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ABSTRACT

TURKISH THINK TANKS AND THEIR ATTITUDES TOWARDS THE EU:
SCEPTIC OR SUPPORTIVE?

IREM NART
EUROPEAN STUDIES M.A. THESIS, AUGUST 2020

Thesis Supervisor: Prof. Senem AYDIN DUZGIT

Keywords: Euroscepticism, Think Tanks, The European Union, Turkey

Even though Euroscepticism has been an existed concept since the establishment of
the EU, in recent years its visibility increased both in member and candidate states.
The thesis examines the think tanks, which are actors that usually are not involved
in the literature, by looking from the perception of Euroscepticism. In this thesis,
160 publications of the selected think tanks and 6 face-to-face interviews that are
conducted with those think tanks are used. In line with the typology of Taggart
and Szczerbiak, these discourses are surveyed and classified as hard Eurosceptic,
soft Eurosceptic and supportive discourses depending on their features.
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OZET

TURKIYE'DEKI DUSUNCE KURULUSLARININ AVRUPA BIRLIGI'NE
KARSI TUTUMLARI: SUPHECI VEYA DESTEKLEYICI?

IREM NART
AVRUPA CALISMALARI YUKSEK LISANS TEZI, AGUSTOS 2020

Tez Danigmani: Prof. Dr. Senem Aydin Diizgit

Anahtar Kelimeler: Avrupa Siipheciligi, Diigiince Kuruluglar1, Avrupa Birligi,
Thrkiye

Avrupa Siipheciligi Avrupa Birligi'nin kuruldugu ilk yillardan bu yana var olan bir
olgu olsa da son zamanlarda goriiniirliigiinii hem {tye iilkeler hem de aday tilkel-
erde artirmigtir. Tez, Avrupa Stpheciligine farkli bir noktadan bakarak literatirde
caligma alanina ¢ok dahil edilmeyen aktorler olan disiince kuruluglarini Avrupa
Stpheciligi temelinde incelemektedir. Tezde, secilen alt1 adet diigiince kuruluglarinin
160 adet yaymi ve diigiince kuruluslar: ile yapilan 6 adet ytliz ytlize miilakatlardan
faydalanilmigtir. Bu kaynaklardan elde edilen soylemler ise Taggart ve Szczer-
biak tipolojisine gore incelenmis ve turlerine gore sert Avrupa Siipheciligi, yumusak
Avrupa Siipheciligi ve destekleyici soylemler seklinde simflandirilmigtir.
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1. INTRODUCTION

“The EU is dead. Long live Europe” (Marlowe 2019) . Nowadays, the European
Union (EU) represents disappointments rather than dreams. During the recent years
of European integration, which set out for the purpose of constituting an economic
union in order to achieve peace among its members, the EU has created a separatist
and sceptic group within itself (Aras and Tezcan 2015, 3). Particularly during the
past few years, Eurosceptic movements have been drawing attention in many of
the EU member states. A concept that has never been forgotten and has gained
increasing popularity during the last few years; the concept of Euroscepticism is

becoming increasingly debated in the literature.

Euroscepticism has emerged as a rising phenomenon in recent years (FitzGibbon,
Leruth, and Startin 2017) and has been influenced by economic, social and political
changes. The discussions within the EU regarding some issues such as the common
market, transferring of sovereignty, the 2005 constitutional referendum, and the 2008
financial crisis have led the EU populations to question their trust towards the EU.
These issues, which did not only affect the member states but also the candidate
countries, have made it inevitable for Turkey to be influenced by the transition and
the troubles that the EU has been facing.

Indeed, the negotiation process with Turkey has also been proceeding towards a dif-
ferent direction than that of other candidate countries. Due to its ups and downs,
the process of Turkey’s accession negotiation is one of the most challenging ac-
cession processes in EU history. In 1963, Turkey signed an association agreement
which is also known as the Ankara Agreement with the European Economic Com-
munity (EEC). Having struggled with many issues such as the Cyprus issue, military
takeover, political instabilities in the upcoming period, Turkey has dealt with many
internal political problems and as a result, could not have the opportunity to develop
its relations with the EU. Towards the end of the 1980s by which Turkey partially
overcame its political problems, Turkey included the issue of membership to the
Union back in its agenda and made its official application for full membership to
the EU on April 14, 1987. However, the EU did not accept the application because
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of the political and economic instabilities in Turkey. The report that was prepared
in response to Turkey’s application in 1989 remarked that Turkey’s economic, social
and political standards were not sufficient to initiate the negotiation process. The
emphasis made in this response report by the EU was that the rate of growth in
Turkey was significantly lower than that of the average of its member states and it
was claimed that Turkey has a non-functioning democracy because of reasons such

as violation of human rights, torture, and military interventions.

Some of the global and national changes that happened in the 1990s, however,
rendered Turkey’s prospects of accession to the EU possible. For instance, the
crises in the Balkans and Kosovo demonstrated the need for Turkey. Similarly, the
changes in the Greek and German governments that were then more affirmative
towards Turkey’s accession to the EU improved the relations between Turkey and
Greece and the change in the international system resulted in the acceptance of
Turkey as a candidate country during the Helsinki Summit (Eralp 2009). To address
the issue from the Turkish perspective, the economic crisis of the year 2001 in
Turkey reminded the country of its dependency on the International Monetary Fund
(IMF) and the EU again. Those in favor of the membership to the EU were of the
opinion that membership would benefit the Turkish economy and reinforce economic
relations. The trading and political elite that were affected by this crisis, as well
as the civil society therefore further supported this process of accession. In the
light of all these developments, Turkey’s goal of accessing the EU became more real
when the official negotiations began between Turkey and the EU in 2005. However,
the initially tense relations due to Cyprus’ accession to the EU in the year 2004
were maintained in a fashion where these relations declined day by day due to
the transitions that both Turkey and the EU underwent. The issue of absorption
capacity was the most important one among all the problems faced by the EU
during this period. The rejection of the Constitutional Treaty by the Netherlands
and France was also a sign that there were internal problems present within the EU
(Okten-Sipahioglu 2017).

The internal politics in Turkey itself also constituted a major barrier preventing the
Turkey-EU relations from getting deeper amid these crises that the EU was dealing
with (Aydin-Diizgit and Tocci 2015). Even though AKP (Justice and Development
Party) which secured its place in the domestic politics through another triumph
of high numbers of votes it received, drew attention with legal regulations that it
implemented to enhance human rights, indeed, it began to lessen the steps towards

democratization following the 2007 triumph.

The statement made by the EU noting that the negotiations with Turkey would



be open-ended, the leaders of the EU member states discussing the possibility of
granting “privileged partnership” to Turkey instead of full-accession, as well as the
European Council deciding to suspend negotiations with Turkey on eight chapters
in 2006 made Turkey question whether the EU was actually willing to grant Turkey
full-accession to the Union (Goff-Taylor 2017). Upon the worsening practices of
democracy and human rights in Turkey in addition to all these problems, the rela-
tions between Turkey and the EU took yet another turn of decline where there was
a loss of mutual trust. Turkey’s disregard for the criticism of the EU concerning
the Gezi Park Protests in 2013 and the corruption scandals, increasing violations
of human rights, as well as the press being suppressed in Turkey were among the
factors that caused the EU-Turkey relations to worsen. Today, it is obvious that the
same criticism is still being forwarded to Turkey by the EU. Indeed, the Turkey 2019
Report by the European Commission (EC) includes such criticism as follows, “Fun-
damental rights have been considerably curtailed under the state of emergency and
pursuant to the decrees and legislation adopted during and after it, the new presi-
dential system has removed many of the checks and balances that existed previously
and has weakened the role of the Parliament, and restrictions are being imposed on

the media” (European Commision 2019b).

In this context, as a natural reflection of the developments occurring on both sides,
the European dream started to turn into increasing Euroscepticism in the Turkish
case. It is observed that the dominant opinion about the EU has recently been
more sceptic and critical of the Union in terms of both political leaders and the
public opinion (Senyuva 2019). As the discourse of the policymakers and the public
opinion polls concerning the negotiation process have changed in time, the levels
of scepticism and criticism have worsened. The “hope and motivation” that were
present at the start of the negotiation process were replaced by disappointment
(Yaka 2016), which then manifested itself in the results of public opinion polls. The
rate of public support for EU-membership has been declining particularly in the last
two decades (Carkoglu and Kentmen 2011). For instance, while the rate of public
support for membership was 74% in 2004, it was found to be 48.4% in 2017 (Senyuva
2019).

Standing for the state of being against European integration as meant by its widest
description, “Euroscepticism has been a frequently studied topic for academics since
the second half of the 1990s” (Aras and Tezcan 2015, 3). The literature in Turkey
addresses Euroscepticism at different levels of investigation and has been developing
considerably during the recent years. While the current literature focuses to some
extent on understanding the change that has been going on in how the EU is per-

ceived by the public since the early 2000s and the reasons of this change, majority
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of this current literature actually investigates the changes observed in the attitudes

of political parties and Civil Society Organizations (CSOs).

Studies on public opinion concerning Euroscepticism question the changes that have
been seen in the public and the causes of these changes. Perhaps one of the most
prominent works on public opinion and causes of Euroscepticism was conducted by
Senyuva (2009) who analyzed the basic tendencies in the attitudes towards the EU
by looking into the results of Eurobarometer surveys between 2001 and 2008. This
study concluded that a serious loss of trust and support in the Turkish public was
observed between 2001 and 2008. He found that among the main factors leading
to the loss of such a huge volume of trust was the fact that the Turkish public is
quite sensitive about any kind of developments that happen in EU-Turkey relations
(Senyuva 2009). Another factor that was found to shape public opinion was the
identity issue. According to Senyuva, identity is one of the most crucial factors
that affect the general attitudes of the Turkish public. Some scholars, however,
have claimed that the underlying reasons for the distrustful attitude exhibited by
the Turkish public are history related. For instance, according to Yilmaz (2011),
the dominant factor behind Turkish Euroscepticism is the Sevres Syndrome, which
relates to the perception that the EU intends to divide and rule Turkey, and that
this opinion has been highly effective in shaping the public attitude towards the EU.
By looking at four different sources of data that collected between 2001-2009, they
explored the research question of to what extent “economic considerations, support
for democracy, attachment to national identity and religiosity” have been effective in
determining the attitude towards the EU among the Turkish public (Carkoglu and
Kentmen 2011). The study concluded that support for democracy has a positive
effect on determining the public attitude towards the EU while economic consid-
erations and attachment to national identity have a negative effect and religiosity
does not have a significant impact on affecting public opinion. They also concluded
that especially those who believed that the accession would have a positive impact
on themselves or Turkey’s national economic circumstances were more inclined to
support accession to the Union. Similarly, the study by Arikan (2012) also high-
lights the greater impact that is posed on public opinion on the EU by material and
cultural threats, symbolic politics and group interests rather than the utilitarian
approach. According to Yaka (2016), weakening confidence especially in the EU,
Turkey’s growing proximity to the Middle East in parallel with its policy to prove
itself as a regional power, as well as the issue of cultural and identity problems are
among the most important factors that have affected the Turkish public opinion
about the EU.

Among the other actors that are studied in relation to the issue of Euroscepticism
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are political parties. The studies which have focused on Euroscepticism in terms of
political parties have investigated political parties both in terms of their discourses
and their party policies. Though such studies have more recently focused mainly
on three main political parties, other studies that have investigated the EU policies
of other political parties including Democratic Left Party (DSP), Nationalist Move-
ment Party (MHP) and Motherland Party (ANAP) that had been in power until the
2002 elections were included in the literature particularly following the initiation of
the negotiations. For instance, analyzing the attitudes of the political parties during
the first years of the negotiation talks, Eylemer and Tas (2007) have argued that
there was indeed a division between the political parties in terms of whether they
were pro-EU or Eurosceptic. According to that study, ANAP and True Path Party
(DYP) were supportive of the EU and demonstrated a reformist attitude. During
this period, MHP did not directly reject membership to the EU; however, it was the
leader of the nationalist opponents. According to them, both the division between
the political parties and the tensions in the relations between the EU and Turkey fed
into the Eurosceptic feelings in those years. Making an emphasis on the 2002’s triple
coalition in the government consisting of centre-right pro-EU ANAP, the centre-right
nationalist MHP and pro-EU centre-left DSP, Taraktas (2008) underlines that there
has been a division between national sovereignty and liberalization on the issue of
accession to the EU. According to Aver’s (2003) classification of the then political
parties in accordance with the Taggart and Szczerbiak typology, MHP is of both
rigid and soft Euroscepticism characteristic although it does not actually fit into the
rigid Eurosceptic group while ANAP and DSP exhibit soft Eurosceptic characteris-

tics.

Recently, and particularly since the early 2010s, there have been an increasing num-
ber of studies that focus on Euroscepticism based on three political parties. Giilmez
(2013) who conducted studies on Euroscepticism at the level of political parties,
takes three parties -AKP, CHP (Republican People’s Party) and MHP and tries to
explain the reasons of rising Euroscepticism after 2002 through the policies of these
parties. While doing so, Giilmez (2013) tries to find out the domestic reasons for
the Eurosceptic approach exhibited by the political parties and claims that Turkey
is essentially a distinctive case among all the other candidate countries. Study-
ing the Euroscepticism observed in the attitudes of AKP, CHP and MHP, Ermagan
(2011) states that the Euroscepticism in these parties are caused by different factors.
Naming CHP as the “yes, but” party which exhibits a soft Eurosceptic attitude, Er-
magan maintains that the Euroscepticism is caused by the Islamist, conservative

and nationalist ideas in AKP and by the pan-Turanism idea in MHP.

Aras (2014) examines Euroscepticism at the political party level between 1999 and
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2014 and he also conducts his study focusing on the three mainstream parties. He
(2015) indicates that Euroscepticism has been getting stronger in AKP whereas it
has been getting weaker in CHP. In addition, he applies Aleks Szczerbiak and Paul
Taggart’s division of hard and soft Euroscepticism to the political parties in Turkey
and classifies AKP and CHP as soft sceptic parties and MHP as a hard sceptic party.
Moreover, analyzing Euroscepticism at the level of political parties, the study by
Yilmaz (2011) indicates that, in centre-left parties, there exists a soft sceptic attitude

whereas in nationalist and Islamist parties there exists a hard sceptic attitude.

The study by Balkir and Eylemer (2016) which studies the changes in the election
discourses of AKP, CHP and MHP during the 2002, 2007 and 2011 election years is
an important one in the literature since it conducts discourse analysis on Euroscep-
ticism. Investigating the discourse change based on Habermas’ pragmatic, ethical
and moral typology, Balkir and Eylemer (2016) identify important conclusions con-
cerning the EU discourses of the political parties. The study concludes that the
right based EU approach embraced by AKP in 2002 then evolved into a more prag-
matic dimension in 2007 and was executed in the perspective of “logic of interest”.
However, it is detected that the AKP has adopted more of a mediator role in its EU
policies after 2010 and while doing this, the party did not act on the basis of a sense
of belonging to the EU. There were, however, more obvious changes in the CHP’s
EU discourse over the years (Balkir and Eylemer 2016). Unfolding as an approach
that is mostly based on the cost of the accession process particularly during the
years following 2002, CHP’s attitude towards the EU became more nationalist and
Eurosceptic. Making note of the presence of a Eurosceptic and nationalist approach
within CHP especially until the year 2010, Balkir and Eylemer (2016) found out
that CHP adopted a more liberal, benefit-oriented and right-based logic attitude in
2011. However, as for MHP, a national and Eurosceptic stance that was shaped by
a logic of interest and which had always been against an identity of belonging to the
EU was present during all these three periods. This EU policy adopted by MHP
was different from the one of the periods between 1999-2002. A coalition partner
following the 1999 elections, MHP perceived EU-membership as a “state policy” and
thought that it stood for more than a simple cost-benefit analysis during this period
(Aver 2011). However, as already expressed by Balkir and Eylemer (2016), MHP

exhibited a more Eurosceptic and nationalist stance following the 2002 elections.

Similar to the study by Eylemer and Balkir, Baskan and Gumriik¢ti (2012) inves-
tigate party-based Euroscepticism based on a comparative analysis of 16 parties
competing in the 2011 general elections, 15 parties competing in the 2007 general
elections and 18 parties competing in the 2002 general elections in terms of their

party programs and election manifestos. The Euroscepticism-based classification of
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the political parties in this study is divided into periods of Euroenthusiasm, Eurore-

jectism and Euroscepticism according to Kopecky and Mudde’s typology.

AKP, as the political actor which has been the one single party in power since 2002
and the one which has steered Turkey’s EU policy mostly by itself is also the main
political party which is being studied when speaking of Euroscepticism today. The
radical changes that this political party has gone through especially since the year
when it came to power make AKP the frequently studied subject. Describing this
transformation as a transition to passive activism, Aver (2011) analyzes the impact
of this transformation on the policy actions while also reviewing the EU policy
embraced by AKP. According to Avci, AKP has its “Euroenthusiasm and reforms
limited” although it has yet to quit on its EU objective, and only exhibits verbal

commitment for accessing the EU.

One of the important studies on the AKP’s changing stance towards the EU was
conducted by Aydimn-Diizgit (2016) from a critically constructivist perspective. The
study uses critical discourse analysis (CDA) method to analyze the speeches by Er-
dogan during the pre- and post-election periods while also criticizing how Europe
and the EU are being structured by the then prime minister in his discourses. This
analysis (2016) concludes that the references made by Erdogan are mostly for the
Middle East and North Africa while the references for Europe and the EU stay lim-
ited (Aydin-Dizgit 2016). Firstly, it is observed that the EU is structured as the
“unwanted intruder in the domestic affairs” in the relevant discourse. Secondly, it is
seen that the discourse employed by Erdogan describes Europe/the EU “discrimi-
natory by nature”. The relevant study also reveals that the EU/Europe is described
as an entity inferior to Turkey both in political and economic terms in Erdogan’s
discourse (Aydin-Duzgit 2016).

Studying Euroscepticism at the political party level, Alpan conducts a study similar
to the one by Aydin-Diizgit where she analyzes AKP’s discourses pertaining to two
different periods and explains its FEurope-related discourse by making use of Laclau
and Mouffe’s discourse theory (Alpan 2016). Describing itself as a conservative
democratic party after the elections in 2002, she argues that the AKP employed
discourses which have highlighted the benefits to be introduced by accessing the EU
for the alliance of civilizations. In 2007, the AKP discourse seems to take a turn
with an emphasis on stability and national sovereignty. Starting with this period,
the EU is increasingly described as a “resented guardian” (Alpan 2016) which does
not appreciate Turkey’s efforts enough. This is when the discourses concerning the
EU begin to be more hostile and marginalizing (Aydin-Diizgit and Kaliber 2016).

The pro-Europe stance which was observed during the first years of its ruling is



seen to change into one that is very critical of the EU (Aras and Tezcan 2015).
Especially after 2005, the fact that the Cyprus issue was not resolved, coupled with
the barriers Turkey faced during the negotiation process as well as with the party
having no concern for legitimacy led AKP to exhibit a different stance towards the
EU (Aras and Tezcan 2015). Hence the pro-EU stance which was dominant in
AKP’s policies during the period between 2002-2005 was replaced by a stance of
soft Furoscepticism during the period following 2005, which became more obvious

during the period following 2010.

As seen in the above-mentioned studies, the transition process which the political
parties have gone through in years regarding their views on Europe was mainly
studied from the perspective of Euroscepticism and classified according to various
typologies. The two main typologies employed in these studies are Kopecky &
Mudde and Taggart & Szczerbiak typologies. In other studies where the political
parties are not classified using any typology, discourse analysis and content analysis

are employed to investigate the changes in their stances towards the EU.

Among the fields where Euroscepticism is studied is also the literature studies which
investigate the attitudes exhibited by CSOs, including although in a limited fashion
TTs. Although it is not always possible to make a clear distinction between CSOs
and TTs especially in the Turkish context, CSOs are the “institutions that are
created by individuals organizing on a voluntary basis to realize their common ob-
jectives” while T'Ts are the “institutions created generally with researchers/scientists
that raise awareness of popular issues in the public” (Ozgiizel and Cetintiirk 2016,
65) as well as with those individuals that are highly equipped and knowledgeable in
a specific field (Giil and Yemen 2016). It is therefore important to comprehend and
analyze these actors’ stance towards the EU since they are capable of informing and

steering the community.

CSOs are actors which can be highly effective in making sure that the perspective
of full-accession to the EU is incorporated intensively into the Turkish and EU
media (Unalp Cepel 2006). That is why the impact introduced by these actors onto
the EU accession process has been a study topic for the studies which have been
being conducted since the start of the negotiation process. Among such works is a
study which focuses on the periodical transitions that the Independent Industrialists
and Businessmen Association (MUSIAD) has gone through in terms of its stance
toward the EU (Ermagan 2012). This study concluded that the Association was
strictly against the EU especially during the period preceding 2000, which then
transformed into a state where it exhibited a conditional pro-EU stance during the

period following 2000. Having employed an anti-Western and anti-EU discourse



throughout this period -especially until the mid-1990s, MUSIAD started exhibiting
a pro-EU stance during the following decade (Onis and Tiirem 2001).

Another study which investigates the stances of Non-Governmental Organizations
(NGOs) towards the EU is the one by Cicioglu (2013) which analyzes the EU poli-
cies adopted by nine NGOs operating in Turkey within the last decade. The study
intends to analyze the EU policies adopted by the NGOs selected. The study (2013)
concludes that especially IKV (Economic Development Foundation) and TESEV
(Turkish Economic and Social Studies Foundation) were supportive of Turkey’s ac-
cession to the EU and that the accession to the EU was a priority of foreign affairs
for all of the NGOs except for ADD (Association of Kemalist Thought). A study by
Zihnioglu (2019) which is similar to the one by Cicioglu investigates the attitudes
and roles of the European Movement 2002, Turkish Industry and Business Associa-
tion (TUSIAD), IKV and TISK (Turkish Confederation of Employer Associations)

in Turkey’s accession process.

As it can be understood from the above-mentioned studies, there are numerous stud-
ies on the civil society organizations’ attitudes towards the EU. However, there are
only a handful of studies which have been conducted concerning Turkish think-tanks’
attitudes towards the EU. There is not even one single study focusing on Euroscep-
ticism only from the viewpoint of Turkish think-tanks where existing studies mostly
focus on analyzing the European think-tanks’ opinions. Among such studies is the
one which was conducted by the Jacques Delors Institute in 2018. This study in-
cluded 149 think-tanks from 25 countries to make a classification based on what
they are doing in relation to the EU and what attitudes they are exhibiting towards
the EU. For example, the think-tanks in France, Finland, Spain and Italy were clas-
sified as the ones which generally adopt a pro-EU stance while the think-tanks in
Belgium, Ireland and Greece are found to exhibit a more neutral stance (Boucher
and Hobbs 2004). 68% of the selected think-tanks were found to adopt a neutral
stance while over 30% of them were found to carry a pro-EU stance. The study
found only one single think-tank which held an anti-European stance. Unlike this
study by the Jacques Delors Institute, the study by Pautz and Plehwe (2014) found
that there are various ideologies embraced by the various think-tanks in the EU.
This study claims that there exists a significant polarization especially between the
think-tanks and that such polarization can be divided into those that are in favour
of an ever closer union and those that are in favour of an economic union (Pautz
and Plehwe 2014). These studies analyzing think tanks based on Euroscepticism did
not cover think tanks in Turkey and they only elaborated on the European based

institutions.



As it can be comprehended from the discussion above, political parties and public
opinion have become the main focal point of the studies with regards to Euroscep-

ticism in Turkey, where T'Ts have been neglected as a field of study.

Three years ago, my internship at a think tank under the European Studies desk for
two months gave me the impression that think tanks were more effective, specialized
and active in European matters than many other actors. In particular, some think
tanks working on Europe and the EU produce very important outputs for these issues
with their conferences, research reports and articles that they publish. However,
despite these important outputs, the attitudes of think tanks towards Europe and
the EU are not examined thoroughly, especially in developing countries such as

Turkey, where the effects of think tanks are relatively limited.

The few existing studies concerning the attitudes exhibited by Turkish think-tanks
towards the EU focus mainly on the activities of such institutions and often group
them together with NGOs. Due to the fact that these studies that are limited in
number were made a long time ago, they do not incorporate the effects of the changes

taking place in both Turkey and the EU over time.

Besides, there does not exist one single study which investigates think-tanks’ atti-
tudes solely based on an in-depth analysis of think-tanks. For this reason, I argue
that looking at Euroscepticism in Turkey from the perspective of T'Ts can introduce
a new point of view for the literature. In this context, the present study is intended
to fill the existing gap and to contribute to the literature on Turkish TTs and their
attitudes towards the EU by examining six selected T'Ts and their views on Europe
and the EU. In order to actualize this, discourses produced by the think tanks will

be surveyed and these discourses will be evaluated with the selected typology.

The second chapter addresses the history of Turkey-EU relations, followed by how
Euroscepticism has been perceived by the political party leaders and the public

opinion during this period, as well as how it has transformed.

The third chapter explains the theoretical and methodological foundations of the
thesis. It firstly addresses the different descriptions and types of Euroscepticism in
the literature. Then, the methodology employed in the present thesis and how the
data analysis was conducted will be outlined in detail. More specifically, Taggart
and Szczerbiak’s typology of Euroscepticism which has been referred to herein will

be discussed in detail in this chapter.

The fourth chapter presents a conceptual discussion of how think-tanks can be de-
fined, as well as provide a historical discussion of how think-tanks emerged in Turkey.

Following these, the think-tanks chosen for analysis, the reasons behind these choices
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and a description of their research profile and functions are presented.

The fifth chapter of the thesis will include an analysis of the attitudes of the TTs
from the perspective of Euroscepticism. Taggart and Szczerbiak’s typology will
be applied to Turkish TTs and there will be an assessment on the basis of their
attitudes towards the EU in this analysis section. This analysis will be carried out
by making use of both the results of the interviews held with the selected TTs and
their publications after 2016. Thus, the discourses of the selected think tanks will
be surveyed to understand the attitudes of these think tanks towards the EU.

The last chapter, on the other hand, will present an elaborative discussion of the

findings in an attempt to assess the aforementioned think tanks.
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2. EUROSCEPTICISM IN TURKEY

2.1 A Glance at Turkey-EU Relations

“Turkey could join the EU in the year 3000 on current progress” (National 2016).!
Although this statement seems exaggerated, recent developments show that Turkey’s
membership to the EU does not seem possible in the foreseeable future and progress
in accession negotiations for full membership is not on the table for Turkey. The
EU and Turkey have had a bumpy relationship for many years and this process has
not yet led to a successful conclusion. Although the process began with Turkey’s
application to the EEC in 1959, the interaction between Europeans and Turks is
not new. With the foundation of the Republic of Turkey, Turkey started to follow
a policy advocating closer relations with Europe. Especially during the Cold War,
Turkey adopted a western-oriented policy and since then, Turkey has been at a quite

important position for Western states in political, military and geostrategic terms.

During the Cold War years, Turkey took its place in the Western bloc against the
Soviet Union. Joining first the Council of Europe, which was founded in 1949,
Turkey then joined the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO). This way,
Turkey showed that it was connected to the Western block not only in political
but also in military terms (Miftiiler-Bag 1996). In 1959, Turkey applied to join the
EEC and on September 12, 1963, it signed the Ankara Agreement which “constitutes
the legal basis for Turkey’s eligibility for EU membership” (Miiftiiler-Bag 2016, 61)

Even though this Agreement did not promise candidacy to Turkey, it aimed
to strengthen the Turkish economy. Next, Turkey and the Community started
negotiations upon Turkey’s demand and on November 23, 1970, the Additional
Protocol was signed (Miiftiler-Bag 1997).

IDavid Cameron’s statement to a British tv channel in 2016 is taken as a reference.
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Coming into force in 1973, this Additional Protocol ensured that the obligations
started to be mutually implemented. The Additional Protocol did not only deter-
mine economic aid to Turkey but also stated that Turkey’s customs duties should
gradually be abolished. Despite these positive developments, both global and na-
tional events in the 1970s created important problems in the relationship during
those years. While the collapse of the Bretton Woods system and the oil crisis had
adverse economic effects across the entire world, Turkey’s Cyprus issue and political
as well as economic instabilities constituted additional problems for Turkey. Sii-
leyman Demirel, who was the Prime Minister of Turkey at that time, stated that
“We are needy of even 70 cents” (Milliyet 2010) which clearly demonstrated the eco-
nomic situation of Turkey in 1977. When the military coup of September 12, 1980,
was added to these developments, the Community suspended the relations until the
political and social situation in Turkey normalized. In this context, the 1980 mil-
itary coup distanced Turkey from democratic values. Betterment of the bilateral
relations was only possible after the second half of the 1980s when Turgut Ozal,
who advocated liberal economic policies, became the prime minister. Looking at
Turkey’s political atmosphere in those years, supportive declarations made by both
left-wing and right-wing parties drew attention to EC membership. Particularly the
suspension of political and social rights during this period caused different political

parties to support the membership process.

With that motivation, Turkey applied for full membership to the EC on April 17,
1987, but the result was not as Turkey expected. After two and half years from
the application, on December 18, 1989, the European Commission stated in its
resolution that Turkey was not ready for membership and Turkey needed economic,
political and social development. In addition, the Commission underlined that it
could not accept a new member until its internal integration was completed. This
negative decision of the EC inflicted a huge disappointment on the majority of the
public who were eager to become a member of the Community. Nonetheless, the
customs union assumed an important task by being the connection point to continue
the relations and by entering into force in 1996, it started the economic integration
process in bilateral relations. Therefore, this agreement provided a basis to move the
relationship one step forward. However, when the candidate status was not granted
to Turkey while it was granted to other countries in the Luksembourg Summit
gathered in 1997, criticisms against the Union commenced increasing (Onig 2000).
As a matter of fact, Portugal and Spain, which were similar to Turkey in terms
of economic and political development, were accepted as members by the Union
in 1986. This development led the Turkish public to believe that identity was an
important factor when it came to membership to the EU (Onig 2001).
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On the other hand, the justifiability of the reasons purported by the EC can be
clearly seen looking at the political developments during this period. Indeed, several
indicative political events took place during this period including the increase of
political Islam, the Susurluk accident which showed the relationship between the
state and the mafia, the increasing role of military in politics and the threat of
radicalism were just a few of these events (Miftiiler-Bag 1998, 246). Only two
years later, in 1999, Turkey took an important step in the Helsinki Summit and
was granted the official candidate status. Although Turkey was recognized as a
candidate country in 1999, negotiations did not start immediately. The EC adopted
first the Accession Partnership with Turkey in 2001. The negotiations were officially
launched in 2005 after the progress report prepared in 2004 stated that Turkey
sufficiently fulfilled the political requirements of the Copenhagen criteria. However,
it was stated in the Negotiating Framework that there was no guarantee that the

process would result with membership.

Although the period between 2002-2005 was described as “the golden age” (Onis
2000) regarding the relations between Turkey and the EU, the course of relations
changed predominantly after 2005 and entered into a new dimension. The negotia-
tions for the EU accession have had to halt to the fact that Turkey had to sign the
Additional Protocol that extends the scope to include countries such as Cyprus, as
well as due to the difficulties in opening chapters and Turkey’s distancing itself from

democratic values.

In fact, although the relations between the EU and Turkey continued to some extent,
changes have been observed in the public opinion and Turkish people’s perception as
well as confidence in the EU over time (Carkoglu and Kentmen 2011; Senyuva 2019;
Yaka 2016; Yilmaz 2011). Various debates over Turkey’s membership as well as
cultural arguments against Turkish accession in the EU have augmented the sceptic
approach of the Turkish society towards the EU (Aydin-Diizgit and Kaliber 2016).

Indeed, studies point out that Turkish public support for full membership to the EU
was quite high at the beginning of the negotiation talks. For instance, according to
the 2004 fall Eurobarometer results, 62% of the Turkish public stated that “the EU
is a good thing” (European Commision 2004b). Similarly, according to the spring
Eurobarometer results in 2004, the proportion of people who stated that ‘the EU
is a good thing’ was 71% (European Commision 2004a). After the problems that
occurred following the initiation of the negotiation process, this percentage started
to decrease. For instance, according to the survey that was conducted by Euro-
barometer in March and April 2005, while the trust of the Turkish public towards
the Union was 50% in fall 2005 (European Commision 2005), it decreased to 35%
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in spring 2006 (European Commision 2006). Hence, Turkish people increasingly
started to believe that the EU was an unreliable partner. Although it is normal to
have decreased public opinion support for a typical candidate country in the negotia-
tion process, it was distinctive that such a decrease took place at the very beginning
for Turkey (Carkoglu and Kentmen 2011). Furthermore, it can clearly be observed
that this decrease in public support is a continued phenomenon today. According to
the Eurobarometer 2017 spring results, for instance, the proportion of people who
believed that the EU is a good thing was only 47%. Looking particularly at the most
recent Eurobarometer results, the rate of those who believe that EU membership
is “a good thing” was measured as 27% in 2019 fall (European Commision 2019a).
This change in public opinion will be further elaborated in the next section on the

basis of both Eurobarometer data and other studies conducted by survey companies.

From this perspective, it can be observed that this increase in Euroscepticism does
not only demonstrate itself in public opinion polls but also in leaders’ discourses. In
this regard, both political party elites and the public were disturbed by the unjust
treatment against Turkey especially after 2005 (Alpan 2016). While political elites
can be supportive actors in the Europeanization path, they can also be effective
actors regarding the de-Europeanization process (Aydin-Diizgit and Kaliber 2016).
As a matter of fact, the post-2005 period was one when de-Europeanization (Aydin-
Diizgit and Kaliber 2016) was clearly seen in Turkish politics. Initially having
positive discourses about the EU, political leaders have grown into actors criticizing
the EU and from time to time indicating that the negotiation process should be
suspended. For example, while AKP coming into rule by winning the 2002 elections
drew attention with its pro-Western discourse after the election victory, it demon-
strated an attitude distanced from the EU both in its policies and discourses after
2005 (Alpan 2016; Aras and Tezcan 2015; Ava 2011; Aydin-Diizgit 2016; Balkir and
Eylemer 2016). Changes in the AKP’s EU policies started to be observed as a con-
sequence of the changing global and national agendas (Marcou 2013). Similarly, this
change was observed not only in the ruling party but also in the opposition parties
of Turkey. For instance, a more Eurosceptic attitude has also been observed in MHP
particularly after the 2002 elections (Balkir and Eylemer 2016; Giilmez 2013).

Considering the fact that political leaders’ discourses and public opinion surveys
are often parallel to each other in the Turkish case, a thorough analysis of both
public opinion and political discourses, as well as the underlying reasons, is critical

in comprehending the various dimensions of Euroscepticism which exist in Turkey.
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2.2 Public Opinion and Political Discourses

Euroscepticism is a strong attitude and feeling that showed itself even in the estab-
lishment phase of the EU. Contrary to what is happening today, in the first years of
its formation, the EU was perceived as an important opportunity by the countries
that left the war with major losses due to the opportunities it provided. Although
the pledges of democracy and human rights made by the EU became attractive for
other states, in time this community started to lose its appeal due to the structural
and global problems it encountered and began to be questioned by the countries. In
fact, this questioning towards the Union have been directed not only by the member

countries but also by the candidate countries.

Within this scope, even though Turkey had been willing to join the Union for years,
in the following years, it began to lose its interest due to the uncertainty in the
negotiation process and the problems that were experienced. This shift of attitude
towards the EU commenced demonstrating itself both at the level of elites and the

level of public.

Public opinion can be defined as a society’s general attitudes or beliefs. By the end
of the Cold War and after the emergence of non-state actors, “the concept of public
opinion has begun to be taken into consideration and analyzed more in IR” (Yazgan
and Aktas 2012, 2). Public opinion can be easily affected by the political agenda and
is highly prone to the manipulation of actors. In this context, political parties and
party leaders are very effective actors in directing and shaping public opinion. In
relations between the EU and Turkey, Turkish public opinion for membership more
or less goes hand in hand with the political developments and leaders’ discourses
regarding the EU. Therefore, understanding the changes in discourses and public

opinion is important in understanding Euroscepticism in Turkey.

In this part of the thesis, changing policies as well as the discourses of political
leaders and Turkey’s public opinion towards the EU will be discussed starting from
2002 through the lens of Euroscepticism. To understand the origins of the changes

in Euroscepticism in Turkey, analyzing different periods in the negotiation process
would be helpful.

In the history of relations, one can always find a political leader who was against
the idea of full membership. To start with an example, Necmettin Erbakan who
was the founder of the National Vision Movement (Milli Goriig Hareketi), was one

of those politicians rejecting full membership. He drew attention with his criticism
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towards the EU in the 1970s and 80s. In those years and in his book “Milli Gortig”
(1975), he alleged that the Common Market was a Catholic union. Similarly, in an
interview he described the EU as a “Christian Club”, by adding that “the EU is a
Christian Union. The Christian Union has never brought happiness to humanity.
It doesn’t know pureness, justice and right. It is not possible to find happiness
by following such a community. Because it is already falling down. There is no
family, society or economy. For that reason, what a great misery to insist on being
a member of such a union” (Milli Gazete 2009).> As it can be understood from
Erbakan’s statements, the National Vision Movement was one of the most intense
political movements which criticized the EU in the past years. However, especially
during the developments after February 28, Erbakan’s rhetoric started to become

more positive towards the Union.

AKP was established by breaking away from the ‘National Vision” in 2001. In the
2002 elections, which took place after Turkey received the candidate status, AKP
came to power with 34.2% of the votes (Fisher 2002). It had a different attitude
towards the EU since the party’s establishment. In its first years, AKP seemed
quite positive and decisive in its policies regarding the EU and this attitude was
clearly observed in the party’s election declarations. In the election bulletin of 2002,
policies regarding the EU were expressed as follows: “our party considers Turkey’s
full membership to the EU as a natural result of our modernization process. The
realization of the economic and political provisions of the EU criteria is an important
step towards the modernization of the state and society. It is inevitable to implement
these criteria, irrespective of being a member of the EU” (AK Party 2002).3

Departing from this thought, AKP was observed to make certain legal regulations
in this period. For instance, the Turkish Civil Code, which entered into force in
2002, introduced regulations that emphasize the equality of women in social life and
eliminate gender-based discrimination (Miiftiiler-Bag 2005). Although such steps
were taken by the ruling party to gain more permanent ground in domestic policy, the
legal regulations in this process took Turkey a step forward in becoming a democratic
state of law in the path towards the EU. In parallel to these developments, the party
representatives’ positive statements about the EU in these years drew attention.

Similarly, this positive atmosphere was also seen in public polls.

2The original Turkish quotation is “Avrupa Birligi bir Hiristiyan Birligidir. Hiristiyan Birligi hi¢cbir zaman
insanliga saadet getirmemistir ve getirmez. Temizlik hak ve adalet nedir bilmez. Béyle bir toplulugun
arkasina diigerek saadet bulmak mimkin degildir. Ciinki kendisi zaten ¢okiiyor. Aile, toplum, ekonomi
kalmamigtir. Bundan dolayidir ki, boyle bir birligin icine girmekte 1srar etmek ne biiyiik bir bedbahtliktir”.

3The original Turkish quotation is “Partimiz, iilkemizin Avrupa Birligi'ne tam tiyeligini, modernlegme siirec-
imizin dogal sonucu olarak gormektedir. AB kriterlerinin ekonomik ve siyasi hiikiimlerinin hayata gegir-
ilmesi, devlet ve toplum olarak birlikte cagdaslagsmamiz yoniinde atilacak 6nemli bir adimdir. Bu kriterlerin,
Avrupa Birligi iiyeliginden bagimsiz olarak diigiiniildiiginde bile hayata gegirilmesi kacinilmazdir”.
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To understand and evaluate Turkish public opinion towards the EU, systematic
and reliable studies started to be conducted in the early 2000s (Senyuva 2019).
Thus, Eurobarometer studies started in 2001 to measure the Turkish public opinion’s
attitude towards the EU. As a matter of fact, analysis of Eurobarometer study
results presents us a detailed map of Turkish attitudes towards the EU (Yaka 2016) .
Besides the Eurobarometer, cross-national surveys such as the Transatlantic Trends
Survey, PEW Global surveys and surveys of certain universities also started to

explore Turkish public opinion in this field (Senyuva 2019).

According to the first Eurobarometer results in 2001, the ratio of the public ex-
pressing that Turkey’s membership would be a “good” thing was 58% (Yaka 2016,
159). So much so that in spring 2003, public support for Turkey’s membership to
the Union was 67% (Yaka 2016). At this point, it was seen that the reforms and
statements which were made by the leaders were supported by the public in the
membership process. As a result of the legal reforms and regulations, the EU initi-
ated an official negotiation process with Turkey in October 2005. This decision was

met with great satisfaction by both the Turkish public and leaders.

The reaction of the public to the starting of the negotiation process was also very
favourable. Indeed, it is seen in the research carried out in these years that Turkish
people were very willing to join the Union. For instance, according to the Transat-
lantic Trends Survey, public support for membership was 74% in 2004. Similarly,
for Eurobarometer results, it was 71% in the same year (Ugur 2010). These rates in
Turkey-EU relations have been the highest public support so far and “these figures
have never been reached again” (Senyuva 2019, 6). In the subsequent years of the
negotiation process, public support has started to decline. At this point, it would
not be wrong to utter that the support in Turkish public opinion towards EU mem-
bership is variable and sensitive towards political events. As a matter of fact, when
we look at the post-2005 period, we see that the positive atmosphere in public opin-
ion has started to change with the effect of the developments in the EU and Turkey.
Particularly from 2005 onwards, Euroscepticism present in political party attitudes
drew attention and Turkey started to produce discourses advocating the suspension
of bilateral relations (Keyman and Aydin-Diizgit 2013). At the level of public opin-
ion, on the other hand, there emerged a trend called “delusional Euroscepticism”

(Keyman and Aydin-Diizgit 2013) exaggerating Turkey’s global power.

In the period when the attitudes had shifted, one of the key developments was
Cyprus’ membership to the EU in 2004. This decision was highly criticized, espe-
cially by political leaders in Turkey. Erdogan showed his reaction by stating that

“now I am asking: Among the criteria for EU membership, there is a condition
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called ‘not to have a border problem’. Although Cyprus has a border problem, how
did it become a member?” (Hiirriyet 2004).* Again, in these years, leaders such as
German leader Angela Merkel and French leader Nicolas Sarkozy offered a privileged
partnership to Turkey instead of full membership and that proposal constituted an-
other issue which affected the process. Similarly, Austrian Prime Minister Wolfgang
Schiissel exhibited attitudes advocating alternative models of engagement instead of
Turkey’s full membership to the EU. During this period, criticisms against Turkey’s
candidacy were particularly shaped on the basis of cultural difference and identity
(Aydin 2006).

In addition to these criticisms, one of the biggest problems hindering the negotiations
between Turkey and the EU was the stipulation that Turkey needed to sign the
Additional Protocol to start the negotiations. With this Protocol signed on July
29, 2005, the customs union was expanded to include new EU member countries as
well. In light of these discussions, accession negotiations started between Turkey
and the EU on October 3, 2005. Yet, the negotiation text was in a problematic
structure due to certain expressions. As a matter of fact, although the common
goal in the negotiation text was stated to be membership, the text also underlined
the EU’s absorption capacity and that the negotiations were an open-ended process,
the results of which could not be guaranteed in advance (Erhan and Akdemir 2016).
Article 5 of the Negotiation Framework Document underscores that the negotiations
can be suspended in case Turkey violates certain principles regarding fundamental
rights and freedoms (AB Bagkanligi 2005). Similarly, it is stated in Article 23 that
Turkey will be bonded to European structures with the strongest ties possible in
case it is determined that Turkey does not fulfil the conditions of membership (AB
Bagkanligi 2005) indicating an alternative option such as privileged partnership. On
the other hand, in the negotiation framework of Croatia, which started negotiations
on the same day with Turkey, there is not any expression presenting an alternative
option such as a privileged partnership and there is not any reference to the EU’s

absorption capacity either (Aydin 2006).

Since 2005, there have been multiple negative developments in the relations be-
tween Turkey and the EU. While some of these developments have been due to
Turkey’s own internal problems, some others have stemmed from the attitudes of
EU members. For instance, an issue was the failure to open negotiations on eight
chapters in 2006. Due to Turkey’s refusal to open land and seaports to Cyprus,

European Union Council suspended the negotiations in eight chapters on December

4The original Turkish quotation is “Simdi ben soruyorum: AB iiyelik kogullar1 igerisinde ’sinir sorunu
olmamak’ diye bir kogul var. Kibris sinir sorunu oldugu halde, sorunu ¢ézmedigi halde, nasil AB tiyesi
yapildi”.
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14 — 15, 2006 and stated that not any chapter would be temporarily closed in case
Turkey failed to fulfil its obligations within the scope of the Partnership Agreement
Additional Protocol (AB Tirkiye 2020).

From the perspective of Turkey, on the other hand, certain political developments
affected the attitudes of political parties and the public opinion towards the EU
during this period. For instance, the European Court of Human Rights’ decision
regarding Leyla Sahin — the decision that prohibition to education with headscarf
at universities is not a human rights violation — caused extensive criticism from
the EU.® In the same years, statements which were made by Sarkozy and Merkel
towards Turkey’s accession process were quite remarkable. In 2007, during his elec-
tion campaign, Sarkozy declared that he would end the negotiation process with
Turkey (DW 2007).

However, in this period, as it is indicated in the AKP’s election manifesto that
was published in 2007, the Turkish authorities did not give up on the aim of full
membership to the EU. In the meantime, public support to the EU in the first half
of 2006 was measured as 44% in Turkey (Senyuva 2019). Therefore, the effects of
the mentioned developments on public support cannot be ignored. It is noteworthy
that the public support was measured as 70% in 2001, therefore there had been a
huge decrease over the last five years. This situation can clearly be observed from
the results of public opinion polls. As it can be understood from the table below, a
serious decline was observed in the percentage of people, who indicated that Turkey’s

membership would be a “good” thing.

As an impact of these developments, the percentage of people who stated that EU
membership would be a “good” thing for Turkey was 49% between the 2007-2008
period, whereas it was 42% according to the 2008 fall period results (Senyuva 2019).
Similarly, in the first half of 2009, public support for Turkey’s EU membership stood
at 48% (European Commision 2009).

Another discussion especially in those years concerned French leader Sarkozy’s and
German leader Merkel’s unfavourable statements on Turkey’s membership. During
the debates that were held in the EP in 2009, two leaders stated that they were
against Turkey’s full membership. In those years, there was another debate with
regards to Turkey’s foreign policy concerning whether it was going through an “axis

shift” toward Eurasia or not. In 2010, politicians from AKP were stating that there

5Ley1a Sahin, a student at Istanbul University Faculty of Medicine, attended the classes by wearing a
headscarf and she received disciplinary punishment. She took the decision to the ECHR. However, the
court stated that the decision was justifiable.
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Table 2.1 The Change in Public Opinion between 2004 and 2007

Public Opinion Results/ | Turkey’s member- | Turkey’s member-
Eurobarometer ship would be a |ship would be a
“good” thing “bad” thing

Autumn 2004 62% 12%

Spring 2004 1% 9%

Autumn 2005 55% 15%

Spring 2005 59% 20%

Autumn 2006 54% 22%

Spring 2006 44% 25%

Autumn 2007 49% 25%

Spring 2007 52% 22%

Source: Standart Eurobarometer / European Commission

was not an axis shift in their policies. Ahmet Davutoglu, the Foreign Minister at

the time was responding to these debates by saying that “if you notice, when Turkey

becomes more active in the surrounding regions, especially these kinds of debates

are always initialized. We perceive these debates as gloating, subjective and cyclical

assessments” (Cumhuriyet 2010).5

Similarly, Biilent Aring, who was Vice Prime Minister in those years, stated that

there was no change in foreign policy and added that “the development of our

economy and increase in our trade are in favour of Turkey. Therefore, it cannot

be referred to as an axis shift. Turkey’s path is towards Europe. Integrating with

the EU and becoming a full member of the EU are goals of 60 years. Having good

relations with other countries while moving towards the EU does not imply an axis

shift” (Milliyet 2010).7

In response to these debates, Erdogan, on the other hand, implied that the EU was a

Christian Union. During the same years, Eurosceptic rhetoric was being constituted

6The original Turkish quotation is “Dikkat ederseniz, Tirkiye ne zaman c¢evre bdlgelerinde aktif hale
gelmigse, etki giicii artmigsa, bu tiir tartismalar 6zellikle baglatilmigtir. Biz bunlar iyi niyetten, objekti-
flikten yoksun, konjonktiirel degerlendirmeler olarak goriiyoruz”.

"The original Turkish quotation is “Ekonomimizin geligmesi ticaretimizin artmasi Tirkiye’nin lehinedir.

Bundan dolay1 bir eksen kaymasindan bahsedilemez.

Turkiye'nin rotasi Avrupa’ya yoneliktir. AB ile

biitiinlesmek AB’nin tam iiyesi olma hedefi 60 yillik bir hedeftir. AB yolunda ilerlerken bagka iilkelerle iyi
iligkiler kurmanin eksen kaymasi ile hicbir ilgisi yoktur”.
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again in the discourse of Erdogan who stated that “they have detained us for 50
years. Still, they are stalling. If you are not a Christian Club, you must accept us.
The only thing to prove that you are not a Christian Club is to accept Turkey which
is a Muslim state as a member of the EU. But you are too extreme to tolerate this”
(NTV 2010).8

In parallel with these developments and discourses, the percentage of Turkish cit-
izens who believed that Turkey joining the EU would be a “good” thing in 2010,
the year when public support was measured the lowest, was recorded as 38% by the
Transatlantic Trends Survey (Senyuva 2019). According to the Eurobarometer re-
sults, the percentage of those who believed that EU membership would be a “good”
thing was 47% in 2010 (European Commision 2010). In 2011, the Turkish public
had a small majority in support of membership, only 41% of respondents thought
that membership would be a “good” thing” (European Commision 2011). Even so,
Prime Minister Erdogan at times made positive statements about the EU in that
period. For instance, he stated that “since we believe in the purpose and success
of the EU, we do not give up our aim, which is membership. We believe that ob-

structions which are caused by political problems in the negotiation process are not
beneficial for either of the sides” (T24 2012).”

In the research conducted by Kadir Has University in 2012 with 1000 people in
various Turkish provinces via face-to-face interviews, the rate of those supporting
Turkey’s EU membership was at 50%, while the ratio of those who believed that
Turkey could not be a member to the EU was 66% (KHAS Haberler 2013). Accord-
ing to the Eurobarometer results, the percentage of Turkish citizens who believed
that Turkey joining the EU would be a “good” thing was 20% in November 2013
(Senyuva 2019). In those years the role of Erdogan’s statements and criticisms in
shaping public opinion, could not be ignored. Erdogan stated that Turkey did not
receive enough support from the EU members against the Gezi protests in 2013. He

made very trenchant and critical discourses on the EU in this process:

“Is this your understanding of democracy and freedom? Is the issue
related to the Gezi Park? Be sure, we will explain all of them with

documents in time. You will see. It is a coordinated process both at

8The original Turkish quotation is “50 yil bizi oyaladilar. Hala oyaliyorlar, onu da sdyleyeyim. Eger siz
Hiristiyan Kuliibti degilseniz, liye yapmaya mecbursunuz. Zira sizin Hristiyan Kuliibii olmadiginizi ifade
edebilecek tek sey, halki Miisliiman iilke olark Tiirkiye’nin burada olmasidir. Ama buna bile tahammiil
edemeyecek kadar agirisiniz”

9The original Turkish quotation is “AB’nin amacina ve basgarisina inandigimiz igin tyelik hedefinden
vazgecmedik. Miizakere siirecinde siyasi saiklerden kaynakli tikanikligin fayda getirmedigini ve iiyeligimizin
her iki tarafin da faydasina oldugunun goériilmesi gerektigine inaniyoruz”
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home and in abroad, we have its documents. We will introduce this

traitor organization to our public” (Hurriyet 2013).19

Similarly, in response to the EP’s draft, which criticized the Turkish government’s
policy and attitudes towards the activists in Gezi protests, Erdogan stated that
“yesterday, in the EP, someone came out and said something about it. My relevant
ministers also had the necessary discussions. I don’t recognize the EP’s decision
about us” (Milliyet 2013).11

Especially after the Gezi protests, bilateral relations worsened further. The gov-
ernment claimed that Turkey was not supported by the EU during Gezi protests.
During that time, alternative Unions to the EU were also discussed in the context
of Turkey’s domestic politics. Especially in those years, Bahgeli’s proposal on the
“Turkish Union” drew attention. Leader of the MHP, Bahgeli, argued that “the
negotiations between the EU and Turkey lost their charm. The Turkish Nation will
draw its own path as the President said. Supporting the Shanghai Cooperation Or-
ganization against the EU is a classic tactic (... ). Neither the EU nor Shanghai. We
support the Turkish Union” (Hurriyet 2016).'2 The lack of progress in negotiations
was frequently criticized by Turkey.

Other incidents continued to have a negative impact on the relations since then.
For instance, the resolution on the “100th anniversary of the Armenian genocide”
was adopted in the EP, and statements which defended that Ankara should admit
the genocide were widely circulated. One year later, the July 15 coup attempt was
one of the most significant developments in the recent relations between Turkey and
the EU. On the one hand, Turkish authorities complained that during and after
the coup attempt, the EU member states were not supportive. On the other hand,
the EU criticized the arrests, prosecutions and dismissals which occurred after the
failed coup attempt in Turkey. In parallel with these problematic developments, in
fall 2016 survey results, the percentage of Turkish citizens who believed that Turkey
joining the EU would be a “good” thing declined to 28% and the rate of people who
defined Turkey’s EU membership as a “bad” thing reached 39% (Senyuva 2019). We

10The original Turkish quotation is “Sizin demokrasi anlayiginiz, sizin 6zgiirliik anlayisiniz bu mu? Olayin
6zl Gezi Parki m1? Bunlar size belgelerle daha sonra agiklayacagiz. Bu is disarida ve igerde koordineli
olarak ytiriiyen bir stirectir. Bu ihanet gsebekesini milletimize tanitacagz.”

HThe original Turkish quotation is “Diin Avrupa Birligi Parlamentosu’nda birileri ¢ikip bir seyler sGylemigler.

Tlgili bakanlarim da gerekli goriigsmeleri yaparlar. AB Parlamentosu’nun bizlerle ilgili karar1 ben tanimiy-
orum.”

12The original Turkish quotation is “AB ile miizakerelerin ne tadi ne tuzu kalmigtir. Tirk Milleti Cumhur-

bagkaninin soyledigi gibi kendi yolunu cizecektir. AB karsisina Sanghay Is Birligi Orgiitii'nii ¢ikarmak
klasik bir taktiktir. AB’ye muhta¢ olmadigimiz gibi Sanghay meraklisi da degiliz. Ne Avrupa Birligi ne

Sanghay Is birligi. Biz diyoruz ki sonuna kadar Tiirk Birligi”
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see that this rate increased slightly in the past couple of years.

Table 2.2 The Change in Public Opinion between 2014 and 2019

Public Opinion Results/ | Turkey’s member- | Turkey’s member-
Eurobarometer ship would be a |ship would be a
“good” thing “bad” thing
Spring 2014 38% 33%
Autumn 2014 28% 39%
Spring 2015 33% 40%
Autumn 2015 37% 24%
Spring 2016 39% 26%
Autumn 2016 28% 39%
Spring 2017 41% 25%
Autumn 2017 47% 24%
Spring 2018 29% 29%
Autumn 2018 35% 28%
Spring 2019 50% 23%
Autumn 2019 27% 25%

Source: Standart Eurobarometer / European Commission

Eurobarometer results show that although there seem to be slight increases at certain

points, public opinion support has never reached the percentage before 2005.

The problematic continuation of the negotiations, tensions in the relations and neg-
ative discourses of political leaders with regard to the Union are some of the reasons
that have affected public opinion. Indeed, the results show that in times of increas-
ing criticism against the EU by political leaders, the percentage of Turkish people
who believe that Turkey joining the EU would be a “good” thing has decreased.

This chapter has provided a brief background of EU-Turkey relations and a survey
of public opinion and political elites” approaches towards the Union to contextualise
the analysis on the Turkish think tanks’ attitudes towards the Union. The next
chapter will discuss the theoretical and methodological foundations of the thesis in
addition to explaining how the selected typology will be used in the analysis.
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3. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND METHODOLOGY

After discussing the conceptual origins of Euroscepticism, this chapter will address
the definition of Euroscepticism which will be used as the conceptual foundation of
the thesis. Detailed information will also be provided in this chapter concerning the

methodology of the thesis and how the collected data will be analyzed.

3.1 Origins of Euroscepticism

The idea that any claim should be considered with doubt and every bit of information
should be inspected carefully is defined as skepticism (Milardovié¢ 2009). This notion
has derived from the Ancient-Greek word of ‘skepteshia’ and means observing and
inspecting (Ulag et al. 2002). In a way, “it is an attitude of having doubt as to
the truth of something” (Oxford Dictionary 2020) and “a disposition to incredulity”
(Merriam-Webster 2020). Scepticism claims that, “none of our beliefs is certain, that
none of our beliefs is justified, that none of our beliefs is reasonable, that none of
our beliefs is more reasonable than its denial” (Cohen 1999). It is, therefore, an idea
that opposes dogmatic beliefs which claim that information can exist with absolute
accuracy. It is a way of thinking that exists in every period of history, from Thales
to Protagoras, Protagoras to Pyrrhonora and Renaissance to the present time. The
belief that information is open to criticism and investigation has gained itself a
potent spot not just in philosophy but also in other fields. The concept of scepticism
is, therefore, a frequently-employed term in political science as well. As far as
unification under the same roof is concerned, the sceptic attitudes towards the EU

which prevailed within the European states started to be called “Euroscepticism”.

The European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC) was founded in 1951 by the
Paris Treaty, and this treaty was deemed as a chance for permanent peace by the

countries that survived the World War II. However, as the Community expanded
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and deepened, the problems that unfolded in time caused sceptical attitudes to
be exhibited by the member states, thereby resulting in widespread Eurosceptic
disputes. The root of the term, Euroscepticism which means approaching the idea
of European integration with scepticism (Hooghe and Marks 2007) are centered in
Britain (quoted in Aras 2014, 9). Ironically, the concept was first introduced in
1986 to describe British Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher’s attitudes concerning
European integration (Aras 2014).

Yet, Euroscepticism is not a recent phenomenon (Ultan and Ornek 2015); on the
contrary, the origin of Euroscepticism is as old as the EU itself; it has been ob-
served within the member states since the inception of the EU. For instance, in
1954, De Gaulle and members of the Socialist Party in France rejected the Pleven
Plan which advocated a unified European army and hence exhibited a Euroscep-
tic attitude. As EU integration become increasingly more complex after the 1980s,
the concept of Euroscepticism appeared in the literature with different definitions
starting from the 1990s. The term started to gain more popularity especially during
the period following the Maastricht Treaty (1992). Following the treaty, signed in
the city of Maastricht of Netherlands, the discussions on citizens’ remaining in the
background in the decision-making process started to be made. With the rejection
of the Constitutional Treaty by Netherlands and France in 2005, these discussions,
indeed, strengthened the claims suggesting that the institutions of the Union were
democracy deficit. Since then, this concept has been frequently used to describe the
criticisms targeting the EU (Aras and Tezcan 2015). Many studies of Euroscepti-
cism focusing on the Central and Eastern European countries were conducted in the
late 1990s (Neumayer 2008) and especially in the early 2000s, where “the spread of
Euroscepticism at the level of political parties contributed to the changes in some

academic approaches” (Leconte 2015, 250).

The term “Euroscepticism” is vague and has no common and certain definition
(Vasilopoulou 2009, 4). For that reason, in the literature, one can come across many
different definitions of Euroscepticism. Taggart broadly defines Euroscepticism as
“the idea of a contingent or qualified opposition as well as incorporating outright and
unqualified opposition to the process of European integration” (Taggart 1998, 366).
Being the first in-depth study which investigates the concept, Taggart’s definition of
Euroscepticism is thus highly important (Vasilopoulou 2009). Taggart’s definition
of Euroscepticism is also significant for covering candidate countries along with the
EU member states (Kiigiikural 2005). Besides Taggart’s definition, there are other

scholars who tried to define the concept.

According to Hooge and Marks, “Euroscepticism refers to scepticism about Europe
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or European integration” (Hooghe and Marks 2007, 120). This is also defined as a
general negative perspective towards the EU. While Hix claims that “Euroscepticism
is a little more than a set of preferences by citizens, parties and interest groups about
institutional design in Europe” (Hix 2007, 131), Dinan (2005) claims that it is an

idea which supports “opposition of more integration” (quoted in Aras 2014, 14).

3.2 Taggart and Szczerbiak Typology

Various studies in the literature regarding Euroscepticism contributed to the forma-
tion of different types of Euroscepticism. These studies contributed to the formation
of different types of Euroscepticism while also introducing different definitions for
the concept. One of these Euroscepticism types is the one chosen as the basic typol-
ogy in the thesis to survey the discourses of think tanks: The Taggart and Szczerbiak
typology. In this study, the soft and hard Euroscepticism differentiation introduced
by Taggart and Szczerbiak has been chosen as the main typology to survey the
discourses of the T'Ts in Turkey.

There are a few reasons for choosing this typology. The Taggart and Szczerbiak
typology is very important for its effect on the other typologies in literature. In
a sense, although it is an initial typology, it is defined as a simple Euroscepticism
categorization rather than a complicated distinction. Other typologies, — for in-
stance, Kopecky and Mudde’s typology — are based on interpreting the ideology
behind Euroscepticism, while Taggart and Szczerbiak prefer a simpler categoriza-
tion. Moreover, the Taggart and Szczerbiak typology will be useful for the Turkish

case since it used not only for member states but also candidate countries.

Another reason for choosing this typology is that it has been used not only on
political parties but also on different working groups in recent years. For instance,
this typology was utilized in the study conducted on civil society by John Fitzgibbon
as well and it expanded its scope by working on other areas different from political
parties. By this means, the fact that this typology has started to be used for different
working groups has been a source of motivation to apply the typology on the think

tanks in Turkey.

Taggart and Szczerbiak typology identified two different forms of Euroscepticism,
namely hard and soft Euroscepticism, especially in the Western and Central Euro-

pean countries. They define hard Euroscepticism as follows:

27



“Where there is a principled opposition to the EU and European integra-
tion and therefore can be seen in parties who think that their countries
should withdraw from membership, or whose policies towards the EU
are tantamount to being opposed to the whole project of European in-

tegration as it is currently conceived” (Taggart and Szczerbiak 2008, 2).

While hard Euroscepticism refers to disintegration from the EU for member coun-
tries, it is also a type of Euroscepticism that advocates the idea of finalizing the ne-
gotiation process for candidate countries (Aras 2014, 50). It is an objection to Euro-
pean integrity in both economic and political terms. That is why hard Eurosceptics
reject becoming a member of the EU or staying as a member (Canveren and Du-
rakgay 2017). One the other hand, this type of Euroscepticism “is the embodiment of
negative values” (Taggart and Szczerbiak 2004, 3). In this way, hard Euroscepticism
can show itself as defining the EU as communist/conservative/socialist /populist by
attributing “marginal /extreme/negative” features to it and criticizing the EU values
(Taggart and Szczerbiak 2004).

On the contrary, soft Euroscepticism is defined as follows:

“Where there is not a principled objection to the European integration
or EU membership but where concerns on one (or a number) of policy
areas leads to the expression of qualified opposition to the EU, or where
there is a sense that ‘national interest’ is currently at odds with the EU
trajectory” (Taggart and Szczerbiak 2008, 2).

Unlike hard Euroscepticism, soft Euroscepticism does not oppose all of the policies
of the Union, instead advocates rejecting only some of them, and is therefore, a state
of ‘conditional acceptance’. Within the soft Euroscepticism, the ideas of European

integration and the EU membership are not rejected as a principle.

Even though the boundaries of hard Euroscepticism are sharper, soft Euroscepti-
cism is more inclusive. Taggart and Szczerbiak divide soft Euroscepticism into two
forms namely policy Euroscepticism and national interest Euroscepticism (Taggart
and Szczerbiak 2004, 4). Policy Euroscepticism means “being opposed to deepening
of the Union, or a certain policy of the EU”(Aras 2014, 51). Policy Euroscepti-
cism refers to opposition to certain areas of EU’s policies. Differently from hard
Euroscepticism, policy Euroscepticism is objection only to EU policies, but not to
the EU values.
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Figure 3.1 Types of Euroscepticism (Taggart and Szczerbiak 2002)
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Another type of soft Euroscepticism, national interest Euroscepticism includes de-
fending national interests of the member or candidate state against the EU and this
form of Euroscepticism is seen in the candidate countries where national interests
and the EU norms conflict (Aras 2014, 2). A sensitivity towards the national inter-
ests exists in the national interest Euroscepticism and it foregrounds the national
interests of the country in the discussions related to the EU. Such type of a soft
Euroscepticism is especially observed to be intensive in candidate countries. These
countries act more cautiously regarding sacrificing their own interests in the process
of negotiations. Indeed, these countries tend to act according to their own inter-
ests particularly in the EU debates. Nevertheless, this type of Eurosceptics consider
that their national interests and EU’s aims are not common (Taggart and Szczerbiak

20020, 4).

National interest Euroscepticism presents itself in the form of an attitude which
defends the country’s national interests in the EU-related discussions while policy
FEuroscepticism is a sceptic attitude towards the deepening political and economic
integration of Europe or any of the existing policy fields in the EU (Aras 2014).
National interest Euroscepticism therefore “encompasses those who actually feel
sympathetic towards the deepening European integration, but who also feel the
need to employ ‘national interest Eurosceptic’ discourses to shore up their domestic

political support base” (Taggart and Szczerbiak 20020, 4).

In light of all this information, the chapter on methodology elaborates in detail on

how the discourses of think tanks will be surveyed.
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3.3 Methodology

There are different methods used in the studies which focus on Euroscepticism.
For instance, in their study where Euroscepticism is studied at the level of public
opinion, Carkoglu and Kentmen (2011) employed cross-temporal and cross-sectional
data analysis methods to investigate how the public opinion about the EU has been
affected by identity, religion, support for democracy, and economy. Studying the
attitudes and policies of the CSOs towards the EU, Cicioglu (2013) used the semi-
structured interview method. Alpan (2016) used discourse analysis in her study on
Euroscepticism while Aydin-Diizgit (2016) employed critical discourse analysis to

investigate the changing attitudes of the AKP through its election speeches.

Based on the theoretical framework of Euroscepticism defined by Taggart, Euroscep-
ticism as “the idea of a contingent or qualified opposition as well as incorporating
outright and unqualified opposition to the process of European integration” (Taggart
1998, 366), this study uses to analyze the publications of the six selected think-tanks
and the interviews held with their representatives about the EU, thereby intending
to understand their attitudes toward the EU.

The study surveys the discourses produced by following six think tanks on the EU
and Europe: Foundation for Political, Economic and Social Research (SETA), Hu-
manitarian and Social Research Center (INSAMER), Wise Men Center for Strate-
gic Studies (BILGESAM), Economic Development Foundation (IKV), Center for
Eurasian Studies (AVIM) and the Economic Policy Research Foundation of Turkey
(TEPAV). By this means, the study will survey the discourses of these six think
tanks via the Taggart and Szczerbiak typology and assess the attitudes of the think
tanks towards the EU accordingly.

Discourse helps us identify the existing attitudes towards a policy, a political de-
velopment or a case while also helping us unearth the underlying messages. The
language which forms a discourse composes of complex systems that affect and
shape societies (Yemenici 1995). Any kind of “information, power and ideology
expressed in a language gains meaning only with a discourse” (as cited in Goleii,
Enes, and Karadeniz 2019, 227). Because “anything verbalized is not solely a sim-
ple syntax but has its own spirit beyond the content its entails” (Celik and Eksi
2008, 101). Discourse is “a meta-action” (Celik and Ekgi 2008, 100) and is closely
related to social life (as cited in Celik and Eksi 2008, 100). According to Wodak,
discourse is not only a way of expression but it (discourse) “points at the dialectical

relation between social structures” (Doyuran 2018, 304). The analyzed discourses
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can be both written and verbal sources. For instance “official statements, notifica-
tions, communiqués, parliamentary discussions, diplomatic documents, interviews,

newspapers are some of such sources (Aydin-Diizgit and Rumelili 2018, 16).

In terms of data, this study will make use of publications released by think tanks
on Europe and the EU between 2016-2019 and in-depth qualitative interviews with
members of T'Ts. Then, the discourses found in both the interviews and the publi-

cations will be surveyed according to the Taggart and Szczerbiak typology.

2016 was chosen as the start of the period that was to be covered as part of the data
collection for analysis. There are several factors affecting the decision to choose the
year 2016 as the starting year for this thesis. The year 2016 attracts attention as a
year of many of both national and international developments. Refugee influx and
regional issues such as Cyprus and the Eastern Mediterranean concerning Turkey
continued. As of the 2000s, the Eastern Mediterranean, which has been an area
of struggle as many countries’ interests intersected, has come the agenda with the

tender of Southern Cyprus to seek natural gas in the region.

The year 2016 can be also considered as a turning point in EU-Turkey relations.
Having been maintained with ups and downs until 2016, the relations reached a
deadlock in 2016.

During this period, there had been certain developments that affected Turkey’s
relations with the EU. As a result of the civil war that broke out in Syria in 2011,
Turkey and the EU made an agreement to prevent irregular migration of millions of
refugees fleeing the country. On March 18, 2016, the refugee agreement was signed,
and although Turkey kept its promises given in the 2016 summit, there has not
been any development regarding the EU accession negotiations, visa freedom and

updating the Customs Union.

Following the agreement made in March, Turkey’s domestic politics have changed
after the attempted coup in July 2016 in a way that caused regression effect in
Turkey’s relations with the EU and loss of the advancements in bilateral relations

so far.

First of all, the policies which Turkey adopted subsequent to the coup attempt of
July 2016 in Turkey was heavily criticized by the EU. As Cigdem Nas notes, during
this period, “the first reaction from the EU was to condemn the coup attempt;
however, the comprehensive measures taken, thousands of people being arrested,
dismissals from work, as well as universities and newspapers being shut down all
worried the EU, and the emphasis made on democracy and rule of law dominated

the discourse” (Nas 20164, 1). In response to the discussions circulating about
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reinstating death penalty especially for those that attempted the coup, Mogherini
noted that “a country reinstating death penalty cannot be an EU member state
(quoted in Nas 2016b, 4). Similarly, following the state of emergency declared in
Turkey after the coup attempt, some EU leaders made statements advocating the
suspension of the EU-accession negotiations with Turkey (Nas 2016¢). For example,
Austrian Prime Minister Christian Kern said that he would have talks with other
EU member states and leaders to terminate the negotiations with Turkey because

of the country’s democratic and economic deficits.

Criticism of the EU towards Turkey has led to changes in Turkish public opinion
regarding the EU. This critical attitude of the EU regarding the coup attempt has
caused both the Turkish government and Turkish people to raise their Eurosceptic
feelings that had been present for some time (Kakigim and Erdogan 2018). At this
point (Senyuva 2019) also draws attention to the fact that there have been breaking
points in the categories “A good thing, A bad thing, “Don’t Know” or “Neither
good nor bad” measuring the public opinion towards the EU. Similarly, Cigdem Nas
notes that Turkish people’s EU perception has become worse after the EU remained
insensitive to Turkey’s problems following July 15 and draws attention that there
has been a perception in the public opinion that the EU supports terrorism (TRT
Haber 2017).

A few months after the coup attempt, in November 2016, the European Parliament
(EP) voted on the resolution to suspend talks with Turkey, which was a first in the
history of the Parliament, and therefore, the EU-Turkey relations reached another
deadlock. In the progress report published in November 2016, it was mentioned
that economic criteria were not fulfilled in addition to the political criteria. In
the 2015 report, on the other hand, regression was mentioned in three areas, while
regression was stated in six basic areas in 2016. Turkey was particularly criticized
for independence of the judiciary, freedom of speech, the prevention of torture and
ill-treatment, and freedom of association and assembly. All these developments in

2016 have rendered it as an important year in terms of the EU-Turkey relations.

The data to be analyzed herein includes the think-tanks’ publications and the in-
terviews held with their representatives. These two types of resources i.e. written
and verbal data allow us to compare to see whether the discourse of a think-tank
has changed over time. The publications produced by a think-tank are important
since they reflect the most up-to-date attitude of that specific think-tank and its
criticism and comments concerning developments. These texts are relatively reliable

since they are published on official channels and are accessible.

As for the in-depth interviews, they were preferred because interviewing is a method
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in which language is delivered in its most powerful and purest form. Additionally,
in-depth interviews allow researchers to be flexible with elaborating on the answers
they get in response to the questions they have asked and to inspect the gestures,
facial expressions and intonation of the representatives during the interviews. In-
terviews were conducted with at least one person from each TT, who is either a
senior executive or a researcher at one of the TTs. Audios of the interviews were
recorded with the approval of the interviewees. The voice records of the interviews
were transcribed and then included in the present thesis upon the approval of the
interviewees. The original versions of the excerpts are additionally given in footnotes
since the interviews were held in Turkish. The interviews lasted between 30 minutes
and 1 hour on average. In-depth interviews were held between May 2019-June 2019.

The analysis includes in total of 6 interviews and 160 publications.

Data includes 54 publications by SETA, 19 publications by INSAMER, 11 publica-
tions by BILGESAM, 24 publications by IKV, 20 publications by TEPAV and 32
publications by AVIM.

Table 3.1 Number of Think-Tank Publications Analyzed

TTs Number of the Publications Analyzed

SETA 54
INSAMER 19
BILGESAM 11
AVIM 32
TEPAV 20
IKV 24
TOTAL 160

All of these publications consist of the publications produced by think tanks about
the EU and Europe. Thus, the data obtained in a total of 160 publications and
six interviews will be evaluated according to the Taggart and Szczerbiak typology.
Below are some implications that will determine the types of discourse according
to the typology chosen. All of these implications were derived based on the defini-
tions of hard Euroscepticism and soft Euroscepticism in the Taggart and Szczerbiak
typology. However, a third category was needed to determine the non-Eurosceptic

attitude in think tanks, and this was formed as the “Supportive Discourses” cate-
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gory.

Table 3.2 Categories of discourses and their implications

Category Implication for discourse

Hard Rejecting EU membership
Advocating termination of the negotiation process
Defining the EU and Europe as too commu-
nist /conservative/socialist /populist by  attributing
“marginal /extreme /negative” values

Soft Criticism against the process of Turkey’s negotiations
with the EU
Critical discourses against EU policies
Defending the Turkish national interests against the EU

Supportive Advocacy for EU membership

Advocating the continuation of the EU negotiation pro-
cess

Attributing positive features to the EU and Europe

The above table will help us evaluate discourses as Eurosceptic or supportive. For in-
stance, according to Taggart and Szczeerbiak’s typology, supporting the termination
of the negotiation process and attributing negative values to the EU are examples of
Hard Euroscepticism. Thus, such a discourse in the data analyzed will be evaluated
as Hard Eurosceptic discourse. Or defending the national interests of Turkey against
the EU will be considered as a soft Eurosceptic discourse. Not included in these cat-
egories, discourses which support the negotiation process, attribute positive values

to the EU and Europe —contrary to Euroscepticism implications- will be considered

as Supportive Discourses.

The next chapter will discuss the development of TTs in the Turkish context and

describe in-depth the selected TTs for the analysis.
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4. THINK -TANKS AS POLICY ACTORS

In modern political systems, main actors of policy-making are governments. These
policy makers might need consultation in policy-making as they are not fully in-
formed in some cases. As a result of this need, in recent years, governments have
started to work with CSOs which have increasingly been involved in the policy-
making processes (Vas 2012). CSOs incorporate a wide community established to
meet this need including voluntary organizations, non-state organizations, unions,

trade association and think tanks.

In general terms, think tanks also, identified as a model of CSOs, are non-profit
institutions that conduct analyses, publications and sometimes offer consulting ser-
vices. These institutions act as bridges between the governments and the academic
world (Zarig 2012).

TTs have increased their influence and become helpful actors for governments in
recent decades. These institutions assist the governments not only by different per-
spectives they bring about as solutions on national problems but also on regional and
international problems. They attract attention with their “sui generis” structures

(Hauck 2017) in the policy-making process.

With regards to their “sui generis” feature, Wallace claims that TTs act as a soft
power “in shaping political agendas and forming the language of discussions in soci-
ety” (Wallace 1998, 224). As required by these roles, T'Ts pick a field for themselves
and start publishing in that field. The areas that they specialize in might be global

problems as well as regional or national problems or topics.

In Turkey, TTs have become actors that have been increasing in numbers, especially
in the last 20 years. However, the number of think tanks are rather low compared
to other countries (Ozgiizel and Cetintiirk 2016). For instance, this number is 1,872
in the USA, 2,219 in Europe whereas the number is only 48 in Turkey (McGann
2019). On top of that, this number is even less when it comes to the think thanks
that study Europe and the EU.
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The fact that the number of think tanks is inadequate for a developed modern
country stands out. One of the reasons for this is that civil society conscious and
the civil society culture have not yet developed enough in Turkey (Zihnioglu 2013).
Besides, organizational and technical capacity problem, resources and sustainability
in financial terms are leading problems of the civil society organizations. As a civil
society model, think-tanks do not have a substantial impact on the policy-making
process in Turkey and one of the main reasons of this situation is that the political
culture settled in Turkey hinders the impact to be imposed onto the decision-making
process by these actors. State-centric politics in Turkey and legal regulations that
prevent think tanks from improving confront us as the reasons (Keyman 2010).
Likewise, many of the think tanks in Turkey have difficulty in resource, capacity,
gaining public trust and increasing their visibility compared to the think tanks in

Europe and America (Outzen and Schwing 2016).

Although their impact on politics is questionable ve they have many problems, it
is an undeniable fact that they are involved in and contribute to the discourse
on Europe/the EU in Turkey, which is why analyzing the attitudes of T'Ts towards
Europe/the EU and examining how they handle the integration process is important.
In the next part of this chapter, firstly the historical background of the growth of T'Ts
in the world and in Turkey will be discussed, which will be followed by a discussion
of the selection grounds for TTs in this study, as well as a general survey of their

areas of expertise and their publications.

4.1 Definition and Organization of Think-Tanks

TTs are organizations that greatly vary based on their size, research fields, exper-
tise and impact. This variance is also quite clear in how think-tanks are defined.
As their numbers increased over time, different approaches have been adopted con-
cerning their roles and definitions. For instance, the United Nations Development
Programme (UNDP) defines T'Ts as “institutions that do regular research about any
public policy-related topics and institutions that build bridges between information
and government in modern democracies” (Andjelkovi¢ and UNDP 2003, 6). The
definitions included in the literature are mostly of the kind that refers to the auton-
omy of these organizations. For instance, Rich defines T'Ts as “non-profit political
organizations that aim to have an influence on the policy-making process based on
their expertise” (Rich 2004). Similar to Rich, James defines TTs as “institutions
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that attempt to affect the public policies and that do interdisciplinary researches”
(as cited in Bagcr and Aydin 2009, 61) while Weaver and McGann define them
“non-governmental, not-for-profit research organisations with substantial organisa-
tional autonomy from government and from societal interests such as firms, interest

groups, and political parties” (as cited in Pautz 2011).

Initially used to refer to the places where military strategies were developed during
the World War II “to characterize the safe spaces” the concept of think-tank was
then used to refer to such institutes as the Rand Corporation, which was founded
by the US Air Forces, after the war ended Bagci and Aydin 2009, 60. During
the following years, it was used to refer to independent research institutions which

focused on current political, economic, and social issues.

There are actually four important stages that resulted in increased a number of and
increased influence of TTs. The first-wave think-tanks include the ones that were
founded before World War II. Though few in number, the think-tanks of this period
that were defined as “universities without students” by Abelson operated only in
the US and some of the European countries (Bager and Aydin 2009). The second-
wave of think-tanks coincides with the period between World War II and the 1970s,
and this period is when the number of T'Ts increased especially in OECD countries.
These T'Ts mostly conducted security-oriented studies which focused on national

issues and regional instabilities.

The third wave of the think tanks corresponds to the 1970s when gradually the scope
of studies of the governments expanded, countries embraced democratic regime,
civil society began to take more roles. Furthermore, with the governments adopting
the principle of transparent governance, think-tanks became more visible and were
able to undertake more roles (Boucher and Hobbs 2004). The last stage of the
historical development of TTs is the supra-national period that coincides with the
time when think-tanks gained a character which extended beyond nations. Today,
think-tanks conduct joint projects with many researchers from multiple countries
and are effective in various places in the world. In the same way, as a result of their

transnational character, they now operate in other countries.
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4.2 Think-Tanks in Turkey

The genesis of TTs corresponds to the 1960s in Turkey (Bagci and Aydin 2009).
The political developments which occurred during this period were effective on the
formation stage of the thinks-tanks in Turkey. While there are many reasons for the
TTs to emerge during this period in the case of Turkey, Stone and Garnett argue
that constitutional changes were associated with this situation. According to this
argument, the 1961 constitution was an inclusive and liberal one, facilitating an
appropriate environment for think-tanks to develop and improve. As a result of this
free environment, Nejat Eczacibagi founded a think-tank named “The Conference
Delegation” in 1961. According to Bagci and Aydin, the 1963 Association Agreement
with the EEC was another factor which resulted in increasing number of T'Ts during
this period because of the need for organizations operating in the field of EU-Turkey
relations. In response to this need for such organizations, “Economic Development

Foundation”, otherwise known as IKV, was established in Turkey.

However, the 1980 Turkish coup d’état halted the progress within these organiza-
tions. Though it posed a rest