosesinde teror orgiitlerini, terdristleri, onlarin isledikleri cinayetleri yiicelten brosiirler, afisler dagitiliyor, bunun
icin stantlar kuruluyor. Kendi vatandaslari iillkemizde, teror dahil ¢esitli suglardan yakalandiginda hemen
kapimiza dayananlar, bizim onlara ilettigimiz dosyalar1 isleme dahi koymuyorlar. Avrupa Birligi kurumlarinin,
fasillardan serbest dolagima ve yardimlara kadar her konuda tilkemize kars1 sergiledigi ikiytizlii tutum 6ylesine
alenilesti ki, artik bu durumu &rtecek mazeret dahi bulamiyorlar.
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honorable fight against terrorism and terrorists in contrast to the EU’s portrayal as a safe haven
for terrorists. The usage of linguistic tools of description and narration in order to create framing
and perspectivation shows how Erdogan positioned Turkey and the EU/Europe with respect to
specific events and utterances (Aydin-Diizgit, 2014). By describing organizations made by
terrorists such as unfurling a flag, distributing leaflets and brochures, and setting up boots, he

led the public to understand the situation in a certain way and strengthen his position.

In other occasions, Erdogan has continued his accusations towards the EU for being

Janus-faced in dealing with terrorism and terrorists:

“Throughout the years, traitor groups that have organized within our country were activated one
after another. With this purpose, we have seen that FETO has mobilized all its power and means
in the fields of security, judiciary, army, business, and other fields. We had seen that the PKK
has been engaged in more intense and daring attacks than before in history and occupied our
cities. Daesh, the biggest anti-human and anti-Islamic organization that emerged right next to
our borders, started to attack our country as if an order was given from somewhere. Many
international organizations simultaneously created a negative atmosphere against our country
with similar arguments. The same period has also coincided with the fact that the EU sided
against our country at the expense of breaking all the promises it has made® (AK Party Group

Meeting, 10 April 2018).

The excerpt above was delivered soon after the Operation Olive Branch in the northwestern
Syrian region of Afrin, which caused a new conflict between Turkey and the EU on the ground

that the EU released a motion for resolution on 12 May 2018 calling on Turkey to stop the

8 Yillar boyunca iilkemiz iginde 6rgiitlenmis ihanet odaklar1 birbirinin ardi sira harekete gecirildi.

Bu gayeyle FETO’niin emniyet, yargi, ordu, is diinyas1 ve diger alanlardaki tiim giiciinii ve imkanlarin1 seferber
ettigini gordiik. PKK’nin tarihinde olmadig1 kadar yogun ve ciiretkar saldirilara giristigini, sehirlerimizi isgale
yeltendigini gordiik. Sinirlarimizin yam basinda ortaya cikan en biiyiik insanlik ve Islam diismani érgiitii olan
DEAS, bir yerlerden emir verilmiscesine iilkemize saldirmaya basladi. Pek ¢ok uluslararasi 6rgiit de ayni anda
ve benzer argiimanlarla iilkemiz aleyhinde bir hava olusturuldu. Avrupa Birligi’nin verdigi tiim sozleri ¢ignemek
pahasina iilkemize cephe almasi da ayn1 doneme denk geliyor
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operation. This motion is perceived as a reflection of the European Parliament’s support for
PKK, which is a terrorist group acknowledged by not only Turkey but also the EU and the US.
Thus, in this passage, the EU has been once again in the line of fire for being dishonest and
hypocritical. While the EU was criticized for siding against Turkey and breaking its promises,
a connection was made between the EU’s backdown and the rise of terrorism that occured at

the same time.

Erdogan, in this statement, manifested a typical right-wing populist rhetoric by
discursively constructing all internal and external opponents of Turkey as menacing ‘other’
(Aydin-Diizgit, 2016; Kaliber, 2013). A hidden collaboration between internal enemies like
FETO and PKK, and, external enemies like Daesh, international organizations, and even the
EU was implied in this speech. A clear line between Turkey and its internal and external
enemies was drawn, and, the hostile others of the Turkish nation both inside and outside of the
country were combined into one by means of discourses of danger expressed through foreign
policy (D. Campbell, 1998; Kaliber & Kaliber, 2019). Especially after the failed coup attempt,
Turkish politicians began to position Turkey in the Eastern civilization as opposed to Western
civilization in the contemporary international power struggle (Kaliber & Kaliber, 2019). Thus,
the implications asserting that Western states support diverse terrorist groups that threaten
Turkey is common in the rhetoric of Erdogan. By doing so, he securitizes the West as “either
an unfriendly or inimical power threatening the country’s sovereignty and territorial integrity”

(Kaliber & Kaliber, 2019).

In the continuation of this speech, he made this discursive connection between internal

and external antagonists more obvious:

“As you see it in the European Parliament, some of them put rags on their necks. Whose rags

are these? The PKK. Whose? The terrorist head’s. You know that the EU has declared the PKK
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as a terrorist organization. How do they wrap their necks with the PKK’s rags even though they
have declared them a terrorist organization? Just because they are not honest and sincere. And
those who act with them are the same. They will never fool us, and we will say that we never

find them sincere to their face™ (AKP Group Meeting, 10 April 2018).

In the passage above, Erdogan made use of the “argumentation strategy of question begging for
an answer”. In fact, in Erdogan’s speeches, the use of this strategy is very common (Aydin-
Diizgit, 2016; Kiigiikali, 2013). The question and exclamatory sentences are essential
characteristics of Erdogan’s discourse. Using these types of sentences, he aimed to attract the
audience and construct an answer in the audiences’ mind that is in line with his point of view
on the issue. The message conveyed to the public through these questions was that the EU has
never acted sincerely in the case of terrorism by showing an apparent sympathy towards the
PKK despite identifying them as a terrorist organization. Moreover, Erdogan discursively
constructed supremacy in favor of Turkey with his articulation of Turkey as an entity that is not

fooled by the words of the EU.

5.3 The EU as an Exclusionary and Unfair Institution

The construction of the EU/Europe as an exclusionary and unfair institution is one of
the most salient features of Erdogan’s discourse between 2015 and 2020. Especially in the
statements about Turkey’s membership process, the discriminatory behavior of the EU/Europe
has been mentioned a lot. It is common to observe the construction of discursive equivalence
between the EU’s treatment against other candidate countries and Turkey in the speeches that

were delivered in this period. There were several instances where Erdogan and other important

% Avrupa Parlamentosu’nda goriiyorsunuz iste bazilar1 pagavralar1 boyunlarina asmuslar, kimin pagavralari
bunlar? PKK’nin. Kimin? Terdrist baginin. Bunlarla, Avrupa Birligi, ki biliyorsunuz PKK’y1 teror orgiitii ilan
etmistir, teror orgiitii ilan ettigi halde bunlarin pagavrasini nasil oluyor da bunlar boyunlarina sariyorlar? Ciinkii
diirtist degiller, samimi degiller ve bunlarla beraber hareket edenler, onlar da ayni. Biz bunlara hi¢bir zaman
aldanmayacagiz ve onlar1 da hi¢bir zaman samimi bulmadigimizi kendilerine yliziine yiiziine vuracagiz.
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political figures emphasized the double-standard and discretional treatment of the EU against

Turkey:

“Reforms which Turkey realized earnestly and rapidly might not have been enough to make us
a full member; however, they have considerably raised our democratic standards. For this
reason, when the EU took an ambivalent stance, we said “If necessary we change the name of
Copenhagen criteria to Ankara criteria and continue our way”....We do not accept the fact that
rules which are not even brought into question when it comes to other candidate countries are
invented in case of Turkey. And we will not accept this in the future. Turkey strictly conformed
to the timetable for full membership to the EU. As for chapters and legislative alignment, we
have no deficiencies and problems. The only problem we faced with is that the EU does not

fulfill its obligations™° (International Ombudsman Conference, 25 September 2017).

This speech was delivered in the fall of 2017, which can be regarded as a highly problematic
year for Turkey-EU relations due to the fact that there were serious concerns on both sides for
the future of accession negotiations. On the side of Turkey, several calls from European
institutions and leaders to suspend the accession negotiations and seek another solution for
Turkey’s membership raised doubts on the real intention of the EU. On the other hand, the EU
has expressed its concern over the continuous state of emergency and the introduction of the
presidential system in Turkey, which was regarded as the sign of weakening of democracy and
the rule of law. As in the example above, Erdogan has continuously said that he might change
the Copenhagen criteria to Ankara criteria since the late 2000s; however, in the last years, it has

become a kind of motto for him due to the frequency of its usage. The rationale behind this

10 Tiirkiye’nin Avrupa Birligi iiyeligi siirecinde samimiyetle ve siiratle hayata gegirdigi diizenlemeler, belki bizi
tam liye yapmaya yetmedi, ama demokratik standartlarimizi bir hayli yiikseltti. Bunun i¢in Avrupa Birligi
ikircikli bir tutum i¢ine girdiginde biz ¢iktik, ‘Kopenhag Kriterlerinin adin1 gerekirse Ankara kriterleri yapar,
yine de yolumuza devam ederiz’ dedik...... Diger aday iilkeler s6z konusu oldugunda giindeme dahi
getirilmeyen kurallarin, konu Tiirkiye oldugunda adeta icat edilmesini kabul etmedik, etmeyecegiz. Tiirkiye,
Avrupa Birligi tam iiyeligi takvimini harfiyen igletmistir, fasillar konusunda, mevzuat uyumu konusunda higbir
eksigimiz, hi¢bir stkintimiz yoktur. Sadece Avrupa Birligi’nin kendi yiikiimliiliiklerini yerine getirmemesi
sorunuyla kars1 karsiyayiz.
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saying proves that the EU’s conditionality is not the driving force behind reforms in Turkey
anymore, and policy changes are incurred without an intention to comply with Copenhagen
criteria but Turkey’s own criteria, which is Ankara criteria (Aydin-Diizgit & Kaliber, 2016).
Thus, it can be said that de-Europeanization in terms of “weakening of the EU as a normative
political context” can be easily detected in these types of speeches (Aydin-Diizgit & Kaliber,
2016). To justify his assertion, Erdogan underlined the differential treatment the EU has been

showing to Turkey since the beginning of the accession negotiations on several occasions:

“The EU, itself, knows the best that they rotated the criteria they boasted so much like whirligig
when it comes to us in the negotiations for full membership. The ones, who quickly granted the
full membership to countries that cannot be compared to our country both in an economic and
democratic sense, do not hesitate to deny themselves to exclude Turkey”!! (Turkish Military

Forces Petty Officer Vocational School Graduation Ceremony, 31 August 2018).

In order to understand the message delivered in this statement, one should look at the historical
context. Only one month before this speech, Turkey held its first parliamentary and presidential
election after the governmental system change. Recep Tayyip Erdogan, who was the candidate
of AKP, was elected by taking almost 53 percent of all votes. Two days after the election, the
EU General Affairs Council declared that Turkey has been showing the signs of further
divergence with the EU (Anadolu Ajansi, 2018). They also said that “Turkey's accession
negotiations have therefore effectively come to a standstill and no further chapters can be
considered for opening or closing and no further work towards the modernization of the EU-
Turkey Customs Union is foreseen” (Anadolu Ajansi, 2018). As a response to this statement,

Turkish Foreign Ministry Omer Celik said the following: “Though our country's candidate

1 Aym sekilde Avrupa Birligi’nin tam iiyelik miizakerelerinde sira bize geldiginde o gok éviindiigii kriterlerini
nasil firlldak gibi déndiirdiigiinii en iyi kendileri biliyor. Ulkemizin ne ekonomisiyle, ne de demokrasisiyle
mukayese dahi edilemeyecek diizeydeki devletleri ¢ok kisa siire i¢inde tam iiye yapanlar, Tiirkiye’yi dislamak
i¢in adeta kendilerini inkar etmekten ¢ekinmiyorlar.
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status is not harmed by the decision, we do not accept associating our membership process in
'EU Enlargement’ matter with new conditions under a meaningless cause-effect
relationship....... We have seen once again that the EU does not treat Turkey fairly” (Anadolu
Ajansi, 2018). So, as seen above, the EU was frequently labeled as ‘biased’, ‘inconsistent’,
‘exclusionary’, and ‘unfair’ by Turkish officials, including President Erdogan regarding this
topic.

In the speech above, the EU’s identity was once again discursively constructed through
the “topos of comparison”. A comparison was made between Turkey and other candidate states
which become full members in spite of their failure to fulfill democratic and economic criteria.
Although Erdogan did not explicitly mention the names of states, it is evident that he referred
states which were granted the full membership after Turkey has become the candidate. Thus, it
is reasonable to assume that a deliberate equivalence is formed between Turkey and states that
were included in the enlargement round of 2004, 2007, and 2013. In doing so, Turkey was
discursively constructed as democratically and economically superior to some EU member
states, which make the alleged impediments by the EU in the case of Turkey irrelevant. The
justification of assertations against the EU was done through the help of “topos of justice”,
which renders “if a situation is equal in specific respects, it should be dealt with in the same
way” (Wodak & Meyer, 2001, p. 75). Erdogan calls the EU for “equal rights to all” through the
description of the unfair situation in the accession process, especially related to democratic and
economic standards.

There are also other examples, particularly in 2018 and 2019, where the EU has become
the subject of criticism based on its double standard against Turkey:

“Of course, we could not remain silent in the presence of injustices and double standards applied
to our country in the full membership process to the EU. The distress has deepened and spread

because some European countries used opposition to Turkey as a tool for their domestic
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politics.”*? (Opening of Turkish Grand National Assembly 27t Term 2" Legislative Year, 1

October 2018).

“When we look at our relations with the European Union, we see that no promises made to us
have been kept since 2004. In particular, free movement and the financial assistance provided
to the other candidate countries were spared from Turkey. It is clear that this double standard

has no place either in EU law or in conscience™® (Ceremony for the Selection of Judges and

Prosecutors, 16 October 2018).

“Despite all the double standards we have been exposed to in 60 years, we never gave up and
departed from our way. Neither the injustices we encountered in the process nor the intimidation
tactics against our country have affected our commitment to full membership™'* (Reform Action

Group Meeting, 9 May 2019).

In all three excerpts above, the lexical choice of words in describing the unfair and exclusionary
character of the EU is similar. The word ‘double-standard’ has been preferred increasingly by
Erdogan in the last years in order to show that the EU does not show loyalty to its own criteria
when it comes to Turkey. The argument of injustice also prevailed in all three statements
through which Erdogan claimed that all candidate countries should be treated equally as far as

the membership is concerned.

5.3 The EU as an Islamophobic and Racist Entity

Another discursive articulation of the EU/Europe in the discourse of Recep Tayyip

Erdogan in the last five years is positioning them as ‘Islamophobic’ and ‘racist’ entity. Erdogan

12 Avrupa Birligi tam iiyelik siirecinde iilkemize yapilan haksizliklar ve uygulanan gifte standart karsisinda
elbette sessiz kalamazdik. Kimi Avrupa iilkelerinin Tiirkiye karsitligini bir i¢ politika malzemesi haline
doniistiirmesi, sikintilarin derinlesmesine ve yayginlagmasina sebep oldu.

13 Avrupa Birligi’yle iliskilerimizi sdyle bir gdziimiiziin 6niinden gegirdigimizde, 2004 yilindan beri bize verilen
hicbir soziin tutulmadigini gérityoruz. Serbest dolagim ve mali yardimlar basta olmak {izere diger aday iilkelere
saglanan imkanlar Tiirkiye’den esirgenmistir. Bu ¢ifte standardin ne Avrupa Birligi hukukunda, ne de
vicdanlarda yeri olmadigi ¢ok agik.

14 60 sene iginde maruz kaldigimz onca gifte standarda ragmen asla vazgegmedik, yolumuzdan geri donmedik.
Ne stirecte karsilagtigimiz haksizliklar, ne de tilkemize yonelik yildirma taktikleri hamdolsun bizim tam tiyelik
kararliligimizi etkilemedi;
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used “stigma words” that carry negative associations excessively as a rhetorical device in
constructing the identity of the EU/Europe in this period (Aydin-Diizgit, 2014, p.359). The
EU/Europe has been referred to as a home for anti-Islamism, cultural racism, xenophobia,
ethnocentrism, and fascism either explicitly or implicitly. The anti-Islamist tendencies of the
EU/Europe have been continuously articulated along with racist inclinations; thus, they are
regarded as interconnected. While doing this construction, Erdogan frequently made use of
historical metaphors and comparisons with other texts and discourses. The terms like ‘Christian
club’ and ‘Neo-Nazi’ are commonly used in describing the tendencies of European leaders,
parties, and organizations:

“During 113 terrorist attacks carried out by Neo-Nazi groups in Western Europe between
2013-2017, 66 innocents were killed....... Unless we react strongly, the Neo-Nazi virus will
further spread to the body. Unless we raise our voices, Western governments will not be
bothered to act. Unless we take a stand even at the cost of disturbing some people, the attacks
will become even more reckless, and racist fanatics will get wilder. And ultimately, God
forbid, irreparable catastrophes like the ones in Europe in the 1940s will happen. So long as
we do not voice the truths even if they are bitter, Western media organizations will continue to
stir up Islamophobia and add fuel to the fire”*® (OIC Emergency Open-Ended Executive

Committee Meeting, 22 March 2019).

The passage above was quoted from President Erdogan’s speech in the emergency executive
committee meeting of the Organization of Islamic Cooperation (OIC) in 2019. The timing of

the speech is very crucial in the sense that it happened only one week after the Christchurch

15 Baty Avrupa’da 2013-2017 yillar1 arasinda Neonazi gruplarinca gerceklestirilen 113 terdr saldirisinda 66
masumun canina kastedildi.

Biz tepkimizi ¢ok giiclii bir sekilde gostermedik¢e Neonazi viriisii biinyeyi daha fazla saracaktir. Biz sesimizi
yiikseltmedikge, Batil1 hiikiimetler konforlarini bozmayacaktir. Biz birilerini rahatsiz etme pahasina tavrimizi
ortaya koymadikga, saldirilar daha da pervasizlasacak, irk¢1 fanatikler daha da azginlasacaktir.

Sonugta Allah korusun 1940’larda Avrupa’da oldugu gibi telafisi miimkiin olmayan felaketler yagsanacaktir. Biz
ac1 da olsa hakikatleri dillendirmedikge batili medya kuruluslar1 Islam diismanligim koériiklemeye, atese benzin
dokmeye devam edeceklerdir.
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mosque shootings in New Zealand and one week before the mayoral elections in Turkey. Two
consecutive terrorist attacks occurred at mosques in New Zealand on 15 March 2019 that lead
to the death of 51 Muslim people. The terrorist who initiated these attacks was revealed to be
an anti-Islamist and white supremacist person, which lead a new wave of arguments about

Islamophobia and the rise of alt-right extremism in the West.

In this excerpt, Islam and the West were constructed as two independent homogenous
entities that are opposed to each other. While doing so, all of the West was treated as a
homogenous, interconnected, and identical unit which is Islamophobic and racist in nature.
There is also a constitution of a relationship with other discourses that can be regarded as an
act of interdiscursivity. An interdiscursivity with Huntington’s “clash of civilizations” thesis
was established through which the West and Islam were described as two incompatible and
irrelevant entities that are opposed to each other (Huntington, 1993). Erdogan, in this statement,
put Turkish ‘self’ against the Western ‘other’ by implying that Turkey is completely the

opposite of the West, and it will put an end to brutal and racist actions of them.

“Topos of history” is excessively used in this text to justify the negative attributions
which were made to the West and constructing their identity as Neo-Nazi. “Topos of history”
serves the intent of showing lessons that should be learned from history (Wodak & Meyer,
2001). It can be defined as follows: “Since history shows that certain actions have certain
consequences, one should perform or omit a specific action in a specific situation comparable
with the historical example referred to” (Wodak & Meyer, 2001, p. 76). In the excerpt above,
the correlation between the newly emerged racist groups and Nazis in 1940s Europe has been
established in order to draw attention to the severity of the situation. Erdogan, in his speeches
in the last few years, has used the term Neo-Nazi many times to evoke one of the most sensitive

issues in European history. By establishing intertextuality, he implied that if the EU/Europe
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continues to support these kinds of groups, it is inevitable for them to experience the same
catastrophes they lived in the 1940s again. The term ‘Neo-Nazi’ is used to refer to any social,
political, or militant movements established in the post-World War 1l. These groups seek to
revive Nazism as a whole or, in some matters, and internalize the elements of this ideology such
as ultra-nationalism, racism, xenophobia, anti-communism, homophobia, and anti-Semitism.
By using this historical comparison, Erdogan emphasized the ‘racist’, ‘ultra-nationalist’,
‘homophobic’ and ‘xenophobic’ characteristics of Europe. Besides, he utilized the “topos of
numbers” in order to strengthen his claims. The numbers of terrorist attacks and the people who
were killed in these attacks served as evidence for Erdogan’s claims through which the

EU/Europe is discursively constructed as a ‘racist’ entity.

In addition, throughout the speech, Turkey is discursively constructed as a knight in
shining armor who will prevent further escalation of these Neo-Nazi groups in Europe by
standing against them. Through his articulation of Turkey as a savior, Erdogan represented
Turkey as an active agent who has the power to end all these racist actions and their unfortunate
consequences. Thus, the binary opposition was formed once again between Turkey and Europe,
through which Turkey’s identity is constructed as an outspoken and forthright actor as opposed

to Europe’s silent and indifferent character.

In other statements, especially in the ones that were delivered in the European countries
or in the summits and conferences related to Islam, the EU/Europe has become the center of
criticism based on the increasing number of ‘racist” and ‘Islamophobic’ right-wing movements

in Europe:

“The Western world wants to strengthen its ideology, its own way of life, through anti-Islamism.
Islam, which is the only religion that can respond to the crisis of the modern man, is tried to be

labeled and stained by terrorists who are projected. They are also the reason behind the
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escalation of diseases like cultural racism, xenophobia, and Islamophobia, and the rise of Neo-
Nazi parties that reached the level of becoming a partner of power in the developed countries.
Today, attacks against Muslims and refugees have become common in many states that are the
apostles of democracy and the rule of law. The workplaces, houses, and places of worship of
Muslims are targeted by racist and fascist groups almost every day. It continues to happen in
Germany, the Netherlands, Belgium, and France. Since they wear headscarves, Muslim women
are harassed in the streets, bazaars, and, workplaces; and the most important example of
countries that these kinds of actions occurred is France. Is it only this? No, not only do they act
like this in case of the headscarf, but they also discriminate against people”'® (World Muslim

Minorities Summit, 16 April 2018).

At the time this speech was delivered, populism gained substantial momentum in Europe,
especially among the right-wing politicians. Ultra-nationalist tendencies have increased
significantly in several European countries such as Italy, Sweden, Denmark, France, Germany,
the Netherlands, and Hungary. According to research conducted by the Guardian, Europeans
who vote for populist parties in elections has increased from 7 percent to 25 percent between
1998 and 2018 (The Guardian, 2018). Muslims were among the main victims of rising far-right
extremism in Europe during this time period. Only in 2018, there were more than 2000
Islamophobic incidents (70 cases in Belgium, 540 cases in Austria, 676 cases in France, and
678 cases in Germany) happened in Europe (Bayrakli & Hafez, 2019). Erdogan gave this

speech when there were increasing concerns over rising racist and Islamophobic incidents in

16 Bat1 diinyas1 Islam karsithig1 iizerinden kendi ideolojisini, kendi hayat bigimini tahkim etmek istiyor, onu
giiclendirmek istiyor. Modern insanin buhranlarina cevap verebilecek yegane din olan Islam, proje mahsulii
terdristler tizerinden yaftalanmaya, lekelenmeye ¢alisiliyor. Diinyanin birgok gelismis iilkesinde kiiltiirel irkgilik,
yabanci diigmanligi ve Miisliiman karsitlig1 gibi hastaliklarin yayilmasinin, Neonazi partilerin iktidara ortak
olacak konuma gelmesinin sebebi de budur.

Bugiin demokrasi ve hukuk havariligi yapan birgok devlette Miisliimanlara ve miiltecilere yonelik saldirilar
siradan hale gelmigtir. Miisliimanlarin is yerleri, evleri, ibadethaneleri hemen her giin irk¢ilarin ve fagist
gruplarin hedefi oluyor. Bunun en 6nemli su anda zemini de Almanya, Hollanda, Belgika, Fransa, buralarda
bunlar devam ediyor. Miisliiman kadinlar sirf bagortiisii taktiklar i¢in sokakta, ¢arsida, is yerlerinde tacize
ugruyor; bunun da en 6nemli 6rnegi Fransa. Sadece o mu, bagdrtiisiiyle kalmiyor, bunun yaninda bunlar insanlari
da ayirtyorlar.
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Europe. In the first part of the speech, he made a biased generalization by defining countries in
which anti-Islamic and racist dispositions are manifested as the Western world. The Western
world was discursively constructed as an ill-intentioned entity with plans to destroy the image
of Islam in the world and spread hate against Muslims. Once again, the “topos of history and
culture” were used to construct the identity of the Western world as culturally racist,
xenophobic, and Islamophobic. Fortification of this assertion was enabled via the
‘“argumentation strategy of question begging for an answer”. By asking the rhetorical question
of “Is it only this?”, Erdogan provided the crowd with only one choice that is confirming his
views. The question here served the primary function of consolidating Erdogan’s stance about

problematic attitudes of the Western world against Muslims.

In the following parts of the same speech, Erdogan’s criticism has focused on France

rather than the Western world as a whole:

“For example, France threw Romas out of France. You are a member of the European Union.
Is it possible that you can throw out any people from a certain race according to the European
acquis? Can you throw it out of your country? You cannot. But they did it to Romas. Well, did
we do such a thing? No, we live together with Romas™*’ (World Muslim Minorities Summit, 16

April 2018).

In this statement, the contradiction between France’s treatment against Romas and the EU’s
values, norms, rules, and regulations has been highlighted. Erdogan drew attention to the clear
difference between the non-discriminatory and egalitarian discourse of Europe and the reality,
which can be seen in the chosen example. Then, a discursive equivalence was formed between

the deportation of Roma migrants from France in 2009-10 and Turkey’s treatment of Roma

17 Mesela Fransa Romanlar1 Fransa’dan derdest etti. Hani sen Avrupa Birligi liyesiydin? Avrupa Birligi
miiktesebatinda sen kalkip da herhangi bir 1rka mensup olam derdest edebilir misin? Ulkenden, topraklarindan
atabilir misin? Atamazsin. Ama bunlar Romanlara kars1 bunu uyguladi. Peki, bizde bdyle bir sey var m1? Yok,
ben Romanlarla i¢ i¢eyim.
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minority in the country through the “topos of comparison” in order to demonstrate the
difference between the attitudes of two states. Here, “topos of history” served the function of
reinforcing discursively constructed dichotomy between Turkish ‘self” as non-racist and the
Western ‘other’ as racist. There are also many other instances in the last five years that Erdogan
refers to historical metaphors, figures, symbols, and myths (Nazis, Crusaders, Janus, etc.) in his

discourse to justify negative attributions given to the EU/Europe or the West.

5.4 The EU as a Crisis-Ridden Entity

Apart from the negative attributions mentioned above, Erdogan’s discourse has served
the function of portraying the EU as a crisis-ridden institution whose future is uncertain due to
its inability to solve internal and external problems that pose a threat to the position of the unity
in the global world order. According to Erdogan’s rhetoric, there are several reasons behind the
potential end of the EU, namely increasing racism, Islamophobia, populism, inefficient policy
in the case of refugees, terrorism, and Brexit. Between 2015 and 2020, the EU has been warned

by Erdogan for preparing its own end on many occasions:

“Europe died in Bosnia and was buried in Syria. You should know that innocent child bodies
hitting the beach are the tombstones of Western civilization. Unfortunately, the ancient
European values have been discredited by the owners of these values and destroyed one by one
in the last 7 years. | say it plainly: Europe has no credibility in the eyes of billions of people in
the world today. If the current political situation continues, | am afraid that the future will be
much worse than today. Europe, where racism and discrimination are on the rise and Neo-Nazi

parties reach the power to become a government partner, is drifting towards disaster. The future
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of Europe that strangles its principles with its own hands is dark”!® (Remembrance Event for

Alija lzetbegovic, 23 October 2017).

The statement above was delivered in 2017 when the Syrian civil war has reached its 7" year.
In the first part of the speech, the subject of the criticism directed to the EU is its incompetent
refugee policy. By referring to the Bosnian War, intertextuality between Bosnia and Syria is
formed in which the EU’s inefficient response to these two crises was compared. Like in the
Bosnian crisis, the EU was not effective in preventing or slowing down the Syrian crisis from
escalating in the last seven years. Here, Erdogan stressed the inability of the EU by using the
“topos of humanitarianism” to show the severity of the situation further. The metaphor of
‘tombstones’ was used to serve the main function of indicating that actions of the EU do not
conform with human rights, humanitarian convictions, and values, which are the keystones of
the EU. Thus, it was referred that the EU has dug its own grave by disregarding these values.
Erdogan also used the discursive strategy of ‘intensification’ through which he asserted that the
EU lost its credibility in the eyes of 7 billion people worldwide. Claiming that the EU has lost
its legitimacy in the whole world is an obvious exaggeration to enhance his arguments regarding
the future of the EU. Although the EU has lost its credibility in Turkey and its neighborhood
due to its inefficiency in dealing with the Syrian crisis, it is a fact that it was still one of the

most reputable international organization in the world.

In the second part of the speech, the direction of the reason for the potential end of
Europe diverged from the Syrian crisis to the rising racism in Europe. Erdogan discursively

constructed Europe’s future as ‘dark’ given the fact that racism and discrimination are on the

18 Avrupa, Boosna’da 6lmiis, Suriye’de gomiilmiistiir. Sahile vuran masum gocuk bedenleri ise Bat
medeniyetinin mezar taglaridir, bunu boyle biliniz. Maalesef son 7 yilda kadim Avrupa degerleri, bizzat bu
degerlerin sahipleri tarafindan itibarsizlagtirilmis, tek tek yok edilmistir. Ag¢ik sdyliiyorum: Bugiin Avrupa’nin
diinyadaki milyarlarca insan nazarinda higbir inandiriciligt kalmamistir. Mevcut siyasi tablo devam ederse,
korkarim ki gelecek, bugiinden de ¢cok daha kotii olacaktir. Irk¢iligin yiikseldigi, ayrimciligin arttig1, Neonazi
partilerin hiikiimet ortag1 olacak giice ulastig1 bir Avrupa, felakete dogru siiriikleniyor demektir. Ilkelerini kendi
elleriyle bogan bir Avrupa’nin gelecegi karanliktir.
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rise. In doing so, he preferred to use the metaphor of ‘disaster’ which is used in defining a
dramatic accident or a natural catastrophe that leads to major damage or loss of life in real
terms. He also constructed an ‘intertextuality” between Europe’s catastrophes in the 1940s and

its present situation through the historical metaphor of Nazis.

On the other hand, discrimination policies and separatist tendencies along with
arguments of rising populism have been put forward by Erdogan as other reasons for the EU’s

precarious future:

“Trends such as racism, xenophobia, and Islamophobia which tend to spread gradually within
the EU threaten the future of the union we see as a peace project...... We think that the EU,

which cannot solve its own problems, cannot be effective on global issues™'® (Peace Summit on

the 100" Anniversary of Canakkale, 23 April 2015).

In the excerpt above, the main reason for the possible disintegration of the EU is argued to be
trends such as racism, xenophobia, and Islamophobia. Erdogan, here, made a comparison
between ‘the EU as a peace project” and ‘the EU as a crisis-ridden entity’ which contradicts
with each other strikingly. The EU, which is in contradiction with its founding principles, was
discursively constructed as an organization bound to eventually break down. One should look
at other speeches of Erdogan in order to understand his point of view about the impact of rising

populism on the future of Europe:

“We see that the EU’s enlargement policy has been recently controlled by narrow-minded

populist circles. Discriminatory and exclusionary movements across the continent threaten not

19 Avrupa Birligi i¢inde giderek yayilma egilimi gosteren irkgilik, yabanci diismanligi, islamofobi gibi akimlar
bir baris projesi olarak gordiiglimiiz birligin gelecegini tehdit ediyor......Kendi sorunlarini ¢6zemeyen Avrupa
Birligi’nin kiiresel meseleler konusunda da etkili olamayacagini disiiniiyoruz.

96



only Europe's inner peace but also its future and potential for hope?® (Summit of the South-

East European Cooperation Process, 9 July 2019).

As mentioned in the above (Chapter 5.3), populism and right-wing nationalism have been on
the rise in European democracies in the last few years. There has been an increase in the number
of populist and nationalist parties across Europe, and the voter support for them in elections has
risen significantly (BBC, 2019). The AfD has become the biggest opposition party in the
German parliament Bundestag in 2017, and VoX has become the third-largest party in Spain in
2019. A new bloc named Identity and Democracy that consists of nine far-right parties was
formed in the European Parliament on 13 June 2019. Moreover, Boris Johnson, who

campaigned with the motto of “get Brexit done”, won the elections in the UK.

In definition, populism means an “anti-elitist, anti-pluralist” political movement that
includes authoritarian and nativist tendencies (Kaliber & Kaliber, 2019, p. 3). Thus, in populist
regimes, domestic identities are reproduced with an apparent distinction between national and
non-national and the legitimate and illegitimate (Kaliber & Kaliber, 2019, p. 3). So, the rise of
far-right populism raised a question about the political establishment of the EU itself due to
their Eurosceptic and nationalist tendencies. In Erdogan’s discourse in the last five years, it is
apparent that he wanted to highlight the problems the EU faces in order to weaken the credibility
of the EU in the eyes of the Turkish public. In this point, it can be argued that Erdogan’s strategy
to defame the EU may lead to increasing skepticism, distrust and indifference among the
Turkish society against the EU, which causes the escalation of de-Europeanization in Turkey.
However, the discursive articulation of the EU as an entity which is a home for populist and

nationalist movements ignore the fact that populism has gained momentum not only in the

20 Son dénemde Avrupa Birligi’nin genisleme siyasetinin kimi dar griislii popiilist cevrelerce esir alindigin
goriiyoruz. Kita genelinde yiikselen ayrimce1 ve diglayict akimlar sadece Avrupa’nin i¢ barigini degil, gelecegini
ve umut olma potansiyelini de tehdit ediyor.
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Western democracies but also in India, Venezuela, Thailand, the Philippines and even Turkey

in the last years (Kaliber & Kaliber, 2019, p. 3).

Apart from inefficient immigration policies, lack of actions regarding the Syrian crisis,
rising racism, xenophobia, Islamophobia, and, right-wing nationalism and populism, the
support for terrorism has also been constructed as one of the causes for the ‘uncertain’ future

of the EU:

“European countries should know well that they prepare their own end with their own hands.
They should know that; terrorist organizations, they treat with honor today because they cause
trouble to Turkey, will eventually turn their hatred and barrel to them. This is the nature of
terrorism; it will definitely bite the hand that feeds it one day”?* (AK Party Group Meeting, 10

April 2018).

Here, the EU’s identity as ‘a safe haven for terrorists’ as opposed to Turkey’s identity as ‘a
fighter against terrorists’ has been discursively constructed once again as analyzed in chapter
5.2; however, the main focus of the speech is not these identity formulations but possible
consequences it will cause to the EU. Through “perspectivation strategy”, Erdogan expressed
perspective on the EU’s future as “an entity moving forward to the end”, which made Turkey’s

de-Europeanization process more reasonable and logical.

5.5 The EU as an Unwelcomed Penetrator in Turkish Politics

In other cases, the EU has been constructed as “an unwelcomed penetrator in domestic
politics of Turkey” in Erdogan’s discourse. The EU has always been the subject of criticisms

on the ground of its interference with domestic politics in Turkey throughout the years;

2L Ama Avrupa iilkeleri sunu iyi bilsinler ki; kendi sonlarini kendi elleriyle hazirliyorlar. Bugiin Tiirkiye’nin
basina musallat oldugu i¢in el iistiinde tuttuklari teror orgiitleri eninde-sonunda nefretlerini ve namlularini onlara
gevirecekler, bunu da iyi bilsinler. Terdrizmin dogas: budur, kendisini besleyen eli giin gelir mutlaka 1sirir.
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however, this representation of the EU has become more prevalent in 2019 when discussing

local elections and re-run of Istanbul mayoral election:

“l suppose there is no one who did not realize that there is no ordinary election in Turkey, and
the whole world keeps an eye on us. If everyone from Europe to America has mobilized for a
mayoral election, it is our right to look for other things behind it. Why are Europe and America
so interested in the Istanbul election, although they are not concerned with the election of Trump
despite his receiving less than 3 million votes in America? Why are they not interested in the
presidential election in Austria that was canceled after 2 years? Or, you have probably followed
it recently, the election was canceled in Belgium just like Austria. Why is nobody interested in
Belgium? Have you heard such an interest from neither my country nor Europe? No.”?? (Iftar

Program with AK Party Deputies, 13 May 2019).

“Remember! You have noticed how the West and different countries of Europe enjoy
themselves because they thought that a certain person won the election on March 31, right? Did
we still not understand what's behind this business? Didn't we understand what was going on?”"?3

(Iftar Program in Uskiidar, 31 May 2019).

At the time these speeches were delivered, the main agenda in Turkish politics was the re-run
of the Istanbul mayoral election. On 31 March 2019, local elections were held in Turkey that
resulted in the AKP’s loss of control of the municipal government in the capital city of Ankara

and Istanbul. Then, a new wave of arguments took place in Turkey regarding the results of the

22 Tiirkiye’de higbir segimin siradan bir segim olmadigini, tiim diinyanin gdziiniin iizerimizde oldugunu fark
etmeyen herhalde yoktur. Bir belediye baskanlig1 se¢imi igin Avrupa’sindan Amerika’sina herkes seferber
olmussa, bunun arkasinda baska seyler aramak degerli kardeslerim herhalde hakkimizdir. Ya ni¢in Avrupa, nigin
Amerika Istanbul se¢imiyle bu kadar ilgileniyor da, Amerika’da 3 milyon az oy almasina ragmen Trump’in
secilmesiyle ilgilenmiyor? Veya Avusturya’da 2 yil sonra bir se¢im, Cumhurbaskanligi se¢imi iptal ediliyor da
nicin acaba onunla ilgilenmiyorlar? Veya gecenlerde iste herhalde takip etmissinizdir, Belgika’da yine aym
sekilde bir se¢imin iptali yapiliyor, nigin acaba Belgika’yla kimse ilgilenmiyor? Ne iilkemden, ne Avrupa’dan
boyle bir ilgilenmeyi duydunuz mu? Yok.

23 Unutmaym, 31 Mart’ta Bati, Avrupa’nin degisik iilkeleri kazand1 diye zannettikleri isim igin nasil
eglendiklerini gordiiniiz degil mi? Bu isin arkasinda nelerin oldugunu hala anlamadik mi1? Nelerin dondigiinii
anlamadik mi1?
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Istanbul mayoral election, which the CHP’s candidate Ekrem Imamoglu won by just 14
thousand votes. There were several accusations by the AKP, including irregularities, stolen
votes, unofficial ballot box-watchers, and so on. So, after several investigations and police
operations, the election board decided to re-run the Istanbul mayoral election on 6 May 2019.
According to their decision, the new election was scheduled to take place on 23 June 20109.
Thus, a new election campaign has started, which witnessed a tug of war between AKP’s
candidate Binali Yildirrm and CHP’s candidate Ekrem imamoglu. A narrative of victimization
has been used by both sides to evoke their voters during the election campaign (The Guardian,
2019). The AKP utilized the victimization discourse by asserting that the opposition party
cheated in order to win in the earlier election (The Guardian, 2019). On the other hand, the
opposition party’s victimization derived from their assertions that Imamoglu’s victory was

stolen by the AKP and the electoral board that is under political pressure (The Guardian, 2019).

These speeches were given in the immediate aftermath of the election board’s decision
to renew the elections in Istanbul. Both America and Europe have been criticized for their
unnecessary and unwanted intrusion into Turkish domestic politics through implications that
they are the external enemies that cooperate with internal enemies- that is, the opposition party
and its political figures in this case. Here, the construction of external enemies served the main
function of discrediting domestic political opposition in Turkey. In doing so, Erdogan created
an image for the opposition candidate as someone who collaborates with Turkey’s the external
enemies. So, the opposition party has been constructed as ‘the other’ of Turkey rather than a
part of its identity. That is to say, the opposition party and its political figures were not perceived
as the part of self, but of the other. Actually, this is common in populist rhetoric through which
the opposition is constructed as “the domestic collaborator of the hostile powers abroad, most

notably the West and Europe” (Kaliber & Kaliber, 2019, p. 11).
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In the first speech, the “topos of comparison” was used to demonstrate the difference
between the West’s attitudes in case of elections in different countries and the one in Turkey.
At the end of the passage, a question, which has a clear answer, was asked to the audience to
strengthen the image of the West as an external enemy of Turkey that intrudes into domestic
politics whenever it wants. Again, at the end of the second speech, the cooperation between the
Western powers and the opposition party in Turkey was implied through “argumentation
strategy of petitio principii”, which is also known as “begging the question” or “circular
argument”. This strategy is preferred in a situation where “what is controversial and in question,
and has to be proved, is presupposed as the starting point of argumentation” (Aydin-Diizgit,
2016; Reisigl & Wodak, 2001). By asking for confirmation from the public on whether they
have noticed Europe’s delightfulness over Imamoglu’s supposed victory, Erdogan pointed out

Europe’s controversial and suspicious position.

In other statements, the EU institutions, especially the European Parliament, were in the

line of fire due to their numerous interventions regarding Turkey’s policies:

“Now | am calling out to the people watching us in front of their television screens today: they
should not worry! In the European Parliament, we will be asked to stop the operation concerning
Afrin and so on... The lady who is responsible for the enlargement policy made such a request.
Do not desire in vain; we won't get out of there until our work is done, you know that. Turkey
is not a scapegoat. It is a country that acts with its own will, so we will finish our business there.
3.5 million Syrian brothers are now being hosted in my country. Hey European Parliament, what
burden did you take from me here and get up and say that now? There are no words that the

European Parliament can say to Turkey, and all these words they said go in at one ear and out
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the other”?* (‘High School Students Write About the Victory’ Essay, Story and Poem Writing

Competition Award Ceremony, 15 March 2018).

As has been pointed out, the speech was delivered while Operation Olive Branch in the Afrin
District of Syrian was conducted by the Turkish Armed Forces. Three days before this speech,
on 12 March 2018, the EP has drafted a joint motion calling Turkey to withdraw its forces from
the Afrin region. The voting for the approval was set to happen on 15 March 2018. Erdogan
made this speech on the voting day before the voting took place in the parliament. Later that

day, the EP has approved the motion.

Here, Erdogan made it clear that the EP has no right to intervene in Turkish politics and
tell Turkey what to do by claiming that Turkey is not a scapegoat. Thus, the EP’s identity has
been discursively constructed as ‘an unwelcomed penetrator in Turkish politics’ as opposed to
Turkey’s identity as ‘a country who acts with its own free will’. In order to lend credence to
this identity formation, the “topos of numbers” was used to show Turkey’s ability to effectively
host and deal with a great number of refugees. Further to that, “the topos of burdening or
weighing down” was employed to naturalize and legitimize the military operation in Afrin. This
type of topos is considered as “specific causal topos (a topos of consequence)”, which suggests
that “if a person, an institution or a country is burdened by specific problems, one should act in
order to diminish these burdens” (Wodak & Meyer, 2001). In the excerpt above, a connection
between the military operation in Afrin and Turkey’s burden of hosting the refugees was

established. That is to say, Erdogan discursively constructed the reason behind the military

24 Simdi bugiin ekranlari baginda bizi izleyen milletime de sesleniyorum, hig endise etmesinler; Avrupa
Parlamentosunda Afrin’le alakali olarak bizim oradaki harekati durdurmamiz istenecekmis, isteniyormus
vesaire... Genislemeden Sorumlu bayan var bir tane, o da bdyle arzuda bulunmus. Bosuna heveslenmeyin, isimiz
bitmedikce oradan ¢ikmayacagiz, bunu bilesiniz. Tiirkiye bir samar oglan1 degildir, kendi iradesini kullanabilen
bir iilkedir, dolayisiyla orada igimiz bitecek. 3,5 milyon Suriyeli kardesim benim tilkemde su anda misafir
ediliyor. Ey Avrupa Parlamentosu, sen burada benden hangi yiikii aldin da kalkip simdi bunu séyliiyorsun?
Tiirkiye’ye Avrupa Parlamentosunun sdyleyebilecegi hicbir s6z yoktur ve bu sézlerin hepsi de bizim bir
kulagimizdan girer 6biiriinden ¢ikar.
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operation as the burden of hosting too many refugees in his country and the lack of Europe’s
assistance in this issue. Europe was identified as ‘unhelpful’, ‘ignorant’, ‘useless’ and
‘uninformed’ about the situation in Syria and its consequences for Turkey through the rhetorical
question directed to people, also known as “question begging for an answer”. Besides, the
message transmitted to the domestic and international audience was that the EU does not have
the right to interfere with Turkish politics, and the EP’s decision does not have any power on
Turkey, demonstrating the weakening of the EU’s impact in Turkey. There were also other
statements related to Gezi events and the failed coup attempt that the EU’s unwelcomed
intrusion is the subject of criticism in Erdogan’s narrative in the last five years; however, they

are not included in the analysis due to adequateness of the examples given above.

5.6 The EU as an Institution Economically and Democratically Inferior to Turkey

Last but not least, there are many speeches and statements of Erdogan in the last five
years that made a comparison between Turkey and the EU/Europe in terms of economic and
democratic values to show the superiority of Turkey in these areas. In economic terms,
numerical calculations and figures were used to form an equivalence in favor of Turkey. In
democratic aspects, on the other hand, Turkey and the EU have been compared concerning

democratic rights and human rights, which Turkey always seems to precede.

The negative representation of the EU/Europe in economic terms began to be observed
in Erdogan’s discourse with the effect of the global financial crisis in 2008. Even during the
last five years, Erdogan still utilized the argument of dealing with crisis better than all European
countries. For instance, on 9 May 2015, he said that “We are a country that walked away from

the global financial crisis in 2008, which has taken the world by storm and affects the EU badly,
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with minor damages”?®. However, there are also other contexts in which the EU/Europe was

constructed as economically inferior to Turkey:

“One of the most important indicators of last year for Turkey is our exports. Unfortunately, our
exports fell by 8.7 percent. But again, the world export volume decreased by 11 percent last
year. Thus, the situation in Turkey is much better than Europe™?® (Turkish Capital Markets

Summit, 4 November 2016).

We ranked first in G-20 and second in OECD countries with a 7.4 percent growth rate we
achieved last year. Turkey was not among the G-20 countries in the past, but now we are one of
them. Considering that the EU’s average is 2.4 percent, Turkey's success in achieving this

growth rate will be better understood”?” (Global Entrepreneurship Congress, 16 April 2018).

“Although there has been a slight increase in our public borrowing rate due to the increase in
the exchange rate and interest rates, we are still in a very good condition according to the
European Union criteria. In other words, when you look at the Maastricht Criteria, we are much
5’28

stronger than all member states of the European Union, we are in a very, very good position

(Extended Provincial Heads Meeting, 20 November 2019).

Each of the three statements above was delivered in different years; nevertheless, they show
similar narratives concerning Turkey’s economic standards as opposed to the EU/Europe. In

all three texts, a comparison is made between Turkey and the EU/Europe/European member

% Bugiin diinyay1 kasip kavuran ve Avrupa Birligi’nin hala etkilerinden kurtulamadig1 2008 kiiresel finansal
krizini en az zararla atlatmis bir iilkeyiz.

% Tiirkiye igin geride biraktigimiz y1lin en énemli gostergelerinden biri ihracattir. hracatimiz maalesef yiizde
8.7 gerilemistir. Ama yine gegen yil diinya ihracat hacmi ylizde 11 daralmistir. Dolayisiyla Tiirkiye’nin durumu,
ozellikle de Avrupa’dan ¢ok daha iyidir.

27 Gegtigimiz yil elde ettigimiz yiizde 7,4 biiyiime oraniyla G-20’de birinci, OECD iilkeleri arasinda ikinci sirada
yer aldik. Tiirkiye ge¢miste G-20 iilkeleri arasinda yer alan bir iilke degildi; ama simdi biz G-20 {ilkeleri arasinda
yer aliyoruz. Avrupa Birligi ortalamasinin yiizde 2,4 oldugu dikkate alindiginda, Tiirkiye’nin biiyime basarisi
daha da iyi anlasilacaktir.

28 Doviz kurundaki ve faizlerdeki yiikselme sebebiyle kamu borglanma oranimizda bir parga artis yasanmigsa da
hala Avrupa Birligi kriterlerine gore ¢ok iyi bir durumdayiz. Yani sdyle Maastricht Kriterlerine baktiginizda biz
Avrupa Birligi tiyesi tilkelerin hepsinden ¢ok ¢ok giiclilyiiz, cok ¢ok iyi konumdayiz.
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states through the “topos of numbers”. Numbers were given in order to increase the credibility
of Erdogan’s assertions regarding Turkey’s economic superiority against the EU. In the second
excerpt, a binary opposition is constructed between ‘the old Turkey’ who was not a member of
G-20 and ‘the new Turkey’ who is in G-20. By establishing this dichotomy, the previous
governments were negatively represented as ‘unsuccessful’ and ‘ineffective’, whereas the
AKP’s governments were depicted as ‘successful’, ‘superior’, and ‘effective’ in dealing with
the economy. On the other hand, despite sharp criticism and defamation against the EU, all
three excerpts show that the EU was still taken as a reference point in setting the economic
standards of Turkey. The mention of the EU and Maastricht Criteria can be regarded as the
demonstration of Turkey’s commitment to comply with the EU’s standards in the economic

Sense.

In democratic terms, on the other hand, it is common to see negative criticisms against

the EU/Europe in the matter of democratic values and human rights:

“In fact, there is no smallest reason for excusing anyone in our country for resorting to terrorist
methods to seek their rights. Certainly, the tolerance and diversity of the paths for searching
one's democratic rights in Turkey could not be found even in European countries. They call it
Europe, but it is all a story... You cannot find that tolerance in any of them. We know very well
that how strict and vulgar those who criticize us for our fight against terrorism today can be in

the face of the smallest threat to them”?® (32" Mukhtars Local Administrators Meeting, 14

December 2016).

29 Esasen iilkemizdeki hicbir kesimin, hi¢bir kisinin hakkini aramak icin terdr ydntemlerine bagvurmasini mazur
kilacak en kiiciik bir sebep yoktur. Tiirkiye’deki demokratik hak arama yollarinin ¢esitliligini ve toleransini emin
olun Avrupa iilkelerinde dahi bulamazsiniz. Hani Avrupa Avrupa diyorlar ya, hikdye... Bu toleransi hicbirinde
bulamazsaniz. Bugiin terérle miicadelemiz i¢in bizi elestirenlerin kendilerine yonelik en kiiglik bir tehdit
karisinda ne kadar kat1 ve hoyrat olabildiklerini biz ¢ok iyi biliyoruz.
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This speech was delivered four days after two bombings in Besiktas municipality of Istanbul
that killed 48 people. Besides, just five months have passed after the failed coup attempt on 15
July 2016 and approximately four months after the beginning of Operation Euphrates Shield on
24 August 2016. Thus, the main agenda of Turkey was the fight against terrorist groups such
as FETO, PKK, and Daesh at that time. Erdogan here established an equivalence between
Turkey and the European countries in terms of democratic rights provided to their people.
Turkey was portrayed as more ‘tolerant’, ‘liberal’, and ‘egalitarian’ than European countries
claiming to possess these characteristics. Turkey’s actions against terrorism, on the other hand,
were justified through the “topos of danger/threat”, which indicates that if there are specific

dangers and threats, something should be done.

There are also other cases when the West and Europe have been subject to criticism on

the grounds of their human rights practices:

“Our ancestors, from Ahmet Yesevi to Yunus Emre, from Mevlana to Haci Bestas-1 Veli, stand
out with their advice that shed light on the whole humanity. In this regard, the principles of
human rights in the world are not unknown or foreign to us. The greatest struggles on human
rights have arisen in places where the greatest persecutions have been made if you pay attention.
For example, the West’s history, from America to Europe, is filled with the most severe human
rights violations. Those who criticize our country's legitimate right to fight terrorism by putting
human rights forward have all sorts of embarrassing disgraces from genocide to colonialism.
On the contrary, we have no such shame in the past”° (Youth Conference titled “Every Person

is World”, 10 December 2019).

30 Ahmet Yesevi’den Yunus Emre’ye, Hazreti Mevlana’dan Hac1 Bestas-1 Veli’ye kadar ecdadimiz da bu konuda
tiim insanliga 151k tutan tavsiyeleriyle 6ne ¢ikmaktadir. Bu bakimdan diinyadaki insan haklar1 talepleri aslinda
bize uzak veya yabanci degildir. Dikkat ederseniz, bu konudaki en biiyiik miicadeleler insana en biiyiik
zulimlerin yapildig1 yerlerde ¢ikmistir. Mesela Amerika’sindan Avrupa’sina kadar bugiinkii Batinin, ge¢misi en
agir insan haklari ihlalleriyle doludur. Ulkemizin mesru terdrle miicadele hakkini insan haklar1 basligi altinda
elestirenlerin ge¢mislerinde soykirimdan somiirgeye kadar her tiirlii utang verici leke mevcuttur, tam tersine
bizim ge¢miste, bugiin de bdyle bir ayibimiz yoktur.
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In the excerpt above, the binary use of ‘we’ and ‘they’ in implying Turkey and the West put
these two entities against each other once again. Erdogan drew a clear line between Turkey’s
permissive identity and the West’s brutal identity through the “topos of history”. By mentioning
old Turkish Islamic scholars’ names, Erdogan has compared the “essentially different and
morally higher Islamic” self with the inherently inferior and threatening Western other
(Alaranta, 2015, p. 31; Kaliber & Kaliber, 2019, p. 2). As a matter of fact, it is common among
politicians to use the historical figures and accounts in their rhetoric in order to show their own
historical importance and their loyalty to national tradition (Clark, 2010; Palabiyik, 2018). So,
it is not surprising that Erdogan drew a correspondence between the doctrines of significant
Turkish historical figures- whose teachings advise toleration, justice, equity, solidarity and
cooperation to people- and the prevailing principles of human rights in today’s world in order
to validate its views on the democratic superiority of Turkey. By doing so, he referred that
respecting human rights is not a new phenomenon for Turkey, unlike the West, whose past is

full of human rights violations, especially during the colonial period and World War 1.

5.7 Conclusion

The examination of the official statements of Turkish President Erdogan in the time
period of 2015-2020 shows that the apparent divergence between Turkey and the EU and the
de-Europeanization process in Turkey has been catalyzed by the negative discursive
articulations of the EU, Europe, European member states and the West by the political leader
in power. While looking at 179 speeches that mentioned the EU/Europe/West in one way or
another, one can observe that the EU has lost its power as a normative and political context in
Turkish politics due to its construction as an unfavorable entity through Erdogan’s rhetoric.
Except for 28 speeches that can relatively be regarded as positive, all other speeches portrayed
the EU/Europe/West in a negative way. There are still a considerable number of speeches which

the EU/Europe was taken as “a reference point in the domestic setting and national public
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debates” (Aydin-Diizgit, 2016) especially in the area of the economy; however, even when this
is the case, they were referred to show Turkey’s compatibility and superiority.

In the last five years, there were several speeches that Erdogan clearly said that “We are
implementing the reforms not because the EU wants us to, but because our nation needs it”
(Daily Sabah, 2019b). The discourse of “changing the name of Copenhagen criteria to Ankara
criteria” was also still prevalent in this period (Daily Sabah, 2019a). These types of speeches
which explicitly demonstrate the weakening of the EU’s normative power in Turkey served as
evidence that the EU is not regarded as the legitimate cause of reforms and developments
anymore (Aydin-Diizgit & Kaliber, 2016). Therefore, it can be asserted that the analysis of
Erdogan’s speeches in the period between 2015 and 2020 provides substantial evidence that the
de-Europeanization process in Turkey has become more evident in the last five years.
Furthermore, the discourse of Erdogan played a crucial role in normalizing and justifying the
de-Europeanization in the country.

As mentioned in the literature review, the domestic actors’ actions and discourses are
as important as the European level governance, politics, and institutions in creating
Europeanization and de-Europeanization process in a country. Kaliber argues that “Domestic
actors are not mediators, but creators of Europeanization” (Kaliber, 2013); therefore, they can
determine their own path to Europeanization as well as de-Europeanization. Thus, as the most
influential domestic actor in Turkish politics, Erdogan’s way of constructing the image of the
EU/Europe/West in the eyes of the public through his statements had a significant impact on
Turkey’s de-Europeanization process. In contrast to the construction of the EU/Europe/West’s
identity as ‘hypocritical and Janus faced, ‘exclusionary and unfair’, ‘Islamophobic and racist’,
‘crisis-ridden, ‘unwelcomed penetrator’ and ‘democratically and economically inferior’,
Turkey was always represented as having the opposite qualities (which are always positive) in

Erdogan’s discourse. Hence, Turkey and the EU/Europe/West were portrayed as two opposite
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entities that are unlikely to reconcile in the near future despite Erdogan’s occasional claims that
the full membership is still the strategic goal of Turkey.

It can also be said that Erdogan’s discourse has been significantly affected both by the
external and internal circumstances that changed the course of Turkey-EU relations. Among all
situations, the refugee crisis took the lead in changing the direction of relations and the
Europeanization process in Turkey through its effect on the discourse of Erdogan about the
EU/Europe/West. Since the refugee flow presented Turkey with a new role to play in Europe,
the discourse of Erdogan revolved around the comparisons of Turkey and the EU in dealing
with the crisis by which the EU was consistently constructed as ‘hypocritical’, ‘exclusionary’,
‘racist’, ‘Islamophobic’ and so on. The severity of Erdogan’s criticisms against the EU has also
increased after the failed coup attempt on 15 July 2016. Since then, The EU/Europe/West were
frequently identified as “inimical other of Turkey threatening its sovereignty and territorial
integrity” due to their attitude in the aftermath of the coup attempt (Kaliber & Kaliber, 2019).
In Erdogan’s discourse, the EU/Europe/West have been continuously criticized for being
‘Janus-faced’ for supporting the members of the terrorist organization who escaped to Europe
after the coup attempt.

The military operations in Syria have also been one of the most critical matters which
shaped Erdogan’s discourse against the EU/Europe/West. As mentioned before, when reforms
and policy choices are not in line with the normative and political context of the EU/Europe, it
can be said that de-Europeanization is taking place in a country (Aydin-Diizgit & Kaliber, 2016,
p. 6). Thus, the shift from soft power to hard power can also be regarded as a sign of de-
Europeanization in a country due to the fact that the EU promotes soft power rather than hard
power in foreign policy (Miiftiiler-Ba¢ & Giirsoy, 2010). Rising military operations in spite of

the EU’s backlashes proves our argument that de-Europeanization is prevalent in Turkey, and
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normalization and justification of these operations in Erdogan’s discourse demonstrate that he
is a pivotal actor in enabling de-Europeanization in Turkey.

These types of issues that were commonly utilized in constructing the EU/Europe’s
identity negatively in Erdogan’s discourse also increased the skepticism, distrust, and
indifference among the society against the EU, which paved the way for de-Europeanization
process in Turkey. Furthermore, since almost all speeches of Erdogan are broadcasted live on
television, his discourse easily resonated with the public. Thereby, the society acknowledged
and internalized the de-Europeanized discourse of Erdogan, which made the de-

Europeanization process in Turkey more likely and uncontested.
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CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSION

In this thesis, | addressed the question of “How and to what extent the weakening impact
of the EU as a normative and political context in Turkey is normalized and justified through the
discursive articulations of the EU/Europe/West in the discourse of political leader in power
between 2015 and 2020?”. To answer this question, | focused on the last five years, which is
arguably the most complicated time for Turkey-EU relations, given the fact that the future of
relations was always on shaky ground during this period.

As mentioned above, Turkey’s EU journey is a long story; however, it is the last two
decades that we can observe the significant transformations in the course of relations. In the
early years of the 2000s, Turkey has undergone a process of Europeanization with continuous
reforms implemented in several areas such as democratization, human rights, judiciary,
military, and so on. The decision of the EU to recognize Turkey’s candidacy triggered a new
wave of transformation in the country both in action and in discourse. In the period after 1999,
Turkish governments started to use the EU/Europe increasingly as a reference point in
governance-related reforms (Aydin-Diizgit & Kaliber, 2016). Societal actors have also resorted
to the European norms and values as an anchor for political change and modernization taking
place in the country (Aydin-Diizgit & Kaliber, 2016). Yet, this era that is labeled as “golden
age of Europeanization” lasted only for a while until the formal beginning of accession
negotiations (Onis & Yilmaz, 2009a). From that day forward, the relations have begun to
deteriorate day by day. Political leaders, most particularly Recep Tayyip Erdogan, who has
increasingly become the sole authority that determine the foreign policy agenda in Turkey, have
also enabled the deteriorating relationship with his preferred discourse on the EU, Europe, and
the West. So, in the post-2005, Europeanization has begun to lose its momentum in Turkey. It

can still be argued that limited Europeanization, selective Europeanization or loose
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Europeanization exists in Turkey after 2005 with certain reforms implemented in some policy
areas; however, the extent and scope of reforms related to the EU accession process have
decreased dramatically (Aydin-Diizgit & Kaliber, 2016; Onis, 2010; Onis & Yilmaz, 2009a; G.
Yilmaz, 2016b).

The transformation from Europeanization to de-Europeanization in Turkey dated back
to the late 2000s. Several scholars argue that de-Europeanization became evident in the post-
2007 that corresponds to the time after the third election victory of the AKP government
(Aydin-Diizgit & Kaliber, 2016). On the other hand, others assert that the phase of de-
Europeanization in Turkey started in the early 2010s and still prevalent in the country (G.
Yilmaz, 2016b). When we look at the political choices and discourse of the political leader in
power, it is evident that the trend of de-Europeanization in Turkey is still rampant in 2020,
along with Anti-Westernism that started to become more and more apparent.

The actions and discourse of President Erdogan in the last five years demonstrate that
the ruling party acted as “the sole democratizing or pro-reform actor in the domestic arena”
with minimal or largely negative reference to the EU/Europe (Aydin-Diizgit & Kaliber, 2016;
G. Yilmaz, 2016b). In this regard, President Erdogan presented the reforms undertaken in the
last years as the government’s service for the sake of the Turkish public. Hence, he stressed that
these reforms were implemented without the contribution and enforcement of any other
political actor or institution like the EU. Among the speeches this thesis analyzed, it is common
to see that Erdogan presented the reforms as “the rights and needs of Turkish citizen” rather
than the criteria of the EU, which validates our argument that de-Europeanization that can be
defined as “loss or weakening of the EU/Europe as a normative/political context and as a
reference point in domestic settings and public debates” is indeed prevalent in Turkey (Aydin-

Diizgit & Kaliber, 2016).
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In contrast with earlier periods, the negative articulations of the EU/Europe and the West
increased significantly in the discourse of Erdogan in the last five years. Among 604 speeches
delivered, 179 speeches mentioned the EU, Europe, or the West, and 151 referred to them
negatively. These statements were also effective in shaping the public views on the
EU/Europe/West because of the fact that they were conveyed to the society through various
channels of communication from traditional media to social media, leading to the continuous
re-articulation of President Erdogan’s discourse in different settings where exposure to a
broader audience is inevitable. Thus, increasing skepticism, distrust, and indifference among
the society was ignited by the negative discursive constructions of the EU/Europe/West’s
identity. In the fall 2016, only 28 percent of population supported the idea of EU membership
in Turkey, which constitutes a great decline comparing with 75 percent in 2004 (European
Commission, 2016a). So, the de-Europeanization process has become less challenging in the
absence of domestic public support for Europeanization reforms in the last five years.

On the other hand, constructing the opposition between the EU/Europe/West and
Turkey with the help of binary use of ‘we’ and ‘they’ helped Erdogan to normalize and justify
his actions and policy choices that are in contrast with the EU’s expectations and demands. It
is found that similar discursive patterns were repeated under different circumstances through
which Erdogan reproduced his discourse towards or in relation to the EU/Europe/West.
Through the portrayal of the EU as ‘hypocritical’, ‘Janus-faced’, ‘exclusionary’, ‘unfair’,
‘racist’, ‘Islamophobic’, ‘crisis-ridden’, ‘unwelcomed penetrator’, and, ‘democratically and
economically inferior’ in different occurrences, the incompatibility and discrepancy with the
EU has been emphasized again and again. The repeated predication of the EU as a problematic
entity also served the purpose of constructing the public views in line with the discourse of
Erdogan, which makes it easier for him to naturalize and justify a de-Europeanized approach

towards the EU/Europe and the West.
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In light of these, this study contributes to the abovementioned Europeanization and de-
Europeanization literature through a qualitative study based on the critical discourse analysis
of Turkish President Recep Tayyip Erdogan’s statements in the last five years. As a matter of
fact, there were previous studies that analyzed Erdogan’s discourse in the earlier years;
however, this thesis differs from them in the sense that it focused on the period between 2015
and 2020, which is arguably the most complicated term for Turkey-EU relations up to now. It
is also the most suitable era for observing the de-Europeanization through President Erdogan’s
discourse due to the escalation in the density of harsh criticisms and inflammatory speeches
regarding the EU/Europe/West. Moreover, the period also corresponds with the time Turkey
has governed singlehandedly under the presidency of Erdogan. Since the election of Erdogan
as the president in 2014, his position as a predominant and hegemonic leader enhanced with the
disappearance of structural domestic and international constraints, which made his speeches the
reflection of state authority (Bashirov & Lancaster, 2018).

This study shows that de-Europeanization in Turkey was normalized and justified by
the negative discursive constructions of the EU/Europe/West in the narrative of President
Erdogan. Although the full membership to the EU was still declared as a strategic goal of
Turkey from time to time, the EU was always blamed for blocking the road to the EU
membership. On the other hand, there was always a counterstatement asserting that “Turkey
does not need the EU” after every statement expressing the strategic goal of membership.

Such a stance illustrates that the EU’s legitimacy has lost its appeal both for the political
leaders and the public. The AKP does not need the EU for its survival anymore; that is why the
domestic agenda and other foreign policy incentives are much more effective in deciding the
roadmap of Turkey in this period. In Erdogan’s discourse, it is apparent that the EU was not
perceived as an actor who is capable of determining Turkey’s policy preferences, actions, and

reform process anymore. Erdogan’s statements towards the EU institutions such as “Whatever
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report you prepare, the owners of our report are here. The reports prepared by Hans and George
do not bind us. Only the ones that are prepared by Ahmet, Mehmet, Ayse, and Fatma bind us”3
can also be considered as evidence for this fact. The actions taken despite the severe criticisms
and warnings by the European countries and institutions proved that the EU had lost its ground
as the primary reference point in domestic settings and national public debates.

To conclude, it seems like de-Europeanization will continue to be the dominant
phenomenon in Turkey as well in the following years since there is no sign for change in the
actions and discourses of Turkish politicians regarding the relations between Turkey and the
EU. This thesis aimed to assess the relations between Turkey and the EU between 2015 and
2020 through the lens of de-Europeanization that was normalized and justified via discursive
articulations of the EU/Europe/West in President Erdogan’s discourse. While analyzing official
speeches and statements of President Erdogan, it is proposed that his discourse on the
EU/Europe/West enabled and naturalized the de-Europeanization process since 2015.
However, it is accepted that not including other domestic political actors’ discourse puts some
limitations on the analysis. This study preferred to analyze the statements of President Erdogan
due to his dominant and pivotal role in determining the policy choices of Turkey and saying the
final word in most political matters in the determined time. The abundance of statements related
to the EU/Europe/West in the official website of the Presidency of the Republic of Turkey was
also effective in preferring to limit the database to President Erdogan’s discourse. Nevertheless,
the analysis can be further strengthened by looking at the discourse of other important domestic
actors in Turkey. Besides, one should look at the time period after 2020 to see the further
examples of discursive articulations of the EU/Europe/West in Erdogan and other domestic

actors’ discourse in order to understand the future of the de-Europeanization process in Turkey.

31 Ne raporu hazirlarsamz hazirlayin, bizim raporumuzun sahipleri buradadir. Hans’in, George’un, sunun-bunun
hazirladig: raporlar bizi baglamaz. Bizi Ahmet’in, Mehmet’in, Ayse’nin, Fatma’nin hazirlig1 raporlar baglar;
olay budur.
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