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ABSTRACT

EVALUATING THE ROLE OF IDENTITY
IN EUROPEAN INTEGRATION FROM A
CONSTRUCTIVIST PERSPECTIVE

Becerik, Gung

MA, Department of European Studies

Supervisor: Asst. Prof. Dr. Yucel Bozdeglu

June 2006, 102 pages

This thesis evaluates the process of Europeanratteg by making
use of the constructivist perspective, with a dpedocus on the
concept of identity as the point of departure. Tdrecesses of
integration and enlargement are increasingly bshmaped along the
lines of culture and identity, and the definitiondainterpretation of
European identity have a very important role inftitaere of the EU.
The foreign policy decisions of EU member stated the attitude
towards non-members are determined by the coneepficdentity,
which has a direct influence on the enlargementgss. The post
Cold War period, the accession of CEECs with théesla
enlargement, and the problematic accession prawfe3sirkey are
presented as specific supporting arguments.

Key Words: Social Constructivism, European Intégra Enlargement, Identity,
Culture, Ideas, Norms, Context, Theory, Internaldrelations



OZET

AVRUPA BIRLIGI BUTUNLESMESINDE
KIMLIGIN ROLUNUN
SOSYAL YAPILANIMCI PERSPEKTFTEN DEGERLENDIRILMES]

Becerik, Glng

Avrupa Calsmalari Yiksek Lisans, Avrupa Cghalari Bolima

Tez Yoneticisi: Yrd. Dog. Dr. Yicel Bozgwoglu

Haziran 2006, 102 sayfa

Bu calsma, Avrupa Birlgi'nin bdtlnlesme slrecini, sosyal
yapilanimci perspektiften yararlanarak, kimlik lkawini ciks
noktasi alarak ve bu kavram Uzerinde gyolasarak inceler.
Butiinlesme ve genieme sirecleri, giderek kiltur ve kimlik ekseni
Uzerindesekillenmeye bglamis olmakla beraber, Avrupa Kingi
kavraminin tanimi ve yorumu, Avrupa Bgilnin gelecei lzerinde
onemli bir rol oynamaktadir. Avrupa Bigli Gyesi devletlerin g
politikalari ve Uye olmayan devletlere katavirlari, kimlik kavrami
tarafindan sekillenmekte ve gegieme slrecini dgrudan
etkilemektedir.  Sguk Sava sonrasi donem, son ggleime
surecinde Dgu Avrupa Ulkelerinin Avrupa Birfii'ne Gye olmalari
ve Turkiye'nin sorunlu dyelik sireci, destekleyi@inekler olarak
sunulmaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Sosyal Yapilanimcilik, AvrupattBnlemesi, Genileme,
Kimlik, Kultar, Fikirler, Normlar, Cevre, Teori, Wislararasiliskiler
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INTRODUCTION

The European Union is by far the most complex gragon framework
existing in world politics. It is an “entirely nelaind of organization for which most
of the standard theories of International Relatiom®ovide only a partial
explanation.* The EU is more than the sum of its parts, arttaié become more
than a mere political entity, intergovernmentalwegk or an institutional body. In
fact, the EU is being transformed into a sociatipstructed polity with supranational
characteristics. European integration is an org@nocess that is affected by
various factors such as economics, foreign poliegt aecurity concerns, history,
religion, culture and identity. Each stage of Ew@an integration serves as an
important case for competing theories of IntermaldRelations, while the focus on
culture and identity forms a suitable ground foplaxing and bringing new insight
to the integration process through the theory ofad@onstructivism.

This study will try to evaluate the process of Eagan integration by making
use of the constructivist perspective, with a djpeébcus on the concept adentity
as the point of departure. In my thesis, | ardnua European integration and foreign
policy are increasingly being shaped along theslioieculture and identity, and that
the definition and interpretation of European idgrnihave a very important role in
the integration process of the EU. The foreigngyailecisions of EU member states
and the attitude towards non-members are deternfipegtle conception of identity,
which has a direct influence on the enlargementgs®. The post Cold War period,
the accession of CEECs with the latest enlargenaemnt,the problematic accession
process of Turkey are presented as specific examplgupport my argument.

The key concept and the dependent variable inathégysis, which is bound
to change with regard to context, will entity. An approach set out to explain
European integration that ignores this aspect woeldncomplete. Besides taking
into account theacquis communautairef the EU, we also need to consider
“informal modes of behavior which are reproduceérgvday in the political and
administrative practice of the EUY.” The place and role of the concept of

Europeannessshould also be studied within this debate. Theellesf social

! John McCormickThe European Unigr(Colorado: Westview Press, 1996), p. 23.
2 Thomas Christiansen, Knud Erik Jgrgensen, Antjenafi, “The Social Construction of Europe”,
Journal of European Public Policy/ol. 6, No. 4 (1999), p. 539.



interaction between the people of European hasased considerably over time.
However, national priorities still continue to skeage behavior and foreign policies
of member states. “This close association betweeprinciples of ‘citizenship’ and
‘nationality’ in the domestic context leads us mteresting questions about identity,
community and inclusion/exclusion that can be askbd through constructivist
research?
“The real world of politics has always been onelayfered, overlapping®”

The task of theories “is to explain that most defincharacteristic of politics: the
manner in which individuals come together (or areugght together) to behave
collectively.” The behavior of different states and organizatioray be explained
by using different theories, which can be defined adbstract categorizations or
simulations of real life and politics. Kenneth \tZatlefines theory as “a picture,

"8 Theories serve a

mentally formed, of a bounded realm or domain divéy.
special purpose in the sense that they aim to @efigeneral framework to assess
historical and political events. Just like a chglsger tries to guess his competitor’s
next move, theorists try to predict the state ofrldvgolitics by making several
assumptions and propositions. However, theoriesorbe insufficient as their
subject matter continues to evolve. “Since bothldvpolitics and our values keep
changing, there is no guarantee that even a wakdeheory will remain valid in the
future.”

So far, competing theories of International Reladi have attempted to
explain European integration, each of them appiriogdie integration process from
a different perspective. Neorealism, neofunctisnmal intergovernmentalism and
neoliberalism have been the dominant schools ofighty until the dynamics of
integration began to change after the 1980’s. @hhsories have been useful in
explaining the initial stages of integration, weh effort to evaluate the changing
role of the nation-state in Western Europe, andetitablishment of a supranational

institutional framework. Nevertheless, followirtgetSingle European Act, European

% Ibid., p. 540.
* Yosef Lapid, “Culture’s Ship: Returns and Depeetuin International Relations Theory” ithe
Return of Culture and Identity in IR Theprgds. Yosef Lapid, Friedrich Kratochwil, (Colorado
Is_ynee Rienner Publishers, 1997), p. 43.

Ibid.
® Kenneth N. Waltz, “Evaluating TheoriesThe American Political Science Revjeviol. 91, No. 4
(December 1997), p. 913.
" Robert O. Keohane, “Realism, Neorealism and thelysof World Politics” inNeorealism and its
Critics, ed. Robert O. Keohane, (New York: Columbia Ursity Press, 1986), p. 5.



integration took on a pace of integration that dolbé hardly reversed. Thus, the
prevailing theories have been unable to grasp hlaaging and transforming nature
of European integration.

Especially the latest enlargement to Central aastdtn Europe has generated
new debates regarding the theoretical foundatibmst@gration. Possible stagnation
scenarios arising out of the reluctance of some beerastates to advance European
integration to a further point have necessitatewwa theoretical framework, which
evaluates the integration process from a socidbokitthat considers factors beyond
the nation state, institution making and power walitons.

Conventional theories mostly concentrate on thlemehts of institutional
structures, national and supranational governaacenomics, and security issues;
but they cannot catch up with the dynamics of tlenent of social construction.
After the 1990's, there has been a sociologicardation in International Relations,
which has led to the emergence of constructivipt@gches. This suits the efforts of
conceptualizing the EU quite well, because it igenitexible, it accounts for more
space for human interaction and social elementsday's EU cannot be explained
only with a balance of power politics or maximipattiof gains, or by economic
factors. At this point, the Social Constructiviseory provides a missing piece of
the integration puzzle; the role of social condinrcin European integration, the
part left unanswered by previous theories. “In agifion to the methodological
individualism and static conception of identityrtsformation in international politics
offered by rationalists, constructivists emphagim co-constitution of the material
and social worlds and the significance of normkesuand values in the international
arena.?

Constructivism has a philosophical background, iamsl a multidisciplinary
school of thought that is applicable to more thae social science. The adaptation
of social constructivism to International Relatiarl political science is an exciting
combination offering a different outlook, which ethschools of thought fail to

capture. The application of this approach to thtegration process of the EU is

8 John O’ Brennan, “Re-Conceptualizing Europe: 8b€onstructivism and EU Enlargement”,
Accessed fronttp://www.unige.ch/ieug/B6__O'Brennan.pmf August 23, 2005, p. 161.




especially worth examining. Constructivism is thef because it fits very well into
the fluctuating nature of the European Union andgration process.

There is no doubt that the European Union isuagenerisorganization.
Despite the fact that the idea of enlargement leas Ipresent in the Union structure
from the beginning, member states have pursued thational interests in a
determined mannéf. Can one European culture be founded upon a jijucdlsub-
cultures and national identities? The institutiaomachanisms and machinery of the
EU proves that the efforts so far have been pbrsaiccessful. Whether the EU will
succeed in carrying this cooperation and commuspyit to the next level of
increased social and political interaction remambe seen. This will depend on the
attitudes of member states, national governmentstla@ orientation of citizens at
large. Today, even though the EU operates undgryhsupranational institutions
and community law, member-states are still relevarten, how will the integration
and enlargement process of the EU continue witmningreasingly diversified
context? The answer to this question can best ygored by the social
constructivist perspective, which examines therpiégs between actors and their
context. Relying on only traditional approached arcluding the social dimension
would not be sufficient in explaining European gregion. “The social constructivist
focus on the role of ideas, identities, and noriffier® a way to explain change in
world politics, a noted weakness of mainstream @agves.*

This study will begin by reviewing the major thissr of International
Relations. It is necessary to understand the jeganstructivism tends to challenge
or build upon; before we attempt to evaluate ilstien to European integration. The
first chapter will offer an historical overview afajor theories, and define
constructivism which better relates to Europeaergrdtion. In Chapter 2, we will
define the concept of European identity and whtdkés to be European. Chapter 3
will form the link between European enlargement aehtity by focusing on the
post Cold War period and Turkey’s accession protesise EU. Chapter 4 will try

° Jeffrey T. Checkel, “Social Construction and Imgipn”, Journal of European Public Policy

Vol. 6, No. 4 (1999), p. 1.

120’ Brennan, “Re-Conceptualizing Europe: Sociah§ouctivism and EU Enlargement”, p. 181.

1 Alice Ba and Matthew J. Hoffman, “Making and Rerimakthe World for IR 101: A Resource for
Teaching Social Constructivism in Introductory Gs’, International Studies Perspectivegol. 4
(2003), p. 15.



to shed a light on the future of the EU by focusamgthe debates of supranationality
and identity, and offer a final evaluation regagdintegration and enlargement.

The assumption that identity is a significant elatnghich shapes European
integration is by no means an effort to reject aorderestimate the previous
paradigms, which have dominated the literatureaso fWhich hypothesis is more
appropriate in a given context is an empirical tjoeshat may change over tim&”
European integration has so many variables tlennot be explained by using only
one theory or approach. Therefore, social conswem is offered as a
complementary paradigm, which better correspondbi@é@urrent dynamics of the

integration process and enlargement.

12 Alexander Wendt, “Identity and Structural Changelmternational Politics” inThe Return of
Culture and Identity in IR Theorgds. Yosef Lapid, Friedrich Kratochwil, (Coloradbynee Rienner
Publishers, 1997), p. 58.



CHAPTER 1
EUROPEAN INTEGRATION AND THEORY

A. Classical Theories

1. Realism and Neorealism

All ancient and modern political thinkers have esgsed their views on the
relationship between the state, people and paliti@here have been many thinkers
over the centuries who have emphasized anarchgncel on self-help, the utility of
military force, and the importance of balance-ofvpo calculations. The oldest and
one of the most debated theories of Internationelatitons has been realism.
Thucydides, Machiavelli, and Thomas Hobbes areukatly cited as intellectual
ancestors of realisnt® But in terms of creating a science of internaiopolitics,
Hans Morgenthau played the most influential réle.

Realism has its roots in the rational choice theevkich is built on the
assumption that actors try to maximize their ird&yein their relationships with
others. This selfish attitude of actors forms liasic element of realism. Realists
assume that world politics is a struggle for poveard that the behavior and actions
of states could be rationally calculated and wotedd towards equilibriuf
preserving the balance of power. In a state oficoaus lust for power, war at any
time between states is inevitable, and a possibdit cooperation is not even
mentioned.

Kenneth Waltz's interpretation of the realist ttaah can be labeled as
neorealism. Waltz makes great effort to distinguigetween old and new realists.
Even though Morgenthau took the lead in raisingartgmt questions about the
relationship between power, states and war, “hisnidilen of power was murky,
since he failed to distinguish between power assaurce and power as the ability to

influence others’ behavior® As mentioned in the article titlévaluating Theories

13 David A. Baldwin, ed.,Neorealism and Realism: The Contemporary Debéiew York:
Columbia University Press, 1993), p. 11.

4 Keohane, “Realism, Neorealism and the Study ofl@vBolitics”, p. 10.

!> Robert Geyer, “European Integration, the ProblénComplexity and the Revision of Theory”,
JCMS Vol. 41, No. 1 (2003), p. 16, 17.

16 Keohane, “Realism, Neorealism and the Study oflvBolitics”, p. 11.



Waltz believes that classical realists like Hangdémthau “took power to be an end
in itself.”*” Classical realists had a pessimistic view of humature and assumed
that people and states were bound to become eitfil, avcontinuous lust for more
power, emphasizing the darker side of human naturecontrast, Waltz builds
structural realism on the assumption that suniv@ihe goal of states and that power
is one of the means to that end. To be more ekplieorealists like Waltz approach
the concept of power from a security perspectigepeiating power with the survival
of a state. Neorealism concentrates on the changes distribution of power, and
maintains that the primary interest of a natioriesta to protect its physical and
political integrity. According to the neorealisanadigm, balances form over time
and states find their way through. Maintaining bagance of power is not the sole
goal of a state or organization; they are formedna#ly and spontaneously.

Classical realists “attributed egoism and poweitigsl primarily to human
nature, whereas neorealists emphasize anaréhy&ccording to Waltz, “unlike
democratic political systems, international systemwes decentralized and hierarchic.
Therefore, anarchy is the ordering principle of fiystem.*® Actually, one of the
most problematic aspects of the realist theorhésabsence of an agreed definition
of “anarchy.” Classical realists like Hobbes defamarchy as chaos and disorder, as
a war of all against af’ Neorealists are not that pessimistic, they aghneé the
world order exhibits some kind of an order. Foneorealist, anarchy means the
absence of a government, or a defective governoretile to fulfill its functions.

Neorealism assumes that states have egoistic tidsraind interests. States
are bound to survive within a ‘self-help’ systerRrom a neorealist point of view,
international organizations are marginal entitasj only a tool for great powers to
advance their interests. The impact of internaioorganizations on states is
temporary and not of crucial importance, becausg tend to disintegrate after they
have fulfilled their functions. Under an anarclgetting and fixed interests,
organizations are interpreted as short-lived opeatiformed to serve state interests

for a certain interval. This assumption “preseatgessimistic analysis of the

" Waltz, “Evaluating Theories”, p. 913.

18 Alexander Wendt, “Anarchy is what states maketofthe social construction of power politics”,
International OrganizationVol. 46, No. 2 (Spring 1992), p. 395.

19 viicel Bozdglioglu, Turkish Foreign Policy and Turkish Identity: A Gomctivist Approach
(New York: Routledge, 2003), p. 13.

%0 Baldwin, ed.Neorealism and Realism: The Contemporary Delaté4.

1 Bozdalioglu, Turkish Foreign Policy and Turkish Identity: A Grnctivist Approachp. 14.



prospects for international cooperation and of tapabilities of international
institutions’% which makes an ongoing cooperation almost imptsgo achieve.
Waltz is quite rigid in his analysis about intefonal politics. According to
Waltz, “the texture of international politics remaihighly constant, patterns recur,
and events repeat themselves endle$d\Even though this observation may be true
for issues regarding foreign policy and securitgisiens, it does not leave enough
room for the possibility of cooperation. Speakwofgnternational structures, Waltz
argues that “no state intends to participate infoinmation of a structure by which it
and others will be constrained. International tordl systems, like economic
markets, are individualist in origin, spontaneougBnerated, and unintended.”
Consideration of balance of power politics seemsbé inevitable in a
multipolar world. For instance, the United States be said to act according to
power politics, assuming that a benign hegemonbecaryg peace and harmony to the
world. However, it takes more to explain the ueidevel of integration and activity
the European Union has reached today. Especidllye take the ambiguous
concept of anarchy to mean the absence of govemnhenneorealist paradigm has
difficulty in explaining the overlapping functionsf national governments and
institutions that governments participate in. “Maof the activities carried on by

"25 and the EU is such a

governments have counterparts at the internatitaveal,
good example for this dichotomy.

“The European Community provides fairly clear grdsifor a comparative
test between strong realist contentions, basednancly and relative gains, and
institutionalist arguments’® The ECSC, which marks the beginning of European
integration, emerged in a highly ‘anarchic’ settingder the auspices of World War
II, and the growing Soviet threat. The ECSC sthdet as a peace project between
France and Germany, designed to keep the muchdfeapetition of German anger

under control, while sharing resources and encangagconomic cooperation; thus

22 Joseph M. Grieco, “Anarchy and the Limits of Compien: A Realist Critique of the Newest
Liberal Institutionalism”, in David A. Baldwin, edNeorealism and Realism: The Contemporary
Debate (New York: Columbia University Press, 1993)1f6.

% Kenneth N. Waltz, “Reductionist and Systemic Thessrin Neorealism and its Criticsed. Robert
O. Keohane, (New York: Columbia University Pres336), p. 53.

4 Kenneth N. Waltz, “Political Structures” iNeorealism and its Criticsed. Robert O. Keohane,
(New York: Columbia University Press, 1986), p. 85

%5 Baldwin, ed.Neorealism and Realism: The Contemporary Deljaté4.

% Robert O. Keohane, “Institutional Theory and treafst Challenge After the Cold War”, in David
A. Baldwin, ed.,Neorealism and Realism: The Contemporary Debftew York: Columbia
University Press, 1993), p. 289.



using balance of power politics as a means of iagcthe goal of a peaceful and
prosperous Europe.

The concept opower was present in the sense that a cooperating Europe
would have a stronger stance in the post-war pegiwdl have a better chance of
survival. Nevertheless, the ensuing stages ofjiateon cannot be explained only by
the neorealist approach. Neorealism *“cannot adcdion deep levels of
institutionalized cooperation that have evolvedrotime nor for that matter why
states have been willing to make important conoassof sovereignty in the absence
of serious threats to their survival.” When we try to associate Waltz's pessimistic
outlook with European integration and the EU, we &t none of the qualities that
Waltz attributes to an international system seematch. The founding members of
the ECSC willingly agreed to delegate some of tipewers to a High Authority,
which in a way constrained them. And, if we waryaléscribe European integration
with the nearest adjective possikhlajntendedvould be the last one. Right from the
beginning, European integration was a planned progad could live up to this day
with the intentional efforts of its member stateespite periods of decline and
setbacks.

Since integration is a form of cooperation, thdiseparadigm is not suitable
for explaining European integration. The neoréaigument that institutions have a
minimal effect on their members is hardly true e tcase of the EU, where the
institutional mechanisms have been structured an st way that they have direct
applicability and implementing power over membetest. “The proliferation of
international institutions during the Cold War, amdst notably the history of the
European Community, show that anarchy does not ssadéy prevent

cooperation.®

2 0’ Brennan, “Re-Conceptualizing Europe: Social §&aunctivism and EU Enlargement”, p. 166.
8 Keohane, “Institutional Theory and the Realist Ifmaye After the Cold War”, p. 287.



2. Neofunctionalism

“The relationship between social, economic andrietdyical change on the
one hand, and political change on the other, hag loeen a major concern of
political theorists.?*®* The examination of this potentially promisingldiehas been
first explored by a group of theorists called fumcalists, best represented by David
Mitrany. The crux of the functionalist school diought is that “the modern
technology of communication, industry and warfaas, well as the growth of
economic, ecological and social problems on a redi@r global scale, present
irresistible pressures toward international coogpenaand ultimate political unity®
At the basis of the functionalist theory lies theswamption that the development of
international economic and social cooperationnsagor prerequisite for the ultimate
solution of political conflicts and the eliminatiaf war. “The essential principle,
writes Mitrany, is that activities would be selattspecifically and organized
separately, each according to its nature, to thadiions under which it has to
operate, and the needs of the moméht.”

Integration as seen by functionalists means a gitashift from a balance-of-
power system, to a system whose units are nomeatitorganizations performing
functions irrespective of national divisioffs. “Functionalists argue that perception
of an increasing number of problems, needs anddsreputstripping national
capacities is bound to result in pressure towartstnational cooperatior’> In that
respect, the functionalist integration theory of tt940’s, and the neofunctionalist
version of the 1950’s and 1960’s are extensionthefliberal tradition, which has
been the main challenger of the realist schodhofight.

Neofunctionalism rejects “realism’s proposition®abstates and its gloomy
understanding of world politic$* “The neofunctionalist paradigm attempts to

explain the effects which supranational institusiom particular regional economic

29 Charles Pentlandnternational Theory and European IntegratjofNew York: The Free Press,
1973), p. 64.

0 |bid.

% Ibid., p. 68.

% Ibid., p. 75.

B Ibid., p. 77.

% Grieco, “Anarchy and the Limits of Cooperation: Realist Critique of the Newest Liberal
Institutionalism”, p. 116.

10



organizations, have on the attitudes and behavionember states®® “The whole
purpose of the neofunctional approach is preciselyelate existing national and
regional characteristics in something approximatiagprobabilistic model of
international system transformatiofs.”

Neofunctionalists draw our attention to the didimt betweerhigh politics
(military and security matters) antbw politics (economics and trade) and
concentrate on the role that low politics play mmoting cooperation among states.
Most significantly, they argue that internationalstitutions can help states
cooperaté! One of the main traits of neofunctionalism ist timstitutions or groups
act “above the stat&® thus creating a supranational setup.

Western European integration provides a suitalledéwork for commenting
on the interplay between social, economic andipalifactors. Neofunctionalism is
unique in the sense that it is the first theoryigle=sd specifically to explain the
dynamics and the future course of European integratlean Monnet can be named
as an early neofunctionalist, who truly believecheart in the European peace and
integration project prompted by economic cooperatioFrench foreign minister
Robert Schuman, who found Monnet’'s ideas applicalole took the initiative to
implement them, had said in his famous DeclaratbiMay 9, 1950 that “Europe
will not be made all at oncé® This implied a cooperation framework that was
planned to advance incrementally. The launchinthefneofunctionalist analysis of
Ernst Haas, one of the major scholars in the feldesponded to the establishment
of the European Economic Community in 1958.

Neofunctionalism was well suited to the incremertgic of integration
proposed by Monnet and Schuman with the foundaifaine ECSC. The forward-
looking fate of the EC was explained with neofumetilism, “which saw European

integration as a self-sustaining process drivesdwntoral spillovers toward an ever-

% Peter Katzenstein, “Hare and Tortoise: The Rameafd Integration”)nternational Organization
Vol. 25, No. 2 (1971), p. 290.

% Philippe C. Schmitter, “Three Neo-Functional Hypetes About International Integration”,
International OrganizationVol. 23, No. 1, (Winter 1969), p. 164.

37 Grieco, “Anarchy and the Limits of Cooperation: Realist Critique of the Newest Liberal
Institutionalism”, p. 116.

% Andrew Moravcsik, “Negotiating the Single EuropeAat: national interests and conventional
statecraft in the European Communitiyiternational OrganizationVol. 45, No. 1 (Winter 1991),

p. 24.

9 Robert Schuman, “Declaration of 9 May 1950”, Aczzbfrom
http://europa.eu.int/abc/symbols/9-may/decl_en.bdimdanuary 3, 2006.
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closer union”® “In the early optimistic years of the Europeam@ounity, it was
generally assumed that the terminal point of thegration process would be some
sort of federal state in Western Europe. Thoseluad in the Community often
described themselves as working toward a Europederation by functional means.
This self-image, combined with the early succesdethe Community, tended to
reinforce neofunctionalist theory and practiék.”

Neofunctionalism explained the motives for deepeoperation among
member states with the spill-over effect, predgtihat economic cooperation would
eventually lead to political integration. The carkaim of the neofunctionalist
argument about European integration was based ena#sumption that the
cooperation in the economic field would spillover dther areas as well, such as
security and foreign policy. Neofunctionalists cidsed European integration as a
“gradual and self-sustaining proce8s.”Haas and other neofunctionalists predicted
that sectoral integration would produce the unidéshconsequence of promoting
further integration in additional spillover issuds. They viewed integration as an
incremental process in which the naturally expeatedelopments would fall into
place eventually. They also believed that the sfiem of domestic powers to
supranational institutions would facilitate integpa.

In his famous work titled’he Uniting of EuropeHaas argues that “political
integration is the process whereby political actorseveral distinct national settings
are persuaded to shift their loyalties, expectatiand political activities toward a
new center, whose institutions possess or demarstliction over the pre-existing
national states. The end result of a process litigad integration is a new political
community, superimposed over the pre-existing 6fiés.Drawing a distinction
betweenlow politics the incremental decision-making processes ofett@nomic

and technical spheres, and thigh politics of diplomacy, strategy and national

40 Mark Pollack, “Theorizing the European Union: dmtational Organization, Domestic Polity, or
Experiment in New GovernanceZnnual Review of Political Sciencéol. 8 (2005), p. 359.

“! Pentland|nternational Theory and European Integratjqn 106.

42 Mark A. Pollack, “International Relations TheorgdaEuropean Integrationournal of Common
Market StudiesVol. 39, No. 2 (June 2001), p. 222.

“3 Pollack, “Theorizing the European Union: Intefomaél Organization, Domestic Polity, or
Experiment in New Governance?”, p. 359.

“4 pentland|nternational Theory and European Integratign 101.
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ideologies, Haas argues that European integraaarbe expected to progress in the
context ofhigh politics*

Even though neofunctionalism was popular in the [E950s, it entered a
period of crisis in the 1960s, marked by Eurosdsr@and stagnation in European
integration. This temporary slowdown in Europeategration made it obvious that
“the extent to which the process of incrementakgnation, from economic to
political unity, can occur, depends on the stateadhtions in thehigh political
sphere.*®  Neofunctionalist analyses incorrectly assume aroraaticity of
integration through the concept of spillover, basad an objective economic
rationale, and neglect the wider world within whintegration takes plac®g.

After Haas, Leon Lindberg introduced a milder apyofotoward integration
compared to Haas, by arguing that political coojp@macan be achieved without
actually moving towards a political community. dlyerg’s political community is
simply a legitimate system for the resolution oftiot.*® According to Lindberg,
“the essence of political integration is the emaoge or creation over time of
collective decision-making processes, i.e. politinatitutions to which governments
delegate decision-making authority and/or throudticiv they decide jointly via
more familiar intergovernmental negotiatiol.”

Today, even though the EU has reached an advaeceldf cooperation, the
sovereignty of member states and national priaridiee still relevant. As optimistic
as it can be, neofunctionalism remains insufficient explaining European
integration, because member states are not so gageoperate in foreign policy or
sensitive security related issues, as they haderatgd in the field of economic
integration. Haas’s definition of integration reg#es an almost federal union,
which is not likely to be achieved so readily ire ttase of the EU, due to national
priorities and security concerns of member statéstegration occurs when the
interests of the actors involved at that partictilawe and political setting converge.

For this reason, we should not disregard the natiate as a unit of analysis in a

> |bid., p. 109.

“© Ibid.

4" Andreas Bieler, “The struggle over EU enlargemeathistorical materialist analysis of European
integration”,Journal of European PubliPolicy, Vol. 9, No. 4 (August 2002), p. 577.

“8 pentland|nternational Theory and European Integratiqn 104.

9 Ibid., p. 105.
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cooperation framework, and we should also focustren cooperation efforts of

member states at an intergovernmental level.

3. Intergovernmentalism

The nearly federal cooperation model proposed hyfumetionalism was
challenged by intergovernmentalism, which describesprocess in which member
states that are part of an international orgarompastill retain their power, but come
together at a governmental level to take decisidrgs approach can be defined as a
middle way between the realist and liberal tradsio Intergovernmentalists neither
regard states as solitary actors within a systean, place too much value on
international institutions. They believe that egatan meet, bargain with each other
and cooperate on a state-to-state level. Indeesh ¢éhough the EU is a highly
supranational institution, most issues are resolakedhe intergovernmental level
between member states, during intergovernmentdépemces.

Intergovernmentalism is coherent with realism ia sense that “states are the
principal actors in the international systéfh’and that “interstate bargains reflect
national interests and relative powef.” However, the importance that
intergovernmentalism places on the state as asunit as far stretched as the realist
paradigm. “State interests change over time, dftemays which are decisive for the
integration process but which cannot be tracedhifissin the relative power of
states.®

Intergovernmentalism rejects the neofunctionalestdency of overvaluing
supranationality. It also rejects the spillovefeef that has been foreseen by
neofunctionalists. Instead, intergovernmentalissags the national governments as
the basic units of analysis and asserts that natates determine the pace of
integration.  “Intergovernmental institutionalisns ibased on three principles:
intergovernmentalism, lowest-common denominatog&iaing, and strict limits on

future transfers of sovereignty™

% Moravcsik, “Negotiating the Single European Actational interests and conventional statecraft in
the European Community”, p. 27.
51 [|hi
Ibid.
*2 |bid.
%3 |bid., p. 25.
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Intergovernmentalism explains European integratiohas a self-sustaining
process proceeding with inevitable spillovers; bather as a bargaining process
conducted between the national governments of menstetes. “European
integration did not proceed steadily and incremnta proceeded in fits and

starts.®

“While spillover and forward linkages may in someesa suffice to prompt the
intensification of international decision makingden a specific mandate within a
given sector, they play a minimal role in the pgsss of opening new issues,
reforming decision-making procedures, and ratifyittge accession of new
members. Movement in these areas requires actigevention by heads of state
and a considerable amount of nontechnocratic iatierdargaining>®

The 1960’'s witnessed the uncompromising policiesDef Gaulle, and a
temporary halt in the progress of integration. MNaotionalism appeared to be
anachronistic during this period, which was markgde Gaulle’s uncompromising
nationalist policies and the ‘empty chair crisis. Two decades later, other
neofunctionalists were optimistic enough to predhett the wave of eagerness and
motivation, which was revitalized with the SEA thabk member states out of
Eurosclerosis and relaunched the integration projemuld work out in other spheres
as well. But they neglected the fact that econotomperation was in everybody’s
interest, therefore member states accepted todanagonal policies. Therefore, a
liberal intergovernmental approach better corredpdn the backstage of SEA rather
than neofunctionalism. Another crucial point whideofunctionalism fails to
address is the case with security and foreign polihere member states keep their
national preferences above the EU, as opposed ® ithportant role
neofunctionalism places on supranationalism.

When the integration trend started to falter in th@60's and 1970’s,
intergovernmentalism “emphasized the gate keepiote rof EU member
governments and their resistance to any wholesatesfer of sovereignty from the
member states to a new center in Bruss&ls.During these years,tlfe core
European integration debate involved intergoverraimsts, who saw the EU as an

intergovernmental extension of a fundamentally iseéainternational order, and

> Ibid., p. 48.

* |bid.

* Pollack, “Theorizing the European Union: Inteiomal Organization, Domestic Polity, or
Experiment in New Governance?”, p. 359.
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functionalists/neofunctionalists, who saw the edly as possessing the ability to
reshape functionally the realist international ordBebates raged over the degree to
which early EU policy developments were determibgdntergovernmental bargains
or functional spillover. The fates of the theonmesre tied to the success or failure of
the integration process. When it succeeded, netfunatists boasted. When it
faltered, intergovernmentalists exulted.”

Intergovernmental institutionalism does not totatligregard the effect of
supranational institutions on states, but questitsselevance in comparison to
nation states that make them up. Instead, intengonental institutionalism
“accords an important role to supranational insths in cementing existing
interstate bargains as the foundation for reneweshiation.”® Rather than placing
an important role on the spillover effect that &dsto exist by neofunctionalists,
intergovernmentalism stresses the pressure thatuitens exert on states. States
cannot risk being excluded, and they are compdiedgree on a lowest common
denominator that will be beneficial for them in tloeg run. As Moravcsik points
out, “the decision to join a regime involves soraergice of national sovereignty in
exchange for certain advantage$. This again takes us to the distinction between
selfish and collective interests. Even thoughestahay have selfish interests and
national goals, they also have collective interéstan international organization,
which they have willingly agreed to participate.

While intergovernmentalism challenges neofunctisnal it tends to have a
close link with liberalism. In fact, the two pargohs have converged in the
literature of theories d#beral intergovernmentalism The reason for this closeness
is that the drive of nation-states to cooperatinénfield of economics can be done at
anintergovernmentalevel.

Intergovernmentalist approaches, including the tmdseveloped liberal
intergovernmentalist variant, consider states tdhgemost important actors at the
international level and, consequently, overlook thegportance of supranational
institutions, transnational actors and the indepehdole of ideas. Moreover, they
incorrectly concentrate on inter-state negotiatiagshe most important instances of
integration. Both neofunctionalist and intergoveamtalist approaches are unable to

" Geyer, “European Integration, the Problem of Caxity and the Revision of Theory”, p. 18.

%8 Moravcsik, “Negotiating the Single European Actational interests and conventional statecraft in
the European Community”, p. 56.

*bid., p. 26.
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account for structural change, because they talstirex social and power structures

as giver®’
4. Liberalism and Neoliberalism

“IR theory in the early post-World War 1l period svalominated by the
theory of realism® The dreary Nazi experience in Europe had comfitrthe
realists, showing that the lust for power can &la reason for war. However, the
liberal tradition and school of thought starteddassert itself in the post World War
Il era, where cooperation was the only viable sotutto revitalize a devastated
Europe. The traditional liberals of the™8entury are remembered by the famous
motto laissez faire, laissez passefThe application of this economic principle te th
field of political science allows for greater flexity to explain why cooperation
among states is easier than realists would ar¢nsitutions increase the possibility
of cooperation by eliminating the risk of conflenhd cheating between states. So, as
opposed to realism, the liberal tradition attrilsute great deal of importance to
institutions, due to their ability to provide a titam for states to cooperate. In doing
so, liberalism does not challenge the individuakeoof states.

Neoliberalism goes a step further than realism fgyiag that “process can
generate cooperative behavior, even in an exoggngien, self-help systent?
“Neoliberalism also describes the context of wagstditics as anarchic, but differs
from realism in important ways. Neoliberals asernimportance to actors other than
states (especially international organizations) tey are less pessimistic about the
effects of anarchy - they see cooperation beingsiples when international
organizations can help states achieve mutual st®ef® It is possible for states to
work together, “especially with the assistancentéiinational institutions®*

“Neoliberals assume that states have many miurtexkests, economic gains

from trade and cooperation being among the mosbitapt. Rather than ensuring

0 Bieler, “The struggle over EU enlargement: a diisal materialist analysis of European
integration”, p. 577.

®1 Geyer, “European Integration, the Problem of Caxity and the Revision of Theory”, p. 17.

2 \Wendt, “Anarchy is what states make of it: theiabconstruction of power politics”, p. 392.

% Ba and Hoffman, “Making and Remaking the World i@r101: A Resource for Teaching Social
Constructivism in Introductory Classes”, p. 19.

% Grieco, “Anarchy and the Limits of Cooperation: Realist Critique of the Newest Liberal
Institutionalism”, p. 117.
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constant, deadly competition, neoliberals claimt taarchy makes it difficult for
states to achieve these interests because withowughority to enforce rules,
cheating on “deals” will be rampant, and uncertaimill make cooperation difficult.
The neoliberals claim that the EU, and other ommtions, play a crucial role in
helping states to overcome this fear of cheatfig‘Liberalism would claim that the
real issue is the economic benefits that EU pravitemembers® The origins of
the European Coal and Steel Community actually edpiiis approach, and the
existence of Single Market and Euro confirm it.oBemic cooperation has been one
of the strongest driving forces of European integresince the beginning.

Following the Single European Act and right beftine Maastricht Treaty
which transformed the EC into EU, Andrew Moravcsikote that the EC was
“experiencing its most important period of refornmce the completion of the
Common Market in 1968* The ‘relaunching’ of Europe as called by the Eten
was unexpected, after periods of EuropessimismEamdsclerosis, which marked
the late 1970’s and early 198¢%.But the idea to use economic cooperation as
tool or drive to advance the integration process wppealing to governments of
member states. The SEA linked liberalization oé tBuropean market with
procedural reforffY, giving member states an incentive to cooperate.

However, liberalism becomes insufficient in expiag why the EU struggles
to move beyond economic incentives and extend gatipa to the fields of security
and politics. “According to liberals the EU willepsist because it facilitates
economic cooperation by supplying transparencyaaethues of communication, but
it will not influence the fundamental nature of th&uropean states or their
interactions. The evidence from the 1990’s andye2t™ century suggests that we
may need a different perspective to understancEth&’® It can be observed that
“states will continue to value institutions likeetlEU even if the circumstances that
brought them together in the first place have ckdng\evertheless, neoliberal

approaches are also limited, not so much becaus¢ tivey describe does not take

% Ba and Hoffman, “Making and Remaking the World fi8r101: A Resource for Teaching Social
Constructivism in Introductory Classes”, p. 24.

% Ibid., p. 18.

7 Moravcsik, “Negotiating the Single European Actational interests and conventional statecraft in
the European Community”, p. 19.
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place in the EU, but because they do not camlirthat is taking place™ At this
point, “constructivism might contribute signific@nto the strong liberal interest in

identity and interest formatior{*

B. Defining Social Constructivism

1. The Rise of Culture and Identity in International Relations

So far, we have tried to explain the major theorétempting to analyze
European integration. However, we see that neitblerthem can provide a
satisfactory evaluation by itself. This is becakseopean integration involves other
dynamics besides security, economics and politiEstablished approaches
concentrate on the institutional development of Ehg i.e. the form of the EU, but
not the content. The social purpose, underlyingbpean integration, is overlooked.
Besides economic prospects, democracy, rule ofdads human rights, European
integration has come to be associated increaswvigly culture and identity. “The
problem of explaining international order can beutjht of as a subtype of the
general problem of explaining social order. Soaalence theories developed
outside the field of International Relations mag\pde helpful insight$?

“Deriving its elements from social psychology, pickl science, and social
theory, constructivism constitutes an alternatigeearch program to the study of

international politics and foreign policy*

" In its simple sense, the essence of social
constructivism is derived from “the power of ideti® interplay between actors and
their social context, the notion that actors’ wordseds, and interactions shape the
kind of world in which they exist, and that the Wbshapes who actors are and what
they want.”> Constructivists believe that there is a two-wageiiaction between
actors and social context, and they examine thégitorand reconstruction of

identities, the impact of rules and norms, andrtile of language and of political

" bid., p. 24.

2\Wendt, “Anarchy is what states make of it: theiabconstruction of power politics”, p. 394.

3 Baldwin, ed.Neorealism and Realism: The Contemporary Deljaté5.

" Bozdalioglu, Turkish Foreign Policy and Turkish Identity: A Gnuctivist Approachp. 22.

5 Ba and Hoffman, “Making and Remaking the World ierl01: A Resource for Teaching Social
Constructivism in Introductory Classes”, p. 15.
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discourses® On the one hand, actors and states adjust anéfymbéir behavior
according to the context. That is, context inflees and shapes their behavior. On
the other hand, actors create their own contexthange it. This second point is
especially contradictory with the realist approaghich takes the context as given.
Alexander Wendt, one of the main architects of ¢bastructivist approach
rightly argues that “we cannot study society in saene mechanistic, rule-governed
way that we study natur€” and defines the core claims of constructivism as

follows:"®

1. States are the principal units of analysis forrima¢ional political theory.

2. The key structures in the states system are irfigstive, rather than
material.

3. State identities and interests are in important pamstructed by these social
structures, rather than given exogenously to tlstesy by human nature or

domestic politics.

Wendt brings a more sophisticated explanation & r#iationship between
actors and context. He argues that the main dabdt®oncerned today with the
extent to which state action is influenced by ‘staue’ (anarchy and the distribution
of power) versus ‘process’ (interaction and leaghiand institutions® In that
respect, Wendt takes a state-centric appf8aafhich previous theorists have
avoided due to their concentration on the concdpararchy and international
context.

Wendt has two reasons for concentrating on the:stairst, notwithstanding
the growing importance of nonstate actors in wgiditics, states remain jealous of
their sovereignty and so may resist collective idieation more than other actors.
Second, collective identification is an importamndition for the emergence of
‘international states’, which would constitute austural transformation of the

Westphalian states system. In effect, construstivehows how the concern of

"% Christiansen, Jgrgensen, Wiener, “The Social Gocison of Europe”, p. 538.

7O’ Brennan, “Re-Conceptualizing Europe: Sociah§ouctivism and EU Enlargement”, p. 179.
8 Alexander Wendt, “Collective Identity Formationdathe International StateThe American
Political Science Reviewol. 88, No. 2 (June 1994), p. 385.

" Wendt, “Anarchy is what states make of it: theigbconstruction of power politics”, p. 391.

80 Wendt, “Collective Identity Formation and the Imtational State”, p. 385.
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integrationist theories with the formation of commiy can be addressed from a
state-centric perspectivE!” What differs from a realist or rationalist persipee
regarding the state is that constructivists belibza “state interests do not exist to be
‘discovered’ by self-interested, rational actorsterests are constructed through a
process of social interactiofi?”

Figure | summarizes the interplay between actodscamtext:

ACTORS

Behavior

CONTEXT

Ideas
Meanings

Rules

FIGURE 1. The Interaction of Actors and Cont&xt

“The identities of states emerge from their intécacs with different social
environments, both domestic and internatiofial.The sources of conflict between
different civilizations and states have differednfr time to time, ranging from
territorial or imperial aims, economic gains andloo@lism, to religion.
“Differences in culture and religion create diffeces over policy issues, ranging
from human rights to immigration to trade and comoeeto the environment™
The 2d" century has witnessed the general trend of wonlitigs being situated on

ideological conflicts. “As the conflicts in the B&an Gulf, the Caucasus and Bosnia

1 Ipid.

8 peter J. Katzenstein, “Introduction: Alternativerspectives on National Security” Tine Culture of
National Securityed. Peter J. Katzenstein, (New York: Columbia@rsity Press: 1996), p. 2.

8 The figure is taken from Alice Ba and Matthew &ffrhan, “Making and Remaking the World for
IR 101: A Resource for Teaching Social Construstivin Introductory Classes’international
Studies Perspective¥ol. 4 (2003), p. 22.

8 peter J. Katzenstein, e@he Culture of National SecurjtfNew York: Columbia University Press,
1996), p. 24.

8 Samuel Huntington, “The Clash of Civilizations®greign Affairs Vol. 72, No. 3 (Summer 1993),
p. 29.
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continued, the positions of nations and the cleasdgptween them increasingly were
along civilizational lines®

Speaking of culture and identity, we should make dhstinction between
personal / corporat@andsocial identityat this point. Corporateidentity refers to the
physical, psychological characteristics, qualite®l interests of an actor.Sdcial
identitieson the other hand, are categorizations of theistfmore inclusive social

"87 «p central concern

units thatdepersonaliz¢éhe self-concept, whetebecomesve
for Alexander Wendt — and, indeed, many other cansvists — is to show that
identities can change through interacti6h."Wendt claims that “interaction at the
systemic level changes state identities and intef&% “It is collective meanings that
constitute the structures which organize our asfdrwhich in turn produce a
collective identity’

In other words, creating new definitions of seltisicial to structural change
in the states system. The relationship betvegsdfand theotheris always in process,
and not given as considered by realists. “Howatessatisfies its corporate interests
depends on how it defines the self in relationh® ather®® “Social identities and
interests are always in process during interac¢tidn.Thus, identity and social
context are inseparable. Identity is not a sta&iimcept; it is influenced by
endogenous and exogenous factors. Norms defimgitids or regulate behavior, or
they do botl* “To the extent that mechanisms are at work thampte collective
identities, models that ignore them will understétte chances for international
cooperation and misrepresent why it occups.”

“For Constructivists, identity is the context fromhich national interests are
divined and interpreted by policy makers. Identibes not determine foreign policy
but it provides a contextual template for the deteation and pursuit of national
interests. It thus defines the framework from wihiolicy choice ensue$® There
Is a strong link between the identity of a statel #me formulation of its foreign

% |bid., p. 38.

8" Bozdaglioglu, Turkish Foreign Policy and Turkish Identity: A Gonctivist Approachp. 22.
8 Checkel, “Social Construction and Integration”gp.

8 Wendt, “Collective Identity Formation and the Imtational State”, p. 384.
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policy. The perception and interpretation of idignby leaders and policy makers
shape foreign policy choices to a large extentheperhaps on equal footing as
technical and security issues. As this is trueTiarkey, regarding the identification
with the West, it is also true for EU members, winoly defend their unique

European identity. The hesitant foreign policy @aghes of EU leaders in view of
Turkish accession prove the existence of the oelahip between identity and
foreign policy.

According to Samuel Huntington, “people can andeattefine their identities
and, as a result, the composition and boundariesivilizations change® Even
though culture and identity are not static concejpisy do not change so smoothly
either. While modes of behavior concerning ecomoamd technical developments
are relatively easier to alter, culture can bedfamed only at the end of a long and
slow proces€® Huntington predicts that the new political oraéi be marked by
cultural differences. “The great divisions amongmiankind and the dominating
source of conflict will be cultura® It is far more meaningful now to group
countries not in terms of their political or ecoriorsystems or in terms of their level
of economic development but rather in terms ofrtioeiture and civilization**°

“Cultural identity, though linked to the past, rensa work in progress-**

" Huntington, “The Clash of Civilizations?”, p. 24.

% E H. Burak ErdenirAvrupa Kimlgi, (Ankara: Umit Yayincilik, 2005), p. 29.
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2. How is Social Constructivism Different?

Each political unit is unique in its own contexfThe global order seems to
be transforming itself culturally even faster thians changing geopolitically or
economically, it is neither surprising nor impropéat the IR discipline should

similarly reconfigure its theoretical and empiricghze.**

Theories prior to

constructivism do not pay enough attention to tlay wnternational Relations are
socially constructed. Realism overemphasizes tfeete of anarchy, ignoring the
possibility of cooperation, neofunctionalism is toptimistic about the spillover
effect, intergovernmentalism lacks the tools to laixp deeper integration and
cooperation among states, and liberalism ignoregrgg issues. “History cannot be
reduced to a perpetual recurrence of samenesdictoahd balancing. History is a

03 Therefore,

process of change that leaves an imprint on stdantity.
constructivism offers a different outlook, whichefe theories have not considered
before, concentrating on the effects of socioldgie&tors such as culture and
identity on politics. Any analysis, which only feges on systemic factors and
ignores the role of actors in shaping their sooctadtext and identity, bears the risk of
being incomplete.

“Yes, international politics is in part about acfion material incentives in
given anarchic worlds. However, it is also abolie treproduction and
transformation, by intersubjective dynamics at hbhdomestic and systemic levels,
of the identities and interests through which thaseentives and worlds are
created.*** “A fundamental principle of social constructivisteory is that people
act toward objects, including other actors, on blasis of the meanings that the
objects have for them. Anarchy and the distributdd power are insufficient to tell
us which is which*® Constructivists argue that there may be more itapo
variables besides anarchy and power for explaiiog states behave. They
especially attempt to show the relevance of idgntulture, norms and ideas to
explain how advanced forms of cooperation are aeklie Identity and interest are
very important variables, which help to predict hstates will behave and interact
with each other. Constructivist models of thouglmaw our attention to the

192| apid, “Culture’s Ship: Returns and Departuretniiernational Relations Theory”, p. 4.

193 Katzenstein, edThe Culture of National Securitp. 23.

194 \Wendt, “Identity and Structural Change in Inteimaal Politics” p. 62, 63.
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1106

irrelevance of a so-called gap between the “natwafld and the *“social

world”1%’

as argued by rationalists. Constructivist apdneacattempt to relate the
two worlds, arguing that without taking the sochbrld into consideration,
explanations based only on the natural world wdxddnadequate. “Constructivists
musk ask questions such as to what extent is fongadicy constructed or regulated
by collective belief structures®®

“In Wendt’'s terms, structure is not only made oftenal capabilities, but
also social relationships®® Wendt offers a very clear distinction between ttiree
major competing paradigms: realism, neoliberalisnd aonstructivism. In a
competitivesecurity system, “states identify negatively watlich other’s security so
that ego’s gain is seen as alter’s 1088."This is the essence of realism and power
politics. A milder approach is thadividualistic security system, where “states are
still self-regarding about their security but amncerned primarily with absolute
gains rather then relative gains. One’s positioithie distribution of power is less
important, and collective action is more possiBfé."This is the neoliberal view.

Contrary to both of these systems, constructivesrails acollectivesecurity
system “in which states identify positively with @@another so that the security of
each is perceived as the responsibility of #f.” The appealing point of the
constructivist explanation is that it leaves roawn the evaluation of the collective
dimension and social construction, while takingestao be the central actors in a
system. States have requests and goals other sthaurity. They also want
recognition, prosperity and peace. Constructivigiay close attention to the
prevailing discourses in society because discotgfiects and shapes beliefs and
interests, and establishes accepted norms of betia¥

Constructivists realize these requests and makeoi@ mccurate analysis.
“Perhaps paradoxically, if the desire for recogmtiis about being accepted as
different, the effect of mutual recognition is tonstitute collective identity or
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solidarity.”™*

This is how the constructivist paradigm transferthe issue of
anarchy and risk of war into a socially constructglective action. States’
perceptions and expectations of each other arellgqoaortant as their material
capabilities. Whereas realism and liberalism tenébcus on material factors such
as power or trade, constructivist approaches engsh#ise impact of ideas. Instead
of taking the state for granted and assuming thasimply seeks to survive,
constructivists regard the interests and identibésstates as a highly malleable
product of specific historical processés>”

“Constructivists argue that it is better to consittet actors in world politics
are dynamic; that the identity and interests ofestand other actors change across
contexts and over timé*® This approach is in significant contrast with the
neorealist and neoliberal assumption that actove lEamore or less fixed nature.
Who actors are and what actors want are deternbgeteir interactions with other
actors and by the larger social context in whickytlexist. At certain times, some
states will be security-conscious and power-hungog, because there is something
inherent about states that make them this wayrdiber because states learn to be
this way by interacting with other states withisggecific historical context. At other
times and in other contexts, interactions can kates to have different identities,
interests, and behavior*?

Moreover, how a state regards another dependts qeliception of the other.
Rather than worrying that today’s friend can be domw’'s enemy like realists®
members of an international institution should atsasider the relative losses that
would result from not being a part of that cooperatscheme. Because realists

concentrate on thsurvival of a state rather than itell being**°

the prospects for
cooperation are limited. Nevertheless, anarchynable to explain the “variation in
patterns of conflict and cooperation among stat&s.’No matter how we define

anarchy, a state of chaos, or lack of governmemraer, the effects of anarchy are
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not definite: anarchy under different conditionsl aettings may produce different
outcomes. This is what Alexander Wendt from thestauctivist school of thought
means by his famous quote: “Anarchy is what stateke of it.*** States do not
necessarily have to be confined to an inhibitirggesof anarchy, they can learn to
turn the state of anarchy to their advantage, deadt minimize risks. “Anarchies
may contain dynamics that lead to competitive pgpaditics, but they also may not,
and we can argue about when particular structufeslemtity and interests will
emerge.*??

The dominance of rationalist approaches has céstirithe development of the
literature on European integration, but social twmtsivism can offer more
convincing explanation€> “Constructivist approaches, which emphasized the
potentially transformative potential of the E&*began to emerge in the late 1990s.
IR scholars increasingly resorted to the constisttapproach to explain the social
dynamics behind integration. European integrat®mne of the highest stages of
cooperation, and it cannot be explained withoutsaiering the context it has started
in, and the transformations it has been going tiinou

“Constructivism bears enormous potential for redeaon European
integration and ought to be actively pursued torowme limitations in the field**°
Realism, neofunctionalism, intergovernmentalism &bedralism fail to capture the
crucial detail that identity shapes interests, ai s economic and security factors.
Both neorealists and neoliberals take the seli@sted state as the starting point of
their theory*?® Contrary to the realist view, the existence af U shows that
anarchy is not the prevailing state of relationamninternational system. If France
and Germany had acted according to the realisdmgarato maximize their power,
they could be fighting forever. Social construdtis argue that states can learn to
want things other than power and economic effiglenc state interests can

change.*?’
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“Neorealist and neoliberal perspectives focus ow tstructures affect the
instrumental rationality of actors. Neorealists pbasize that the competitive
pressure of an anarchic international system isomstant in history*?® while
neoliberals argue that “international institutiopgvide an alternative structural
context in which states define their interests eadrdinate conflicting policies-*
Neoliberalism has an efficiency-oriented view abotgrnational institutions, which
neglects the crucial fact that institutions can stitate, to varying degrees, the
identities of actors and thus shape their intereBisth neorealism and neoliberalism
ignore the potential of actors in shaping theirteath Constructivists focus on this
very missing part, by examining the social facthit prompt change. “A rationalist
approach makes sense when state interests reallgxagenous to interactioft®
But when this is not true, as in the case of theopean Union, rationalism may
ignore important possibilities and/or strategiesdmoperation.***

One of the basic assumptions of the constructpastdigm is that “actors
create their own common understandings-their samatext-through their actions
and interactions®? The history of European integration is full oexples showing
how individuals and national actors can shape theré of integration. Indeed,
European integration started with the initiativé$veo individuals, Jean Monnet and
Robert Schuman, who evaluated the context they wevery carefully, devising a
cooperation strategy out of a devastated post-waoge. The core powers of
Western Europe in the post World War Il era decittedthange the doomed and
unpromising future of a weak and demolished Eur@pel pooled their resources
together in the ECSC, while peacefully integratBgrmany and thus preventing a
much-feared repetition of German anger withoutraimg it.

But it was not only the context of post World Warthat prompted the
Europeans to act this way. In an effort to creathange for better, they took the
initiative and cooperated to create their own cxntéThe states of the EU have
ideas of ‘Europe’ - what it is and what it sign#fie- that come to govern their

interactions with one another and the political esrdn Europe. Thus, for
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constructivists, the EU is not merely a forum téphstates reach cooperative results.
Instead, the EU has become a fundamental part efEilropean states’ social

context. It is a forum that contains ideas, megsirand rules that come to shape
how these states view the world, how they view thalires, how they decide what

they want, and how they decide to take actioh.”

If we were to evaluate neorealism, neoliberalism @onstructivism based on
their degrees of optimism about cooperation, néisrmavould be at the farther end
of the scale. Neoliberalism would fall in the migldand constructivism would be on
the positive side. As opposed to the pessimigalist view about cooperation,
“world politics is not a homogenous state of warogeration varies among issues
and over time*** Wendt defines three ways in which “identities antrests are
transformed under anarchy: by the institution o¥eseignty, by an evolution of
cooperation, and by international efforts to transf egoistic identities into
collective identities*®*> The third proposition corresponds to Europeaagrtion
perfectly well.

Not all factors affecting the behavior of Europesaies in Post World War II
were exogenous. It is up to the states to deciuzs v0 do with their context, just as
Monnet and Schuman took the opportunity to launod European integration
project when the time was ripe. In other wordsanée and Germany chose to
cooperate, maximizing their collective gains. QGuomdivism is especially well
suited for a “process of long-term political anctisb change in Europe® After
the initial stages of integration, the developmantd expansion of thacquis
communautaireover time can be explained from a constructivistspective.
“Constructivism can account for both change andcfmtinuity in change®®’ The
Single European Act served as a boost to integraieories, after a period of
stagnation, which was marked by Europessimism. Naastricht Treaty (1992)
marked a turning point with the introduction of tGero as a single currency, and the

Amsterdam Treaty reinforced integration by “extenygihe use of qualified majority
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138 These

voting and the delegation of powers to supranalianatitutions.
developments showed that nation states could williact together, refusing to act
on the sole basis of national priorities and postaerggles.

Today, the EU is interested in issues besides ewimngains or security.
Member states promote human rights, democracy aledaf law, environmental
considerations, improvement in the educationalesystind the list goes on. In order
to examine why actors behave differently than etqubcthe concepts of social
context and identity emerge as indispensable toAlsors have two main stakes or
incentives for cooperation: economic developmerd aecurity. These factors
facilitate cooperation, when actors have a commuarest in acting together on
these issues. The European integration projectobaa more successful in some
aspects, but has faltered in other policy aredse distinction betweehigh politics
and low politics concepts that were originally introduced by Haaslps us to
distinguish the weaknesses and strengths of the Ethis day, the EU has been
successful ifow politics i.e. economic integration and trade, but coultlgmthat
far in high politics i.e. issues regarding security and defense, wheraestic
priorities of national governments have reassdttethselves.

The fact that states remain at the center of tingtcactivist analysis does not
undermine the collective action and level of intencectedness reached at the EU
level today; but reminds us to reconsider the posibf member-states as sovereign
actors within this economically, physically andipohlly growing body. As a result
of the analysis on how to fulfill their corporateterests, states may decide to
cooperate. In other words, actors do not alwayis fimathe context to shape or lead
them; but they develop their own context, as in ¢hse of the EU. The ECSC
project was also motivated by the mutual econonaimg)that members would be
able to appreciate due to cooperation. So, therisg@spect can be attributed to
realism, and the economic aspect to liberalisme dtoperation scheme of the EU
has helped its members to digest the developmertseipost World War Il era and
during the Cold War in the smoothest way possitiles deepening the level of
integration.

The conflicting attitudes that the EU displays idgrthe processes of

enlargement at different times depending on theradnvolved and the context,
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necessitates examination of all political, econgnsecurity-related, social and
cultural dynamics. The constructivist approach cuhputs special emphasis on
social factors and the relationship between idgmiitd context is a suitable tool for
this purpose.

The following figure offers a summary of the priwg theories of European

integration that we have mentioned so far:
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FIGURE 2. Theories of European Integration onraéline
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CHAPTER 2
WHAT IS EUROPEAN IDENTITY?

A. Historical Overview

In order to be able to come up with a definitidrEaropean identity, first of
all we need to conduct a brief historical overviemd evaluate the circumstances
that laid the basis for today’'s European identitlf. we were to name the initial
building blocks that Europe was built upon, thosetdrs would be the Greek and
Roman civilizations, and Christianity. “Over thenturies Europe created the most
powerful combination of political, military, econaen technological, and scientific
apparatus that the world had ever s€éh."The first Indo-Europeans to emerge into
the clear light of history, in what is now calledirBpe, were the Greek§® The
Greek city-states were the starting point of mangdemn concepts such as
democracy, philosophy, education and art. In 146.BGreece was occupied by the
Romans, who kept their own Latin language, but atgodly absorbed what they
could of the intellectual and artistic culture bétGreeks. The Romans established a
very strong empire that expanded towards Egypte€aeAsia Minor, Syria, and in
the West today’s Tunisia, Algeria, Morocco, Spdtortugal, France, Switzerland,
Belgium and England. Though violent in their psgx®f conquest, the Romans in
the long run acted as civilizing agents, transmgttto these previously backward
countries the age-old achievements of the Eastrenchore recent culture of Greece
and of Rome itself.

“The thousand years during which the Greco-Romsgilization arose and
flourished were notable in another way even morenerdous for all the later history
of mankind.*** All major prophets and religions, including Jewjsrophets, Jesus
of Christianity, and Mohammed of Islam emerged leetav 700 B.C and A.D.700.
Christianity initially spread among the poor, ancdyally spread to the higher
classes of society. Even though Christianity aeted unifying agent, it could not

prevent the disintegration of the Roman Empire.AlB. 330, the Roman emperor
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Constantine founded a new capital in Byzantium,clwie named Constantinople.
From that point on, the Roman Empire was governetivd halves; with the main
competition from the Islamic Arab world. The Waestg@art of the Roman Empire
was under the threat of invasion by Germanic Washbarbarians. “The Germans
who overran the old Roman provinces found it difficco maintain any political
organization at more than a local level. Securtyd civil order all but
disappeared™®? As the center of gravity shifted towards the E#is¢ West was
going back. From A.D. 500 onwards, Europe wahéndo-called Dark Ages. Only
one institution maintained a tie with the civilizpadst, and that was the Christian
church!*® In the political power vacuum that developed, pope emerged as the
main source of authority.

But the pope needed a protector against barbagahbors and the political
claims of the Byzantine Empire upon the city of RonThat protector turned out to
be Charlemagne, and the pope crowned him as theremgf the West in 800. “It is
in Charlemagne’s empire that we can first see tiegpes of Europe as a unit of
society and culture distinct from the Mediterranemorld of antiquity.***
Meanwhile, Germanic tribes continued to settle dowwlifferent parts of Europe.
“By the year 1000, or soon thereafter, the entitsttwe call Europe had been
brought into existence. From the turbulence tolbdved the collapse of the Greco-
Roman civilization had issued the peoples and thairies of modern Europé®
A kingdom of France was in being, adjoining Germémthe east. There were small
Christian kingdoms in northern Spain and a numMecity-states in the Italian
peninsula. In the north there were now a kingdodmEngland and Scotland,
Denmark, Norway, and Sweden had also taken formthd east rose the three great
kingdoms of Poland, Bohemia, and Hungary. Slaw$ Bnssians in the Balkan
peninsula also formed kingdoms of their own. Al&mrope took the offensive
against Islam starting from the®. tentury, and so the crusades began.

Starting from the year 1000, the face of Europgabeto change radically.
“The economic, social and cultural transformatimfisEurope during the fband
11" centuries were as profound as the political tamsétions of that period.
Demographic upsurge, revolution directing agria@ttowards markets rather than
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subsistence, the rebirth of towns and the developnoé complex commercial
networks transformed the lives of Europeans elseavh@s peasants emerged from
servitude and established autonomous social atdralitraditions, aristocrats wove
together strands of Christianity and the warridrostto create an enduring social
stratum whose values dominated elite ideology tndiltwentieth century**°

Meanwhile, the existing kingdoms were turning inagional monarchies that
would survive through inheritance. These Westeonanchies had a significant
importance in the sense that they created a fréigcpb unit which provided the
means by which people could take some part in tgewernments. “In the
fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, royal powertoared to face challenges from
traditions of private lordship and family ambitiongamilial rivalries engulfed the
feudal monarchies of France and England in the Hathdears’ War**’ At the
same time, new directions in elite and popularuceltencouraged a flowering of a
fragmented but intellectual life. The®and 1% centuries had seen the founding of
the first universities, and by 1500, there were agdima hundred universities in
Europe'*®

The monarchies introduced the system of electmmghat local liberties
could be affirmed. The right of electing an empeavas vested in mainly influential
princes and lords. In 1452, the electors chosé\tbbduke of Austria, Habsburg to
be the emperdf® “The Habsburgs, by using the resources of theieditary
possessions in Austria and elsewhere, and by telychalancing and bribing the
numerous political forces within Germany, managedét themselves consistently
reelected to the Holy Roman Emperorship in evenyegation.**® However, the
supremacy of the Hapsburgs was being threatendldeb®ttomans, who had started
to pursue expansionist policies towards the Wasttisg from the 1% century.
With the fall of Constantinople, the Ottomans haihgd control of the Black Sea
and the main routes to the Balkans. The Ottomansiued to expand through the

Balkans towards inner Europe and the Mediterranédihe impact of the Ottoman
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Turks on sixteenth-century Europe was far reachiy. In that respect, Turks
played an important role in shaping European hystor

Aside from these political developments, the €huwwas becoming more and
more corrupt and bureaucratic everyday, disreggrdmblic opinion and the
pressures to reform itself. “Disaffection with ttleurch, or the thought that it might
not be the true or the only way to salvation, sprieaall ranks of the society™ In
ltaly in the 1%' century, a new attitude towards the world was otese “The
Renaissance, a French word meaning ‘rebirth’, fieseived its name from those
who thought of the Middle Ages as a dark time frairich the human spirit had to
be awakened. Medieval people had thought of thediof Aristotle or Cicero as not
sharply distinct from their own. In the Renaissgnwith a new historical sense,
arose the conception of ‘modern’ and ‘ancient’ meeparated by a long period
with a different lifestyle.*>3

It is true that the basic institutions of Euroghe very languages and
nationalities, the great frameworks of collectiveti@n in law, government, and
economic production, all originated in the Middlegges. The origins of modern
natural science can be traced more to the medianalersities than to the
Renaissance thinkers. But the Renaissance marked &ra in thought and feeling,
by which Europe and its institutions were in thegaun to be transforméd* The
novelties of the Renaissance “involved the areacolture which is neither
theological nor scientific but concerns essentialigral and civic questions, asking
what man ought to be or ought to do, and is redldh the matters of taste, style,
propriety, decorum, personal character, and edutatiIn particular, it was in
Renaissance ltaly that an almost purely seculduaét first appeared:®® Indeed, a
scientific outlook to the world had been discovelsdLeonardo da Vinci, artist,
engineer and scientific thinker of the Renaissag@e who made very important
discoveries about the human body, sketched dedmnsubmarines and planes,
speculated on the use of parachutes and poisos.g&sawever, Leonardo had not
published his works, eliminating the chance of pesg and transmission of his

ideas.
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Dissatisfaction with the Catholic Church was imgiegly being pronounced
by some circles. The Protestant Revolution wasbledartin Luther, who was a
monk and also a professor at the University of $titeerg. Luther believed that what
justifies a man was his faith in God alone, but pratyers or confessioni® Luther
gathered many supporters in Germany, where theseangood deal of resentment
against Rome. He urged people to find the Chndtiath for themselves not in the
sayings and declarations of the Church, but onlyha Bible. To implement his
ideas, he called upon the princes of Germany aukdan invitation to the state to
assume control over religion. Luther was placedeurthe Ban of the Empire, but
Saxony and other north German princes took thenemupdotection, and Luther
began to translate the Bible into German. The H®bman Emperor Charles V
wanted to repress Luther, because he knew thatim@yCatholic world did the Holy
Empire have any meanirtg’ Charles V urged the Pope to assemble a European-
wide Council to consolidate matters, but the Papdelyed it out of fear that
Catholics might also demand reform. Germany edténéo a state of civil war
between Catholic and Protestant states, which emdetttory for the Protestants
with the Treaty of Augsburg in 1555. This peadeve¢d each state of the Empire to
be either Catholic or Protestant as they cHose.

Luther was not the only person who expressedhoisghts on religion. John
Calvin from France, both a priest and a lawyer,lishbdInstitutes of the Christian
Religion which was addressed to people in all countrigSalvin agreed with
Luther’'s criticisms of the Catholic church. Howevéie had a very idealistic
description of a just man; he thought that onlyew fvere blessed by God. Also,
Calvinism refused to recognize the subordinatiorthef State to the Church, and
wished to remake the society into the image of lioeis community">® Even
though Calvinism was far from democratic in any emwdsense, it argued that the
state and public life was subject to moral judgmehiso, the idea that a man’s labor
and honest work had a religious dignity for God eapd to many followers®
Thus, Calvinism spread widely across Europe. Thth@ic Church responded to

these challenges to its authority with the Cathbli@ounter Reformation. In Spain,
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where much of the Catholic feelings first develop®8t Loyola Ignatius established
the Society of Jesuits, meaning the followers slude The Jesuits were authorized
by Paul Ill, recruited members from all countriesd acted as an international
missionary force for the Catholic Church.

The century following 1560 was marked by Wars @igton in Europe,
which eventually ended with the Peace of Westphalia648, following the Thirty
Years War (1618-1648). “The Wars of Religion wasoaa time of economic
renewal. From the beginning of the™@entury, society was transformed by
contacts with a newly discovered overseas world,ekganded trade routes, an
emergent capitalism, and the formation of new datlimsses.”®' Population in
Europe began to rise again, and cities grew sutisiign This Commercial
Revolution was followed by the change in the methad production and the
introduction of factories in late T&entury.

Ironically, the emergence of a religious divideHurope laid the roots of the
modern nation-state system. The modern Europeae sistem or system of
sovereign states can be traced back to the Peadéestiphalia. The leadership of
Western Europe became established in the half gefdllowing Westphalia, and
was to have a tremendous impact on the rest oWtréd, with the French, Dutch
and English as the principal actdéfé. The 1#' century is also called the century of
genius, for a scientific view of the world and humaffairs emerged and became
characteristic of European society. This was tieatgage of scientists, philosophers
and writers: Galileo, Newton, Darwin, Bacon, Detes, and Montaigne.

This awakening led to the Age of Enlightenmenttia 18" century. “The
past was regarded as a time of barbarism and deskifé Famous philosophers of
the era, Montesquieu, Voltaire and Rousseau, whid difering views, made
political and social analyses in their works. Mesguieu argued for a separation of
powers, Voltaire was interested in freedom of thdugnd Rousseau questioned the
relationship between men and society.

“Ideas of Europe were long confined to small slitelers, religious leaders,
intelligentsias of science, law and the arts. Qher past two thousand years, and

especially since the Renaissance, three featurEsirojpean life became particularly
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distinctive: the pervasive pressure of Christignibhe rise of a dynamic mercantile
economy that promoted trade and urbanism, andrthetly of pan-European artistic
expression in architecture, sculpture, paintirtgrditure and music. Only in the late
eighteenth century however, did consciousness igbeuropean begin to extend
beyond these realms of life to a wider communitypafticipants.*®* The French
Revolution broke out right at this point in 1789.

“The French Revolution was by far the most momestapheaval of the
whole revolutionary age*® It replaced the absolute monarchy in France with
republicanism, and the French sector of the Romahdlic Church was forced to
undergo radical restructuring. Paradoxically, Eeam 1789 was one of the richest
and most powerful nations in Europe. Neverthel#ssancien régimevas brought
down, partly by its own rigidity in the face of danging world, partly by the
ambitions of a rising bourgeoisie, allied with agged peasants and wage-earners
and with individuals of all classes who were influed by the ideas of the
Enlightenment®®

Main causes of the French Revolution can be sumethas a bad economic
situation and an unmanageable national debt, mesett of royal absolutism,
aspiration for liberty and republicanism, the rigk Enlightenment ideals, food
scarcity, high unemployment, resentment of religioutolerance, and the failure of
Louis XVI to deal effectively with these phenomenAs the revolution proceeded
and as power devolved from the monarchy to legvaabodies, the conflicting
interests of these initially allied groups wouldcbme the source of conflict and
bloodshed. The French Revolution is widely seemaasajor turning point in
continental European history, from the age of alisyh to that of the citizenry, and
even of the masses, as the dominant political fb¥ce Liberty, equality and
fraternity were the slogans of the Revolution. Tihest important concept brought
about by the French Revolution was nationalism.

By the mid 18 century, “Europe had begun to symbolize idealprofyress

and freedom against autocratic rule and social wagkness. Much of the impulse
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for European reform was couched in terms of opjwsib repressive Habsburg and
Papal, Ottoman and Russian regim&&.“The idea of progress is often said to have
been the dominant or characteristic idea of Eunopesilization from the 1%
century to the 2071 Europe reached its peak in the beginning of tie@ntury
and set an example of modernization for othersr Ewwope, the period until the
First World War (1914) was marked by “unparalletedterial and industrial growth,
international peace, domestic stability, the adeaof constitutional, representative
and democratic government, continued faith in smerreason and progress®
Progress in science, industry, transportation amaneunication was observed. With
the use of steam power and electricity, steel prodo, automotive and aviation
industries came about.

But this perfection did not last long, and was#tened with the break out of
World War I. “By one of the ironies of history,géhmperialist rivalries of the
European powers, while representing the world’semacy, also contributed to the
disaster of the First World War, and so to theaqmde of such supremacy as Europe
had enjoyed®* Imperialism was the European way of bringing ttiwéiilization to
remote parts of the world. The Second World Wameproduced a bleaker picture
in which the great powers of Europe almost compjalestroyed the advancement,
wealth and accomplishment they had achieved weir twn hands. The European
integration project started as an attempt to preaanther war of such scale. All of
the historical experiences and events mentionethis chapter played a role in
shaping and transforming the core features of Eranpdentity.

188 | owenthal, “European Identity: An Emerging Coniéep. 316.
189 palmer and Coltord\ History of the Modern Wor]cp. 315.

179 bid., p. 583.

" bid., p. 643.
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B. The Definition of European Identity

1. The Pan-European ldeology

The motives for creating a single entity were aisvpresent in the European
integration project. The EEC was based on a paogean ideology, which was
determined to lay the foundations of an ever-claggion among the peoples of
Europe. One of the key elements to deepeningdhsesof integrity in the EU is
developing a common European identity. Differerdhid, a common European
identity is a complementary tool for economic amditigal integration. “A nation is
a society united by a delusion about its ancestiy lay a common hatred of its

2 Europe is neither a nation, nor a complete fddenéon, but the

neighbors.*’
members of the EU have certain claims about hasimlystinct European identity.
This was expressed very clearly in the Presidenoycltisions of the 1989
Strasbourg Summit, right at the time when the issofeculture and identity were
gaining increased importance:

“All community policies in the economic and sociheres contribute directly

and indirectly to consolidating a common sphereelbnging. This movement

must be broadened and accelerated by the adogtioonorete measures which

will enable European citizens to recognize in tlgiily lives that they belong to
a single entity.*"®

The concept ofdentity plays an important role in the structure of a i
unit or system of states. In a realist anarchiacstire, states identify only with
themselves’® But if they identify with each other as in theseaof the EU, this
creates a basis for the construction of a collectdentity. But what is European
identity exactly? Is it a historical, cultural amdligious reality, a set of shared
values, or a deliberate political creation? Thdinden of Europe entails a
combination of “history, politics, demographics andture as well as geography/”

As a matter of fact, the European Commission aeéuhith Article 7 of its Report

72| owenthal, “European Identity: An Emerging Coniéep. 321.

173 Strasbourg European Summit, Conclusions of theidkeacy (December 1989), Accessed from:
http://www.europarl.eu.int/summits/strasbourg/défaan.htmon March 31, 2006.

"4 \Wendt, “Identity and Structural Change in Inteimaal Politics” p. 47.

75 James A. Caporaso, “The Possibilities of a Europlentity”, The Brown Journal of World
Affairs, Vol. 12, No. 1 (Summer/Fall 2005), p. 65.
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titled “Europe and the Challenge of Enlargemenét tinere is a lack of a satisfactory
definition of the term ‘European’:
“The term ‘European’ has not been officially definelt combines geographical,
historical and cultural elements which all conttidto the European identity.
The shared experience of proximity, ideas, val@aes] historical interaction
cannot be condensed, into a simple formula, arlligect to review by each
succeeding generation. The Commission believesishaeither possible nor

opportune to establish now the future of the Euapp&nion, whose contours
will be shaped over many years to com@.”

As the Commission acknowledges, the term ‘Europe’laden with a
combination of mythological, geographical, histaticand cultural meanings.
Western Europe has developed a shared sense dityidmrer the course of history,
due to various reasons: geographical proximitytucal similarity, and Christianity
as a unifying element. “Those who claim to idgntthemselves as European
contend with different references to Greek mythgJoRoman history, Judeo-
Christian tradition, and the legacy of Enlightenmgninking which are constructed
in imagination as markers of origin” European culture and identity have always
been associated with positive concepts: civilizatithe aesthetic beauty in Greek
form, the law in Roman times, Reason in Enlightemineivil society, bourgeois
culture, individual rights in liberalist’® Today, European identity is perceived as a
way of life, and for Europeans, the basis of thaéntity originates from sharing a
common civilization and heritage.

The two tragic events that marked the twentiethiurgn World War | and
World War Il made European nations realize thay tt@uld not risk another war of
such scale ever again, which led to the idea otefeh European integration that
started with the ECSC. In that transition, theasgt of European identity was also
being shaped along the lines of culture and idettis time. More than a feeling of
belonging, European identity implies a more abstnation of cultural harmony, but
this is not yet enough for the ambitious EU prqjadiich opts for an EU citizenship.
When the European Community evolved into the E, ¢ffort to instill a strong
European identity became an increasingly importgénda item, as politicians

realized that the best formula to create a furtimgied Europe could not be possible

7% Commission Report, “Europe and the Challenge défgement” (June 24, 1992), Accessed from
http://www.ena.luon April 1, 2006.

""Banu Helvaciglu, “The Paradoxical Logic of Europe in Turkey: @h Does Europe End7The
European Legacyol. 4, No. 3 (1999), p. 18.

178 bid., p. 23.
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without the will of the people. Therefore, the dide work towards cultivating a
common identity was evident.

The first official initiative was taken by the Egp®an Commission in the
1973 Copenhagen Summit, which underlined the n#gess support a stronger
sense of Community identity? Ten years later, the Solemn Declaration of 1983
confirmed the need to emphasize European identiycalture in order to develop a
consciousness of being Europedf.” The Commission started to launch programs
on education and culture to increase dialogue aiyder cultural unity. The
Maastricht Treaty of 1992 provided a legal basisimdtiatives about culture. The
motto ‘united in diversity*®* was mentioned here, which implied recognition of
different and distinct national components; bubaipted for a more united Europe
by respecting national identities.

The much-debated European identity still remainsague concept that has
been laden with different meanings depending ortestrand the actors involved.
European identity has not progressed paralleléaritegration process, and national
identities of EU member states are still relevaiiherefore, more than a reality,
European identity is an historical constructiorspmbol that is shaped according to
the circumstances of the era. Back in history,opean identity implied glory and
enlightenment. The post World War 1l period neitatsd the newly created
European identity to indicate peace and unity. dilrerse structure of the EU today
has transformed the EU motto as ‘united in divgtsiAs diverse and united as the
EU can be, Turkey is not allowed to join this Union the grounds that Turkish
identity is incompatible with Europe.

“The domestic and international environments afest have effects; they are
the arenas in which actors contest norms and thrpadtical and social processes
construct and reconstruct identitiéé?” Both of these take place in the EU. The
domestic politics of member states influence theegration process and the
accession of new members, European identity andoémefits of the Union are

constantly debated in line with the internationahtext. European integration

179 Edith Cresson, “Learning for Active Citizenshihallenge on Building Europe of Knowledge”,
Europa ArchivesAccessed fronhttp://europa.eu.int/comm/education/archive/citizéiz_en.htmlon
March 19, 2006.

180 Erdenir,Avrupa Kimlgi, p. 105.

181 bid., p. 106.

182 Katzenstein, edThe Culture of National Securjtp. 25.
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differs from other regional and international orgations in the sense that being a
member implies belonging to a community, and bengart of the European

identity. Member states of the EU claim to shamemmon culture and identity that
distinguishes them from the rest of the world. reEhexists an imaginary boundary
drawn to externalize and exclude thier, which is conceived as being inferior to
Europe’®® The concept of identity, besides its inherent mvep has a political

connotation in this setting. For this reason, tdgremerges as one of the most

important variables that play a role in the intéigraprocess.

2. The ‘Self’ and the ‘Other’

“The process of unification, underlined by a cote# effort to define or
create a European culture and identity, has resuleat rediscovered perceptions of
other.”™®* “In the process of communication norms can emargevariety of ways:
spontaneously evolving, as social practice; comstyo promoted, as political
strategies to further specific interests; delibEyanhegotiated, as a mechanism for
conflict management; or as a combination, mixinesththree types® In the case
of the EU, conscious promotion and deliberate riagjoh play an important role in
creating the norms that set the standards forealimbd European identity.

Despite the distinct national, linguistic, cultiirgolitical, and financial
disparities between the members of the EU, the emnof European identity
suddenly becomes easier to define, when it comediffierentiate the ‘European’
from the ‘other’. According to the constructivigtrspective, identity is defined with
reference to the other. In other words, the belrasf an actor towards another
depends on its perception of the other. Likewitee self-identification of Europe
always required another entity, broadly defined@s-European or not Westertf®

As Europeans had contact with the outside worldouth conquest,

colonialization and trade, they began to definemieves in negation to these

183 Helvaci@lu, “The Paradoxical Logic of Europe in Turkey: @ Does Europe End?”, p. 22.

184 penelope D. Safioleas, “Identity Shift and Eur@p€hanging Perception of Others: Europe,
Turkey, and the Issue of Self-Identificatior®nline Journal of Peace and Conflict Resolution, 2.1
Accessed fronttp://www.trinstitute.orgon January 23, 2006.
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linkages. “From a historical perspective then, phsitive connotations of European
identity have been shaped by a multitude of negativages such as ‘barbarians in
Asia’, ‘Arabs’ in the Mediterranean, and ‘Turks’ @he outskirts of Vienna which
are historically categorizes as external enenfi&s.” Historically, due to the
expansionist policies of the Ottoman Empire, “Tumdgresented all that was negated
in the European identity; savage, barbarian, despaipressive, violent, and a threat
to European civilization*®®

Between the 1 and the 1% centuries, the Ottoman Empire expanded into
Europe through wars and conquests. The Ottomanstia¢ed the Byzantium
Empire and conquered Istanbul in 1453, and pushiraygh Hungary and menacing
central Europe. In 1517, the Ottoman sultans adbgbte title of ‘Caliphate’ and the
Turks became the leaders of the Muslim world, frritleepening the divide between
Europe due to the clash with Christianity. Thegibged Vienna in 1529. “To the
Christian world the Turks were a mystery as wellaagerror. Their dominions
extended, about 1650, from the Hungarian plaintaedsouth Russian steppes as far
as Algeria, the upper Nile, and the Persian Giiff.”“At its height, the Ottoman
Empire encompassed a significant proportion of moéeirope.*%

But by the mid-seventeenth century, the Ottomamsewfalling behind,
doomed to become ‘the sick man of Europe’. Inrbe political order based on
national monarchies in Europe, the Ottoman Emgagegul an important role in the
balance of power game and the emerging Europetas ggstem. Maintaining the
Ottoman Empire as part of an established ordenagthe expansionist ambitions of
Austria and Russia was the main motive. After @reamean War and the ensuing
Treaty of Paris (1856), The Ottoman Empire was pieck into the Concert of
Europe. But Europe, faithful to the ‘Republica iShana’ ideology of the Medieval
times, never really accepted the existence of lamis state on European territory,
and this tendency has survived to this very day.

So, it would not be wrong to argue that the badisEuropean identity

depends on a process of exclusion and definitidh végards to the ‘other’. The

87 bid., p. 23.

188 Meltem Miiftiiler-Bac, “Through the Looking Glas3urkey in Europe”Turkish Studiesvol. 1,
No. 1 (Spring 2000), p. 27.
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1% Meltem Miiftiiler-Bac,Turkey’s Relations With a Changing EurpgManchester & New York:
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dominance of a Western tradition and Christian geam identity has always been
present right from the beginning of European irdégn. “The European
Community rests on the shared foundation of Eunopealture and Western
Christianity.™®* The spread of Christianity in Europe had been ohéhe most
important unifying factors. Starting from the #antury, Islam has emerged as a
defining factor for the ‘other’. We see that therety towards Islam led Christianity
to become a unifying ideology for different ethaiud linguistic groups in Eurogé?
Even though Renaissance, Reformation and Enligrgahnihave replaced the
dominance of Christianity with reason and scier@aistianity has always been a
hidden unifying agent for Europe.

A reflection of this reality has been witnessedimy the debates on the draft
constitution of the EU. While Spain, Italy, Polafbrtugal, Netherlands, Romania,
Lithuania, Ireland, Checz Republic and Christianmiderats in the European
Parliament insisted that the preamble should emphassod’ and Europe’s
‘Christian’ heritage, France and Britain argued tinés was against the principle of
secularism and would further divide Europe. Thsue is inevitably linked to
Muslim Turkey’'s accession process, and the Musliopytation living in EU
member states. The effort to underline Europe’ssian features was clearly an
attempt to exclude the foreigners and close the tlonewcomers such as Turkey.

The process of defining European identity basetherconcept of the ‘other’
shows that European identity is not really thatureat “The relationship between
individuals and the emerging polity is an incregBmimportant focus of research
both in terms of the development of the institutadriJnion citizenship and in terms
of reconstructing identities through the practiogsfor example, socialization and

193 What the EU tries to instill in its citizens tgdeorresponds to

symbolic politics.
the constructivist approach. A common currencyd &bt flag, a Europe day, a
European anthem, these are all symbols of a cantstrcollective identity. “This is
a basis for solidarity, community, and loyalty ahds for collective definitions of
interest. Having such interests does not meanaittats are irrational or no longer

calculate costs and benefits but, rather, that thego on a higher level of social

1 Huntington, “The Clash of Civilizations?”, p. 24.
192 Erdenir,Avrupa Kimlgi, p. 55.
198 Christiansen, Jgrgensen, Wiener, “The Social Goctson of Europe”, p. 540.
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aggregation®* However, this increased level of social aggrematinderlines the
differences with others, while further cementingdpeans.

Still, this is not to say that an idealized conceptEuropean identity will
persist forever. “The existence of multiple lojgdtis at the heart of the debate over
“European identity” and may generate substantil conflict.”**> The problematic
ratification of the EU Constitution shows that mesnbtates are still preserving their
national sensitivities. However, an idealized \@rof European identity based on a
common history, religion, geographical location andture definitely exists, and
indeed plays a very active role in the integrafwacess. This idealized European
identity has been enlarged to embrace values ssckdeanocracy, rule of law,
freedom of speech and thought, and human rightss eAphasized by the
Copenhagen Critert®, accession to the EU requires the unconditiorifillfuent of
these principles. But the question remains: if amdidate meets all of these
requirements and adopts thequis communautairean it become a member without
experiencing any difficulties? Or will the concept compliance with European
identity come into play once again?

The shared understandings of Europe consist of aiasigeographical
conception of where Europe ends, and a civilizai@spect involving ideas about
common cultural traditions, historical experiencasd the evolution of Western
constitutional and political principles. As a neaitbf fact, there exists a significant
difference between what Europe claims to be in s$ermoh liberal values and
democracy, and how Europe defines itself in terfinsutiure and civilization. Even
though the EU has asserted that any Europeanrstateby democracy and devoted
to implementing liberal values, respecting humaghts and the rule of law can apply
for membership, experience shows that the defmitib European identity in terms
of culture and civilization acts as a barrier t@ession in certain cases. In other

words, the definition of European identity with aeds to culture and civilization

19 \Wendt, “Collective Identity Formation and the Imtational State”, p. 386.
195 Wendt, “Identity and Structural Change in Inteimaal Politics” p. 53.
1% The Copenhagen Criteria came into being at thefan Council Summit in 1993, and consists of
the following conditions:
1. Political criteria (Stable institutions that guates democracy, the rule of law, human rights
and respect for and protection of minorities.
2. Economic criteria (A smoothly functioning marketbeomy with the capacity to deal with
competitive pressures and market forces withirl.thieon.)
3. Administrative criteria (The capacity to meet thbligations of membership, including
adherence to the objectives of the political, ecoiscand monetary union.)
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supersedes the definition of European identity enims of liberal values. The
accession process of Turkey, which will be explarethe next chapter, provides a

very suitable example to this dichotomy.
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CHAPTER 3

FORGING THE LINK BETWEEN
ENLARGEMENT AND IDENTITY

A. The Motives Behind Enlargement

The founding myth of European integration startthva definition of the
European situation after World War Il. Europe wasastated by the apocalypse of
fascism and war, removed from the center of therivational system, and threatened
by Soviet communism. Only a union of the democrBtiropean states could create
lasting peace among them, strengthen their domastieell as international ability
to resist totalitarianism, and make Europe’s vdiek in International Relations.
European integration was thus based on a pan-Eampfiberal, both antifascist and
anticommunist ideology and identity/

“Since its beginnings, European integration hasnbkegitimated by the
ideology of a pan-European community of liberal-dematic states. This ideology
is reflected in the membership rules of the E®.” Even though the accession
criteria are clearly defined, we see that the Edlates some candidate countries
based on other factors besides the accessioniayriggrd the most prominent factor
of all appears to be identity. At first sight, thelargement of the EU appears to be a
technical issue that has clearly defined precomulti But “the enlargement of the
EU is a key political process both for the orgaha itself and the International
Relations of Europe in generaf®

“Enlargement rests on the convergent interests xidtisg and potential
members®° The first and second enlargements of the EC wheemarked by
political and economic calculations of member stadad the acceding countries.
Britain was vetoed twice by France due to the urmomising policies of De
Gaulle, and “it was not until 1973 that the EC cbfihally be enlarged to include

7 Frank Schimmelfennig, “The Community Trap: Libex@rms, Rhetorical Action, and the Eastern
Enlargement of the European Uniofiternational OrganizationVol. 55, No. 1 (Winter 2001),

p. 66.

198 |bid., p. 48.

19 Frank Schimmelfennig & Ulrich Sedelmeier, “Theamg EU Enlargement: research focus,
hypotheses, and the state of researdbyrnal of European Public Policywol. 9, No. 4 (August
2002), p. 500.

200 Andrew Moravcsik, “Bargaining Among Unequalsklew Presence: The Prague Journal of
Central European Affairsvol. 5, No. 2 (Summer 2003), p. 6
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Denmark, Ireland and UK. “In contrast to the fieslargement, which presented no
profound economic challenge for the EC, the prosmécsouthern enlargement
would intensify the prevailing economic imbalanee®l regional diversities within
the Community. Yet, the Community responded fablyrao the membership
applications of Greece, Spain and Portu§dl."Greece joined the EC in 1981, and
Spain and Portugal in 1986.

“The process of southern enlargement illustratesl ghimacy of political
considerations over economic ones in determininigpén expansion. Furthermore, it
also effectively introduced additional membershijgedca for the future candidate
countries: adherence to the principles of demggreespect for human rights and
fundamental freedoms, and the rule of law. Thusmmay be argued that the
southward expansion of the EC generated a refotronlaf the external identity of
the Community.2°? This trend was further reinforced in the 1990's.

After successfully deepening European integraiom the mid-1980’s with
the Single European Act in 1987, the agenda inl88#0’s was again dominated by
the issue of enlargement. In 1993 and 1994, naijmis were conducted with the
four EFTA countries, Austria, Sweden, Finland aratway, leading to the accession
of the first three to the EU on January 1, 199%e#&dy during these negotiations, it
became apparent that the Central and Eastern Eamapmintries, suddenly able to
conduct their own foreign policy after the end bétCold War, also wanted to
become EU membef8® In 1994, Hungary and Poland applied to join,daied by
Romania, Slovakia, Latvia, Estonia, Lithuania andg@ria in 1995, and the Czech
Republic and Slovenia in 1996. Apart from thisugraf CEE countries, Malta and
Southern Cyprus had already applied to join in 1990

“Is the process of enlargement driven by political economic factors?
Should enlargement be viewed as a purely matemaless inspired by implicit cost-
benefit calculations or as a normative processerbdh ideational factors?*
European integration is the combination of an axtgve process of economic and

political forces, but the degree of influence amgpact of these forces may change

21 gevilay Elgin Kahraman, “Rethinking Turkey-Europebnion Relations in the Light of
Enlargement”Turkish StudiesVol. 1, No. 1 (Spring 2000), p. 4, 5.

292 |pid., p. 5.

203 Bieler, “The struggle over EU enlargement: a drisal materialist analysis of European
integration”, p. 575.

204 0’ Brennan, “Re-Conceptualizing Europe: Sociah§ouctivism and EU Enlargement”, p. 164.
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depending on the context and the actors involvEtk latest wave of enlargement to
Central and Eastern Europe provides the framewarlahswering these questions,
and shows that there is much more to enlargememt the technical admission
criteria. With the collapse of communism and caogeece towards the East, “the
scope of Europeanization expanded, covering theaanpf EU integration on
countries with previously different political andomomic experiences® The
necessity to define its future borders is a newllehge for the Union, which
emerged with the Eastern enlargenf8it.“The EU’s evolving enlargement policy
has been a major challenge not only for the CEE@<$dr other applicants as well,
including Turkey. The pre-accession strategy, rtezpiece of EU’s enlargement
policy, has been offered only to the CEECs, dravangjstinction between Turkey

and these countrie®’

1. The Post Cold War Period and The Accession of CEECs

The theorizing of International Relations and ficdi can be divided into two
halves as the pre Cold War and post Cold War peri@kfore the Cold War,
“scholars have tended to highlight material cap@dsl and constraints as main
variables accounting for the behavior of statestpdsas rational actors. It has also
been hypothesized that the prime motivation atlékiel of interstate politics is the
maximization of one’s security and wealf?® However, this approach increasingly
came to be questioned in the post Cold War perasd] gave its way to the
dominance of culture and identity as determiningakes of state interests and
behavior.

“In the twentieth century, Eastern Europe wasdsiodd as a political reality
with the Cold War®® The decision to enlarge the EU to Central andteEas

Europe cannot be explained as the result egoisigt-tienefit calculations and

295 Othon Anastasakis, “The Europeanization of thek&as”, The Brown Journal of World Affairs
Vol. 12, No. 1 (Summer/Fall 2005), p. 78.
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29 bid., p. 84.

51



patterns of state preferences and pditfer“The end of the Cold War played an
important role in legitimating constructivist thees because realism and liberalism
both failed to anticipate this event and had someuble explaining it.
Constructivists had an explanation:  Specificallprmer president Mikhalil
Gorbachev revolutionized Soviet foreign policy hesmhe embraced new ideas such
as ‘common security’?** New concepts likglasnostandperestroikawere tools of
this change. “From a constructivist perspectinefact, the central issue in the post-
Cold War world is how different groups conceive ithielentities and interests.
Although power is not irrelevant, constructivismpmsizes how ideas and identities
are created, how they evolve, and how they shapently states understand and
respond to their situatiorf®* So, “the Cold War is at base a cultural rathenth
material structure, and thus the end of the Cold W&s a ‘structural change’ along
that dimension3

There has been an increase “in the relevancesags of cultural identity in
international politics®** after the Cold War, and the place of culture atehtity in
IR theorizing has been reinforcd. This gave rise to the necessity to evaluate
concepts of security, state sovereignty and inteynal cooperation from a whole
new perspective. “The global eruption of sepatatationalism set in motion by the
abrupt ending of the Cold War has directly and ¢apably forced the IR scholarly
community to rethink the theoretical status of axdt and identity in world

affairs.”16

Constructivism can explain the changing aspedtsEd’s overall
approach to enlargement in the 1990’s. Especa#dthr the Cold War, enlargement
has acquired a social and cultural dimension, lessitie political and economic
considerations of the EU, and the technical catdhat candidate members are
expected to comply with. Thus, social construstiviemerges as the most suitable
theory to unravel the actual reasons behind thergaiment to CEECs.

The Cold War context had placed security concatrthe top of the agenda

in Europe, reducing the importance of culture atehtity. “In the post Cold War

210 schimmelfennig, “The Community Trap: Liberal NamRhetorical Action, and the Eastern
Enlargement of the European Union”, p. 49.
22 Walt, “International Relations: One World, Mankédories”, p. 41.
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period, European identity has become a focal gonanalyzing European politics.
European identity has been reconstructed with etutimral dimensions clarifying
who is European and who is nét” Besides security and power calculations, the
post Cold War context gave rise to new concernsitaBaropean integration related
to collective identity. “For example, the shapé apeed of the European integration
process and the question of how that Europe wititeeto the outside world is of
critical importance and has given rise to xenopholnd a new wave of
nationalism.8

“The emergence of the Central and Eastern Europfarm movement in the
mid-1980s, leading rapidly to the end of the Coldry¢hallenged the EC’s potential
scope of ‘European’ integratiod™® “The end of the communist rule in Central and
Eastern Europe was initially greeted with enthusias the West, since it signaled
the victory of liberalism and promised to boost ¥West’s international and domestic

legitimacy.”#?°

But, “the collapse of the Soviet Union createdvacuum of
uncertainty across Eastern Europe. A vast poliacd economic space lay open to
the contest of ideas and profi§® “The Yugoslav wars strengthened further the
negative image of the Balkans, equating the lattér backwardness and opposing it
to the democratic and enlightened Wé&3t.”For the EU, embracing the CEECs was
a method of separating them from the unpleasantvasidnt undertakings in the
Balkans.

The CEECs also defined their strategy to breakyafn@m the Balkans by
preferring to join the EU, which would lead to eoamc prosperity and
democratization. For the same reasons, the EU ma® flexible towards the
CEECs in its accession strategy, because havirge theuntries on its own flank
would secure the future of the continent, redudhwegyrisk of conflict in the region.
Therefore, instead of turning its back on them,Ekkopened its doors to the CEECs

to internalize them. Western Europe could not tesving Eastern Europe on its
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own, in this vulnerable state of being. “Enlargaetm&as a means of asserting the
EU’s imperial control over the less-stable parthef continent

“After the collapse of communism, the uniting ofe®fern and Eastern
Europe was perhaps the most important single patistyument available to build a
more stable and prosperous continéfit." The accession of CEECs would close the
chapter “under the history of Soviet tyranny in &ue outside Russia. Looking
forward, it signified an awesome new beginning tbe European democratic

project.”®®

This accession was the only tool to turn “Cold rWhreats into
opportunities.?® With the convergence towards the East, the scope o
Europeanization expanded, covering the impact ofiffegration on countries with
previously different political and economic expedes.®?’

The latest enlargement showed that the EU was éageomote widening as
well as deepening. After the addition of 10 newmbers to the EU mainly on
cultural grounds, and the signing of the Draft Gibnson on October 2004, which
promised to forge a tighter political union amotgymembers as well as a stronger
European identity; one can thus speak of a ‘Newopgirgeographically, politically

and culturally??®
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224 Andrew Moravesik & Milada Anna Vachudova, “Natidnknterests, State Power, and EU
Enlargement”PerspectivesVol. 19 (Winter 2002/2003), p. 21.
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2. The Costs and Benefits of the Eastern Enlargement

At first, not all EU members were positive abontagging to the east. One
group of governments called theivers’®® supported enlargement, while opponents
calledbrakemertried to delay the process. The drivers promtitedatest accession
because they considered enlargement to be thegrteym economic and geopolitical
interest>® These intentions were first pronounced in thesidlemcy Conclusions of
the Strasbourg Summit of December 1989. As thesitRracy Conclusions
underlined “the current changes and the prospemtsdévelopment in Europe
demonstrate the attraction which the potential @ecwhomic model of EC holds for
many countries?*! Specifically, it was emphasized that the patthefEC “lies not
in withdrawal but in openness and cooperation,i@adrly with other European
states.?*?

Obviously, acceding to the EU had numerous benédit the CEECs, the
most important advantage being economic. For tBECS, entry into Europe’s
richest club was seen as a fast track to prosp@fitgut the puzzle posed by this
enlargement was not why the accession countries s@ianxious to enter, but why
the EU-15 were willing to let them in. In the cadfeenlargement towards Central
and Eastern Europe, the underlying rationale fer B in accepting these post-
communist and relatively weak and poor countrieseha be questioned. Here, the
additional puzzle is the question of the socialppse driving the EU’s readiness for
further enlargement, despite the relative econdmaickwardness of the applicants.

Unlike the EFTA countries, which are net contrdostto the budget, the CEE
applicants were less developed countries in nesijofficant financial assistané&’
Accession to the CEECs would put a considerableuainaf burden on the budget of
the Union, because the newcomers would be the eusgpients of economic aid.
Their presence would also put considerable amob@ingressure on the Common

Agricultural Project (CAP), which was already asue of debate due to the pressure

2 Thedrivers were Austria, Finland, Germany, Britain, Denmankl &weden. Thbrakemenwere
Belgium, Luxembourg, Netherlands, France, Gregetand, Italy, Portugal and Spain.
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?;tztp://www.europarl.eu.int/summits/strasbourq/d&fa&n.htmon March 31, 2006.
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it exerted on the community budget. Moreover, thteession would bring an
organizational burden to EU institutions and theislen-making process, making it
more difficult for 25 member states to speak witie @oice.

On the one hand, enlargement would bring new tnvexst opportunities and
production locations for the EU. The CEECs couostd a suitable market for
investment and production, since the labor wagee weuch lower compared to
Western Europe. For this reason, the promise ohlpeeship would not only ensure
a restructuring of Central and Eastern Europe me lwith the EU’s own
development, but also satisfy the needs of Europreasnational capital for further
expansion of capitalist accumulatiot.

On the other hand, these benefits could also becsatbacks when viewed
from another angle. “Besides the prospect of gngvdompetition for jobs with CEE
migrants in their own country, a large majorityElfl citizens also worried about the

236 gocieties of more

transfer of jobs to countries with lower productioasts.
developed member states with relatively higher wémeels such as Germany,
Austria, Belgium, Denmark, France and Netherlandsried about the competition
from alternative cheaper production locati6fs.

In the end, it turned out that the opportunitytsag non-enlargement for the
EU were high. Admitting the CEECs would in thedorun considerably raise the
power and prestige of the EU in the woffl. The EU would serve as a
modernization anchor, and the prospect for memberstould serve as a
commitment device for CEECs. The tasks to be Ikedfi for entry by the CEE
governments would keep them on the path of demgaad market reforms. Thus,
integration would help the process of democratwaind modernization, bringing
about political predictability and stability in theegion, benefiting not only the
CEECs, but the EU as well. “These geopolitical aseturity benefits are

unquantifiable but arguably at least as importarthe economic benefité*
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The pre-accession strategies for the CEECs weneresl on these thoughts.
Initially, pre-accession was not handled in a systiec way. The EU's PHARE
program, for example, financed foreign consultantsich had the task of advising
CEE governments on economic restructuring in génaral privatization in
particular. Originally created in 1989 for Polaswdd Hungary initially, PHARE has
expanded from Poland and Hungary to cover ten casnt Moreover, the Europe
Agreements firmly redirected CEE trade to the Bwas, however, the promise of
membership, made at the 1993 European Council suimmtopenhagen, which
systematically pushed CEE countries towards adgpine neo-liberal economic-
political model of the EU. It was stated that poi@ new members had to achieve a
stable democracy, a functioning market economy, #imlity to withstand
competition within the EU, and to take on the fadiquis communautaire including
the aims of political and economic and monetarpnAf°

On June 1995, the Cannes European Council passednternal market
White Paper, which extended the alignment proae$iset free movement of services
and capital. It identified the key areas of legfisin and the necessary administrative
and technical structures for its implementationpphcant countries were left with
the task of drawing up programs and timetablesnimlementation of the respective
legislation. Adaptation to the EU has been furihénsified since December 1997,
when the Commission was given the task by the EaopCouncil of publishing
regular reports on the progress made by the amplicauntries in relation to the
fulfillment of the Copenhagen Ciriteria.

During the accession strategies for the CEECs,idbha of expanding the
European zone of peace and prosperity was alsearglebecause Western Europe
did not want to create a false division with itsxineloor neighbors. Most
importantly, the accession of CEECs was a contionaand affirmation of the
liberal values that advocated by Europe. “Theatgvamong the member states as
well as the associated CEECs regularly justifiegirtdemands for enlargement on
the grounds of commitment to liberal values andtref Community’s collective
identity.”*** “In the domestic sphere, the liberal principldssocial and political
order, social pluralism, the rule of law, demoaagolitical participation and

240 Bieler, “The struggle over EU enlargement: a drisal materialist analysis of European
integration”, p. 589, 590.

241 Schimmelfennig, “The Community Trap: Liberal NanrRhetorical Action, and the Eastern
Enlargement of the European Union”, p. 66.
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representation, private property, and a marketébasenomy are derived from and
justified by these liberal human rights. In theemational sphere, the liberal order is
characterized by democratic peace and multilatenia!***

“If the EU is conceived of as the organization toe European liberal
community of states, its decision to open accesamgptiations with Central and
Eastern European countries can be explained asdhusion of those countries that
have come to share its liberal values and noffisEven though the economic costs
and benefits were a hot issue of debate, this gethaent was primarily the product of
a political goal, driven by cultural and ideolodicaotivations. In this enlargement
round of CEECs, “the discourse concerning valuesms, and moral obligations
held more sway and helped account for an EU detisi®@xpand®“ despite short-
term material costs. As affirmed by the Europeam@ission, “the main driving

force behind the enlargement process is foreigitydf*®

3. The ‘Return to Europe’

“Actors who can justify their interests on the gnda of the Community’s
standard of legitimacy are therefore able to shdh®#r opponents into norm-
conforming behavior and to modify the collectiveamme that would have resulted
from constellations of interests and power alof1&."Being aware of this fact, the
CEECs pursued a very clever strategy prior to thegession to the EU. They
interpreted accession as an opportunityetoirn to Europe and used this argument
to speed up the negotiation process. As Schinemei§ argues, the opponents to
Eastern enlargement found themselves rhetoricafipped®’, because failure to
accept CEECs as members would be a denial of libenal democratic values. In
facilitating their accession to the EU, the CEEGedithe method of ‘rhetorical

action’, which is the “strategic use of norm-baseguments in pursuit of one’s self-
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244 Kubicek, “Turkish Accession to the European Unijom”72.

245 Franz Neueder, “Costs and Benefits of EU Enlargeimedntereconomics Vol. 38, No. 4
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interest”?*® “Rhetorical action thereby has the potential todify the collective

outcome that would have resulted from the congsietla of interests and power
alone.®*

Being an EU member is a tool for confirmation oe@nidentity. “Following
the end of the Cold War, the CEECs looked to thenBUonly for financial support,
market access, and technical assistance but alsordoognition of their
‘Europeanness’®® They argued that they have traditionally shateslalues and
norms of European culture and civilization, haveasls aspired to belong to the
West during the years of the ‘artificial’ divisioof the continent, and have
demonstrated their adherence to the European stmndé legitimacy during and
after the revolutions of 1989 to 1991. From a tutsivist perspective; this shared
understanding of a common past gave the CEECauaahatht for accession.

“Since the Central and Eastern counties and thapparters in the
Community did not possess sufficient material biwigg power to attain
enlargement, they based their claims on the cotigt values and norms of the EU
and exposed inconsistencies between, on the ond, the EU’s standard of
legitimacy, its past rhetoric, and its past treattmaf applicant states, and on the
other hand, its policy toward Central and Eastarrofe.”* They made a reference
to the intentions of the forefathers of Europeat@gration envisioning peace and
stability in Europe.

The CEECs implied that Western Europe has a margt tbwards them,
referring to the shame at the surrender to Stala#a when they were consigned to
the Soviet sphere of influence. Resorting to @mwtional blackmail, they planned
to convince Western Europe that enlargement to r@leanhd Eastern Europe was
inevitable. They even sent threatening signal$Vestern Europe that they might
turn away from the West and their commitment tceeridd democracy if they are
excluded. “To achieve early admission and, pogsiblater down the stringent

admission criteria, they have claimed that, indabsence of a concrete timetable for
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enlargement, the West risked the Central and Hadferopean societies turning
away from liberal democracy™

“The scenario for the decay of pan-European limraand the betrayal of
the Community’s founding myth were most dramaticallitlined by Czech president
Vaclav Havel when he spoke about enlargement in4 188fore the European
Parliament: “Anything else would be a return to tinees when European order was
not a work of consensus but violence... If thefetEuropean order does not emerge
from a broadening European Union, based on the bhastpean values and willing
to defend and transmit them, the organization cewgd fall into the hands of a cast
of fools, fanatics, populists, and demagogues agidr their chance and determined
to promote the worst European traditioR%”

The leaders of CEECs also used the Nice Sumn2000 as a platform to
express their opinions on enlargement. Janos Myrtahe Hungarian Foreign
Minister of the period said: “If there's failureMice there would be disappointment,
demotivation and frustration, and the enlargememicgss will be significantly
impeded. We all have to face our historic oppatyunThis is an historic moment,
and in such moments people can take the right ongvdecisions. The consequence
of a wrong decision is that the price will be paig all of us.*>** Toomas llves,
Estonia's Foreign Minister, said: “It's imperatitieat enlargement proceeds apace.
The alternative, slowing down in enlargement, wobltm and destabilize these
governments that have taken the political risksiave ahead®® The Nice Summit
was evaluated as a success by the Hungarian greess the EU leaders expressed
hopes that the CEE candidates can expect to bedolnenembers before the
European Parliamentary elections in June Z8b4hich eventually turned out to be
true. Overall, the CEECs used the favorable atimargpthat developed after the
collapse of communism to their advantage, and acténl the EU, which otherwise

would not have been so smooth and quick.
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Likewise, EU leaders did not want to exclude theastern counterparts and
create a divided Europe either. After all, the @mmity had committed itself
ideologically and institutionally to the integratiof all European liberal societies
from its beginnings and had continually confirmbi$ tommitment in its rhetorfc.”
This will had been evident in the statements maglet after the dissolution of the
Soviet Union and the end of the Cold War. “In h890 Bruges speech, German
president Richard von Weizsacker first recalled fbending myth of European
integration and the ideas of Schuman and Monned, tien appealed to the
Europeans to follow their example under the presenditions.*® British Prime
Minister Thatcher proposed in her 1990 Aspen spdleahthe Community should
declare unequivocally that it is ready to acceg @entral and Eastern European
countries, basing this claim on identity and caesisy: “We can’t say in one breath
that they are part of Europe and then European Gomtynis so exclusive that we
won't admit them.®° All of these assessments were formally menticimethe
Commission’s Report titled ‘Europe and the Chaleen§Enlargement’, prepared for
the Lisbon Summit in 1992:

“The division which resulted from the Cold War hamme to an end, and the
countries concerned embarked on the path of demoenad economic reform.
The integration of these new democracies into theojiean family presents a
historic opportunity. In the past, enlargementhaf Community took place in a
divided continent; in future, it can contributette unification of the whole of
Europe. The Community has never been a closed ahdb cannot now refuse
the historic challenge to assume its continentgpaasibilities and contribute to
the development of a political and economic ordetttie whole of Europe®®

At the Helsinki Summit of December 1999, the EU auited itself to a full
enlargement round. Poland, Hungary, Czech Repubdtvia, Estonia, Lithuania,
Southern Cyprus and Malta were told that they cgaild by 2004. The following
year, Gunter Verheugen, European Commissioner mtargement summarized the
objectives of this enlargement as follows: “Thestfiobjective is to create a Europe
that guarantees peace and stability by guarantekngcracy, rule of law, respect
of human rights, and protection of minorities. Tdexond objective is to create a

%7 Schimmelfennig, “The Community Trap: Liberal NamRhetorical Action, and the Eastern
Enlargement of the European Union”, p. 66.
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market that is open and competitive and gives yossibility to let the Eastern
European countries, which are still suffering frtim® communist heritage, to catch
up and provide their people with better opportesitto make at least a decent
living.” 2%*

German Foreign Minister Joschka Fischer affirmad tommitment in his
speech in 2000, at Humboldt University: “followirtge collapse of the Soviet
Empire the EU had to open to the East, otherwisge \lry idea of European
integration would have undermined itself and evalfyibecome self-destructed?
“The CEECs had been cut off from Europe either rmyorporation into the Soviet
Union, or by Soviet occupation and domination. Hre of the Cold War and
disintegration of the Soviet Union therefore présdnan historic opportunity to
reintegrate Europe culturally, politically and eoarically. EU enlargement into
Central and Eastern Europe is an important pathatf process®® Therefore, the
EU decided to embrace the CEECs mainly for ideckmgieasons and to reinforce
the collective identity that it was trying to protap despite the economic and
institutional setbacks. For the sake of completing development of the liberal
European sphere of influence and identity, the BuWédcided to go forward with this
enlargement despite the evident economic and argaonal burdens.

On May 1, 2004, the EU-15 embraced the Czech Riepltstonia, Latvia,
Lithuania, Hungary, Poland, Slovenia, Slovakia, tdl@nd Southern Cyprus as new
members to the EU. It is yet early to make a cetephnalysis about the economic
and political repercussions of these newcomerbddEl). After all, “enlargement is
a process, not an everit” What is difficult about this enlargement is thaany of
the political gains are intangible and based oratiegy arguments, which are usually
less convincing than positive argumerfs.” But still, we can safely argue that the
driving force and the main motive for the EU-15atcept them were political and
ideological. Overall, the latest enlargement wasaaluct of the social model of the
EU, one built on the concept of values, culture aedtity.

This enlargement reinforced the relevance of idemti the enlargement of

the EU, and justified the place of culture and tdgrand the impact of the external
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context on IR, affirming the constructivist theoryAccording to the rationalist
perspective, “in the absence of net economic ourggcbenefits, having common
values and norms is not a positive incentive fopaexling the organization. By
contrast, in the sociological perspective, shaangpmmunity of values and norms
with outside states is both necessary and sufficien their admission to the
organization.®®®

“Regional identity is what people, politicians asidites make out of it; it is
what meaning they inject into history and cultu¥."The fact that the region named
Balkans came to be pronounced as Eastern Europesstitat Western Europe
decided to embrace this part of the continent actlide it within its own sphere of
influence. “What we learn from constructivists.etéfore, is that geopolitical
identities change over time and that defining atheemd drawing borders between

‘'us’ and ‘them’ is a key step in the articulatiofi identities.”®®

Compared to
previous theories of integration, constructivismfertd a deeper and fuller
understanding of the historical and cultural tertgdathat facilitated the return to

Europe. As O’Brennan points out,

“...the constructivist reading of the EU’s enlargeh process to the CEE
stresses the importance of shared understandingsaif the European project
represents. The constitutive values of the Eunopeditical order, reflecting a
common collective identity and manifested in the p@thagen Criteria,
represent the key building blocks for this enlargatround...*°

“One could invoke a similar argument with respéztthe Copenhagen
Criteria in that they represent not just the raidsasis for the incorporation of non-
member states in to the EU but also a cogent reptason of the EU’s own self-
identity. As such, once the criteria are laid dowhey cannot be departed from as
the basis for acceptanc€?® It can be argued that the conditions for accessiche
EU are actor and context dependent. Besides reqgeke fulfilment of political
and economic criteria, the EU differentiates betweandidate countries based on

sociological factors such as culture, norms andtitle The problematic accession
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process of Turkey, which will be explored in thexinsection, is the most obvious

example.

B. Turkey’s Accession to the EU

According to the Copenhagen Criteria, the EU isidagn, an economic,
political and social ideal; “not a tribe to be deil in ethnic or religious term&’™
Turkish accession would “demonstrate that Euromedwercome a more parochial,
backward-looking, narrower self-identity in favof a broader, forward-looking,
political identity. There exists a very usefulegadrization offered by Helene Sjursen
for comparing the contradicting aspects of Europealargement: The EU as a
problem-solving entity, a values-based communityl a rights-based unidf The
problem-solving aspect refers to the initial foutnata purposes of the EEC, when the
basic drive for cooperation was economic and sgebesed. The second level of a
values-based community is one defined by cultundl social citizenship. This is the
level the EU often gets struck on, and deliberatelsorts to, for excluding non-
European others, such as Turkey.

If ever realized, “Turkish membership could thusvénaa transformative
impact, far more than the 2004 expansion dld.”"However, the road map offered
for full membership to Turkey contains mixed eletserof a values-based
community and a rights-based Union as describetienCopenhagen Criteria. As
long as this discrepancy exists, Turkey has ldHance of becoming a full member.
“Put bluntly, Turkish accession would require sb@agineering, something never
raised in debates over East and Central Europgaicanpts.”"*

The last stage of a rights-based, post nationanumvould emphasize
political citizenship?’®> “As opposed to cultural exclusivity, this modebuid stand
on universal principles®® This model corresponds to an eventually fedenédny

or the idea of a United States of Europe. Nevéfise since this is not likely to be
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realized in the near future, especially after tleligon of the CEECs in 2004,
making the EU as diverse as it could, the enlargemwiethe EU is bound to get stuck
on the second level. If the values-based versfaime EU becomes too dominant,
the rights-based post-national union might neverdadized. “The Turkish case is
crucial to the EU because there is a disjunctiawéen the values-based rationale
and the rights-based rationale, in a sense, Europst choose which is more

important.?’’

1. The Traces of History

“Turkey has a long history of interaction with Bpe, but its status as a
European country has always been ambiguous. @Glrtdne Ottoman Empire was
for centuries a major player in European politiosf its encounters with Europe
were often hostile, and the Turks themselves dite liuntil the 1800’s, to foster
diplomatic, economic and cultural ties with Eurép€. World War | brought an
end to the Ottoman Empire, and after the War okpahdence ending in victory
against the Allied Forces, Mustafa Kemal put Turkeya Western cour$é’  In a
way, from the Turkish point of view, the contacttveeen Europe and Turkey
resembles a love-hate relationship. On the oneé,hHaaropean powers partitioned
the Ottoman land and invaded Anatolia following Wd#ar I, which led to the War
of Independence under the leadership of Mustafadfextatiirk. But on the other
hand, the modern Turkish Republic identified witle positive aspects of European
identity, copying their secularism, civil code dadss.

Even though Turkey derived much of its culturatitage from the Muslim
Middle East®® she aligned herself with the West, along with ldgacy of Atatiirk.
“Turkey’s decision to integrate itself into the Wesas tied to Turkey’s new Western
identity constructed in the years following the épéndence War® “Atatiirk

believed that Turkey’s future lay with Europe ahd West.?®? Turkey’s effort and
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will to become a member of the EU is a continuatidrihis legacy. For Turkey,
joining the EU is meant to complete the long hisedrcourse of the Westernization
process that started in the latd"x@ntury. Even though Europeanness in not part of
a natural historical legacy for Turkey, it is pevegl as a political projeét?

Even if not clearly pronounced, the historical itagre of Turkey, and the
expansionist aspirations of the Ottoman Empire tdwuropean territories, has a
stake in the formation of negative feelings towardskish membership in the eyes
of European citizens and even politicians. As @itoman Empire expanded into
Europe through territorial conquest, relations lestw the two evolved around
military confrontation. In the 1% century, the Ottomans introduced the Islamic
culture to Europe, which has been a source ofaansver since. Turkey’s Islamic
character and the historical legacy of the OttorBanpire are invisible hunchbacks
of Turkey during the accession process. The exparsf the Ottoman Empire in
Europe is embedded in the collective memories abpeans, and this fact still
influences their behavior towards Turkey. “In ceqsence, Turks are still perceived
in certain quarters as the perpetrators of thees@gVienna and as a threat to
European civilization®* “The perception of Turks as the ‘Other’ in Eurojge
deeply embedded in Europeans’ collective memofi&s.’Some scholars such as
Turkish historianilber Ortayli even argued that the substitution bé tterm
‘Southeast Europe’ for the ‘Balkans’ in fact sedksdownplay the heritage of
‘Turkey-in-Europe™?®®

On top of these historical reservations comes ¢ae &f an influx of workers
upon a possible Turkish membership. In the EU ypdaigrant laborers and
refugees are regarded as enemies who have pedeirate Europ€®’ The
adaptation problems of the migrant Turkish popafatiiving the EU add to this
image of fear of identity crisis. “Turkey seemsle confronted with a cultural

8

arrogance and cultural hatred from some quarterSurope.?®® Especially four

members of the EU, Germany, France, NetherlandsAaisttia are sensitive about
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Turkey’'s accession due to similar reasons and vasens: a society of immigrant
Turks, cultural incompatibility with minorities arféar of rising unemployment for
their own nationals. Germany and Austria, whiclieha shared history with Turkish
migrants as workers and the following generatitas,e not done a very good job in
integrating them into their own society, and theg @&specially skeptical about
Turkey's membership. The public opinion in thesates is fearful that Turkey’'s

accession would further fuel unemployment, and timgealready existing cultural

differences.

2. A Test Case for the Relevance of Identity

In a press release by the Center for European Refbwas emphasized that
“the cozy, cohesive club that many of Turkey’'s opgats seek to defend ceased to
exist a long time ago. With 25, and soon 27 mem)libe EU is already becoming
more diverse and flexible. Turkish accession vaihforce these trends, which will
help the EU to keep functioning in the long rdf’” As the EU High Commissioner
for CFSP Javier Solana said in 2004, “Turkey hge@graphically strategic position
in a world shaken by crises in the Middle East #radthreat of global terrorisnf>®
Besides, “a young and fast growing Turkey could ad&v dynamism to a slow-
growing and ageing Europé® What is the problem then? “For the first timeEid
history, candidate country negotiations are nowndeheld with a deliberate
statement of their open ended nature and no g aittheir conclusior’®? Why
does the Turkish accession process appear to be prnablematic compared to other
candidates? The answer to this question lies énidlentity debate, which is an

integral variable of the constructivist approacihe future of Turkey within the EU
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is more complicated than that of other candidatenttees because of questions
regarding Turkey’s identity?®*

Since the Ankara Agreement of 1963, the first cdficcontact between
Turkey and the European Community which affirmedkéy’s literally European
status, the relations between Turkey and the Corignlnave continued in periods of
ups and downs. On the one hand, Turkey is a gaodihg partner, a member of the
Custom’s Union with which the EU pursues good nedaly relations. On the other
hand, Turkey’s candidacy for full membership hasagated heated debates among
the European public and political spheres. “Turkeandidacy became the most
controversial issue, since the meeting of the EemopCouncil in Copenhagen
(December 12, 2002) to determine the calendar fmenmg negotiations with
Turkey. Even though the EU officially decided tars accession negotiations on
October 3, 2005, this is bound to be a long ancrepnded’ process, a much-
favored term by the EU.

“Turkish-EU relations have not only been basedstategic partnership but
also involved, in large part, factors such as caltand identity, thus, making the
conflicts more difficult to resolve®®* “Of all the countries at the periphery of the
EU, the question of inclusion or exclusion presemtgkey with the greatest
problems concerning identity®® The member states of the EU are divided on the
accession of Turkey for several reasons. “Thetguesf Ankara’s full membership
involves all of the possible geopolitical aspeate @an expect, from demography to
cultural identity, from geostrategy to economiced grom the internal European
political balance to the EU'’s relations with botretUS and the Middle East®
Turkey’s Islamic culture, the strong emphasis @ thilitary on political life, and
demography (forecasts state that it will be the Etdbst populated country in 2015-
2020) are perceived as disruptive of European iyeand political balance inside
the Union”’ But most important of all, the impact of Turkigtentity on the

accession process is the main handicap for Turkey.
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The Maastricht Treaty provides that “any Europ&tate whose system of
Government is founded on the principle of democratgy apply to become a
member of the Union?*® Even though the Union has clearly defined itseasion
strategy with the Copenhagen Criteria, the reastiand policies of the national
governments of member states towards Turkey shawidentity still plays a very
crucial role in shaping enlargement and the integmaprocess. Today, Turkey
continues to suffer from a backward and non-Europareotype image during the
accession negotiation process for full membersHipe Turkish candidacy will be a
significant determinant in showing the impact afamceptualized European identity
on the integration process and enlargement. Tiskeyich debated membership
reveals very important clues about Europe’s comaepf its own core values and
identity. As a matter of fact, Turkey serves agst case for determining the way
European identity will take shape and influencedpean integration in the future.

In broader terms, “there is a new political contabbut the relationship
between the Union and its ‘national componentsd aow they should all deal with
‘outsiders’. This has been provoked in large bg #mlargement of 2004, by
prospective enlargements including Turkey, and grgvanxiety about immigration
and integration®° The economic burden of the latest enlargemerznpoyment,
stagnating growth rates, an aging population aemadl/ pressing issues that Europe
needs to solve in the short term. On top of ak#) the idea of Turkey becoming a
member is more than some members of the EU camnalial

Those who are against Turkish accession are costevhether the EU will
be able to absorb Turkey or not. What is exactyam by ‘absorption capacity’? In
the real sense of the term, absorption capacityiémphe degree to which the EU
can integrate Turkey into its economic, politicatidainstitutional mechanism.
However, there is another hidden meaning behind teim. Even though the
absorption capacity of the EU should be measureddmynomic growth, budgetary
plans, and the reforming of the institutional metkim; cultural and religious
differences of Turkey are intentionally broughttb@ foreground to emphasize the

identity problem.
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“While actors (individuals or states) have a sengersonal (or corporate)
identity, they have multiple social identities thmay vary in salience®® This is
especially true for describing the relationshipwestn Turkey and the EU, where
identity becomes a major determinant. Due to tiang relevance of the concept of
identity, Turkish accession into the community agpeto be a much tougher one
compared to previous enlargements. The perceptnohinterpretation of Turkish
identity by the EU influences and shapes the imtggn process as much as the
technical accession criteria that Turkey needsitfdlf

In comparison to the idealized European identigaiibed in the previous
chapter, the modern Turkish identity, which wasalesshed with the foundation of
the Republic, is relatively young. The model ofdtlern democratic government
originated in the West. When it has developedan-Western societies it has been
the product of Western colonialism or impositidft” But Turkey is an exception,
because modern Turkey adopted this model willinglgder the leadership of
Ataturk.

Many things have changed since the Ankara Agreeniba first official
contact with the EEC. Back then, the EEC was am@mic organization, and did
not have a long list of political admission criteri The real problem is that Turkey
has been slow to grasp the growing importance bfigad and cultural elements in
the Community’s accession strategy over the yeengh started in the 1980s with
the southern enlargement of Greece, Spain and dg&drtand intensified with the
accession of CEECs. In 1987, Turkey made a fompalication under the Ozal
government, after a series of attempts to libezale economy and democratize the
country following the military coup in 1980. Howay “Turkish authorities failed to
notice the shift in Community priorities as refiedt in the criteria for
membership®? and renew the accession strategy accordingly.e Thrkish
application was rejected on both economic and ipaligrounds. Turkey has been
struggling to meet these conditions ever since.

Turkey entered the Customs Union in 1996, butadook go further than that.
Turkish leaders and people were even more disapgahior even mad, when Turkey
was declared ineligible at the Luxembourg Summitl®97, whereas most post-
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communist states with also weak economic and palitiecords were announced as
candidates. Many European leaders proclaimed theatEU was a civilizational
project in which Turkey had no plat®¥. The Turkish government responded by
freezing all political dialogue with the EU, follamg the Luxembourg Summit. As a
result, Turkey was granted candidate status aHtsinki Summit of 1999, even
though it was repeated again that the accessitariarivas still far from being met.
Afterwards, Turkey started a vigorous program falted NationalProgram for the
Adoption of the Acquisand implemented a series of reforms: abolitibrdeath
penalty, curtailment of the influence of the miljtaincreased freedom of expression,
more freedom for the use of and study of Kurdishlaving started accession
negotiations on October 3, 2005, Turkey has a lwayg to go, but there is also the
risk of not being able to see the light at the ehthe tunnel at all.

The end of the Cold War is a very important deteant for explaining the
changing attitude of the EU towards Turkey. “Urthie end of the Cold War, the
West seemed to have acknowledged Turkey's Europsemtity.”*** During the
Cold War, Turkey was a very important strategic palitical partner for Europe due
to her strategic location, and her alliance wite West and membership in NATO.
Turkey acted as a buffer state against the Sowngdrt) and “as long as the line of
demarcation was the Iron Curtaigalpolitik dictated that Turkey's Europeanness
not be openly questioned”® However, as the Soviet threat disappeared, Tudsty

its importance, and the identity debate starta@assert itself significantly.
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3. Fair Judgment or Double Standard?

Samuel Huntington had defined Turkey as a “toranaty”>% back in 1993,
meaning that Turkey is neither completely Westesn lBastern. “Turkey does not
share in the Judeo-Christian cultural traditiont beither does it belong to the
predominantly Arab Islamic culturé®” While the Kemalist Turkish elites define
Turkey as a Western society, Western elites refoisecept the country as su€h.
Moreover, the multiple and contrasting identitiesl/ar attributes that Turkey has —
big but relatively poor, Muslim but secular, modéut traditional — confuse the EU
and blur the image of Turkey. EU members evalliatkey based on these different
traits from time to time and arrive at differeninctusions. On the one hand, Turkey
is a good trading partner, member of the Custom®rJsince 1996, a strategic
partner geographically, a good role model as alaedduslim state. But on the
other hand, Turkey is culturally, historically areligiously different, and politically
unpredictable. Moreover, if Turkey becomes a fulember, the EU will be
neighbors with Syria, Iran and Iraq, and get cldsdahe troubled areas in the Middle
East.

From the European point of view, the geographicatl aivilizational
boundaries of Turkey and Europe do not intersdairkey sees herself as a natural
part of Europe geographically, and believes that Iséis much to contribute to the
cultural and civilizational fabric of Europe. Howe, the EU does not agree with
these evaluations. Even though Turkey is neighbetis Europe, there exists an
imaginary line that separates Turkey from Europmnically, the accession of the
Greek administration of Southern Cyprus, whichnstlee same geographical plane
with Turkey shows that the geography factor canebminated or disregarded
depending on the political interests of the EU.

The determination of identity is a mutual constiaret In other words, “an
actor’'s self-created corporate identity must beogeized and accepted by others.
An actor’s identity acquires meaning only whersitecognized by others as such. If

an actor’s belief about his identity is not shabgddthers, then, that identity will not
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work in their interaction3® Turkey experiences exactly the same problem in he
relations with the EU. “Seen from Ankara, the ordt distance between Turkey and
Europe appears much shorter than viewed from EurdpeBut since the EU will be
the determining mechanism in the Turkish accesgiow, the EU perceives Turkish
identity is perhaps more important than how Turkkantifies herself.

Categorization clearly acts as a boundary to sawmaktruction, and draws
the line between different identitids. “The in-group and out-group distinction
should be considered a constitutive element ofviddal identity formation. This
means that members of groups will be primed totlseenembers of other groups as
competitors.?*? “No matter how trivial or ad hoc the groupingedan the apparent
absence of any competing values, the mere perceptianother group leads to in-

group favoritism and out-group discriminatioft® Out-grouping is a significant
reality in the EU’s relations with TurkeyBecause of the identity problem, the EU
places Turkey within its out-group, while Turkeyugigles to be placed as an in-
group actor.

Obviously, the accession process of the EU opeeatesrding to a politics of
inclusion and exclusion, based on the classificatd identity. It would not be
wrong to argue that the EU is actually a pan-Euaopategration scheme. The EU’s
evaluation of other candidate countries such ag@id and Romania were found to
satisfy the Copenhagen Criteria, despite the faatt their democracies are no stable
than that of Turkey and that Turkey is ahead ofé¢heountries in its economic
capacities and its ability to adopt thequis communautairé* So, the position of
the EU in theory and practice are inconsistent. widts expressed in the 1989
Strasbourg Presidency Conclusions that “the Comiytnais taken and will take the
necessary decisions to strengthen its cooperatitin pgoples aspiring to freedom,
democracy, and progress and with States whichdniegir founding principles to be
democracy, pluralism and the rule of la#¥™ Turkey has expressed her willingness
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to proceed in this direction and started to impletreoncrete reforms, but this time
the EU leaders based their arguments on the iggaroblem, which was beyond any
type of reform for accession. “Thus, there mustabether variable, aside from
politics and economics that accounts for Turkeyéspptual outsider status. That
variable is identity.®!°

“Europeanization as an identity formation projesn be defined by its
relationship or juxtaposition with the civilizatiah‘other’, often assuming culturalist
or essentialist and exclusionary conceptions obper Turkey's accession to the
EU adds a culturalist angle to the debate. Itdsrthe EU to distinguish between a
Christian, geographically narrow Europe and a beoadhulticultural Europe of

values.®*’

In defining European identity, it has been mamib in the previous
chapter that its meaning is bound to change depgnain context and the actors
involved. The different attitudes displayed towardurkey at different times
confirm this argument. For instance, Turkish idgnvas never questioned during
the Cold War, when Turkey was a close ally of thestWand a buffer against the
communist Soviet Union threat as a NATO member.weiger, when the Soviet
Union disintegrated and security concerns of Euse@ee minimized, the importance
of Turkey as a strategic ally suddenly diminishad¢d European identity was again
defined in reference to culture and identity. Tayk candidacy for the EU has
caused Europe to question its limits. Indeed, &urkerves as the ‘other’ for the
redefinition of European identifff® Turkey's candidacy “triggered an anxiety of
identity loss and a desire for boundary maintenaoceEuropean public*® and
revealed the dichotomy between European identitithe EU project?

By expanding to the East in 2004, the EU addechicims that until recently
lacked the most basic requirements of EU memberslhpreas since World War I,
Turkey has had a market economy and a democratiergment, although not
perfect®?’ “Superficially, the Copenhagen Criteria, as wasl the constitutional
process at work in Europe, are based on a mordsfigised approach, but the

expansion in 2004 also revealed other aspects mipgan identity3*? As Ziya
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Onis rightly argues, the EU is not only an economic paiitical project, but

ultimately a cultural and civilizational construmi**®* Europe is at large a mental
construction that “promotes cultural commonalit§*” How compatible is Turkey
with European identity? The EU struggles to fihd answer to this question, while

delaying Turkey’s accession process as much aspmss

4. Is Turkey ‘too Muslim’ to join?

Christianity is also a key element of European iidgnwhich comes to the
surface in EU’s relations with Turké§> Indeed, it would not be possible to explain
the differential treatment of the CEECs and Turksyntries broadly at the same
level of economic and political development, withaeference to the religion
factor®® Contrary to the Turkish case, economic backwassinand a poor
democratic record have been motives for the EUhtegrate CEECs, whereas these
factors have been presented as obstacles for &rhlmership in the case of Turkey.
“If post communist states could enter the EU urtlermantra ‘Return to Europe’,
Turkey has no such advantage, as its Europeanrtraldeare at the heart of disputes
over its prospective membershiff” This casts a doubt on the EU’s sincerity about
its admission criteria and inevitably brings thentty debate to the foreground.

“After the end of the Cold War, Europe began tgkasize cultural factors in
their self-definition, creating fundamental diffaces between Turkey and Europe in
terms of basic characteristics, values, opinioriiudes, experience, historical
commonalities, which brought Europeans togeti®rbut excluded Turkey.
Following the disintegration of the Soviet Uniordathe disappearance of the source
of threat, Europe started to highlight its inherentiture and identity. “The
definitions of Europe and Europeanness have bewedi closely to geography,
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politics and culture®®®, which worked to Turkey’s disadvantage. Alsote tismay

of Turkey, the ideological vacuum that developerathe demise of communism
was filled with Islamophobia and solidified especially after the September 11
terrorist attack to the US and Western values imeg@>*® This ideological shift in
European politics worked to the disadvantage ofk&wr which was never
considered to be genuinely European anyway. Caomesely, “the social, political
and cultural incompatibilities were magnified thghiout the 1980’s and 1990'8*
From the EU’s point of view, expanding beyond theaginary line in Eastern
Europe could endanger the envisioned pan-Europ@amanity.

Turkey's accession process actually serves as a sasgly for proving
whether the EU is a Christian Club or not. “Sir@eristianity is one of the most
important common bonds among the EU members, aneneke the assumption that
EU membership is open only to countries of a Jufkedstian identity.3%?
Ironically, not all Europeans who truly defend th@hristian identity are devout
Christians in their daily lives. Apart from ther@tg presence of Christian
Democrats in political parties of member states tred EP, Christianity does not
play an important role in the lives of more thaif bathe EU citizens>?

The caricatures published in a Danish newspapethuvere regarded as an
insult to the moral values of Islam underlined oragain how the concepts of
‘Muslim’, ‘violence’ and ‘social incompatibility’ vere intertwined in the EU. “The
cartoon controversy was really about the clashékinviwo civilizations: Western
Europe and global Islam. The cartoons' publicati@s not merely an academic
exercise in freedom of speech, but something te#eats underlying tensions
racking Europe®** It is very dangerous to link Turkish accessiorthwislamic
extremism, but the way Islam is portrayed by Euampenedia and politics, being
associated with Islamic terrorism, further compksathe accession process for

Turkey.
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As a matter of fact, Europe “has an interest inpsujing those countries that
espouse the principle of secularism even if a ntgjof their citizens are Muslim.
Turkey is the most visible and important exampf&.”Proponents of Turkey believe
that Turkish membership would help Europe boosnhitaence in the Muslim world.
For instance, Tony Blair added that “the accessibifurkey would be proof that
Europe is committed not just in word but in deedatdcurope of diverse races,
cultures, and religions all bound together by commales and a sense of human

solidarity and mutual respect®

“Integration is a two way street, which is one oamy reasons why Turkish
membership of the EU is about much more than tete defense. Accession
would send a powerful signal not only to Turkeeltsbut to those of Turkish
extraction already living in Europe. It would bedeamatic step forward in the
history of European multi-culturalism and in themmarrgent efforts, post 9/11, to
find ways of ensuring that Muslims and non-Muslicas live side by side. In the
long term, Turkish membership might encourage thergence of a truly modern,
European version of Islam: that is a form of Musliving that also incorporates a
basic set of European values, women'’s equalityramdan rights *’

As idealistic as these opinions may sound, it wik be so easy for the
skeptic European public and politicians to getafidheir inherent reservations about
Turkey’s Islamic character. For the time beings tppears to be a bottleneck rather

than an asset.
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5. Rightist Politics, Rising Xenophobia and Negative &blic Opinion

Populist right-wing parties in the EU underline ttheme of incompatibility
of Turkish culture, state tradition, religion anadlives with Europe, taking advantage
of the return to the emphasis on culture and itkeatid making this a tool for their
own political and electoral campaigns. This shdhat some EU politicians will
resort to nationalistic goals whenever possiblesigping the current agenda items
to their advantage. The opinions of various po#is about Turkey’s accession are
worth examining within this context. Former Frenptesident Valéry Giscard
d’Estaing, the architect of the European Constitytivent so far as to claim in 2003
that “Turkish membership would signal the end of tBU. Turkey was not a
European country; it had a different approach, anifferent way of life.®*® French
president Jacques Chirac suggested to hold a nelieme on whether Turkey should
accede to the EU or not, because he wanted to avrdidism from the public.
Referendum was a safe solution for Chirac: theaesipility of the resulting vote,
most likely negative, would not be his own, butttbhthe French people. “French
prime minister Dominique de Villepin reiterated &ecb concerns over EU
enlargement and said Turkey's bid to join the um@s a process whose outcome
must remain open until the end of negotiatiofs.”

Conservative politicians of the EU such as Nicdaskozy of France, and
Angela Merkel of Germany have expressed their nopsdive opinions for
Turkey’s accession for several times. Turkey bexdhe center of debate even
during the federal elections in Germany. The pmsét of Schroeder and his
coalition partner Fischer as opposed to Merkel tdwalurkish accession became
one of the major tools of the election campaigi®hile Schroeder and Fischer
assumed a pro-Turkish tone, Merkel struck a corthénnationalistic sentiments of
German voters, by emphasizing the negative prospidett Turkish membership
could cause. She especially underlined the inctibifiy of Turkish culture and

identity with Europeanness.
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Opponents to Turkish accession have come up whéh ‘privileged
partnership’ model as a substitute for full membgrsespecially with the leadership
of Austria. The idea of a privileged partnershigsva tactic designed to prevent the
EU from falling victim therhetorical entrapmenthat would inevitably lead to full
membershiff®, as they had experienced during the accessioregsauf the CEECs.
The logic behind the privileged partnership formidahat “Turkey is not seen as
part of the broader European family or civilizambmexus but as an important
nonmember with which relations primarily of an econc nature need to be
developed®*! Merkel, before she continued with her electiormpaign in
Germany, insisted on convincing Ankara for theustadf a privileged partnership.
But Turkey did not fall for this trap, and refuseery decidedly any other formula
besides full membership. For Turkey, anything l#smn full membership would
mean a second-class status, and therefore unablee}ita After all, joining the EU
was a question of honor, which would confirm Turkegdmission to the world of
developed staté®, as the road envisioned by Atatiirk.

Merkel also made it very clear right after the dpean Council on December
17, 2004 that “criteria for Turkey’'s EU accessitrosld go beyond the Copenhagen
Criteria.®** Merkel's statement about Turkey clearly unvelils tole identity plays
in European integration: “Turkey is not Europeamwgh in terms of culture and
history to join the EU. Moreover, the European dsnis full and there is no room

for Turkey.™*

We may wonder whether Merkel would have still enaithis
statement if Turkey had been a Christian countfjhe accession of 10 new and
relatively poor members to the Union with the lateslargement on May 1, 2004
showed that the Union might be willing to sharergsources with the countries,
which they identify as ‘European’.

The problematic ratification process of the EU stantion in France and

Netherlands hinted at a return to national priesitiwith Euroskepticism on the rise.
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“The discussions about Turkey’s membership wer@atharound referenda for the
ratification of the European Constitution in Fraraed the Netherland$* Even
though “the connection between Turkey’s accessiuhthe European Constitution
was difficult to establish™’, “discussions on Turkey became part of domestic
politics and were used by many politicians for tt@vn gain.®**® Politicians who
were against Turkey’s accession used the ratifinatif the Constitution for their
own purposes, deviating from the real reasons lethia rejection of the constitution
by their national parliaments. “While other isslike globalization and problems of
social integration and economics were the mainoreasvhy voters rejected the
Constitution, Turkey was used as a scapegoat by gmiiticians as one of the main
culprits for this result3*°

There are already numerous political, legal, ecanand social issues that
Turkey has to deal with, during its accession niatjons with the EU. The Cyprus
problem, the so-called Armenian Genocide accusatimman rights, freedom of
speech and thought are among the most heated tfftics debate. The question of
the compatibility of Turkish identity with the Elitther complicates the process.
The issues of culture and identity cannot be cldgeda technical chapter in the
screening process. Turkey will need much time afidrt to curb the negative
stereotypes and public opinion, which are equalfigartant as government policies.
As Jacques Chirac said, “Turkey will need to cornglés ‘cultural revolution’ in
order to be fully accepted into Europe-a sentergieabng that cultural issues are far
from settled.®>°

However, as long as the revolution that Turkeyxgeeted to go through is
defined in terms of identity and religious comp#ityy it might just never be enough
for Europe. “It can seem paradoxical to note thlaén Turkey started to get closer
to European criteria for democracy, the argumegtsnst Turkish membership in
Europe became articulated and expressed in offertemwes. In other words, the
debate started when the Turkish file grew thintteat is when Turkey, as observers

would put it, has started to do her homewotk.”
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One of the most efficient ways to eliminate negatpublic opinion and
misconceptions about the culture and identity @f tbther” is actually to increase
the public awareness of both groups, by allowirgrtho get to know and observe
each other. In that respect, The European Conwmni¢ss initiated a series of useful
programs on culture and education, which Turkegl$® able to participate. For
instance, the educational and cultural exchanggramo of the EU has been named
after Erasmus, one of the most influential thinkarthe Renaissance period, in order
to underline the importance and necessity of caltuolerance and mutual
understanding. More than an academic exchangergsmgErasmus is designed
allow students and instructors to explore a difiei@ulture on their own, getting rid
of the influences of embedded prejudices and stgves.

Turkey has become eligible to participate in thrasiehus program after she
became a candidate for the EU. Accordingly, Turkisiversities participate in
student and staff exchange activities with partmeiversities from different EU
countries. The Erasmus program is a very good dadl opportunity for outgoing
young Turkish university students and academictariromote Turkish culture and
identity in a right way. Likewise, the incomingudents or instructors from the EU
have the chance to make their own observationstahalkey. However, this is by
no means enough to curb the idea that Turkey @lljurs not European. The
presence of the cultural barrier is still evidenthe EU does not reject forming
relations with Turkey. They want to do trade, extolpe students, invest, and do joint
projects. But they want to do this under the titf€privileged partnership” instead
of full membership, which is clearly an out-grougiagainst Turkey, because of the
incompatible identity issue.

When it comes to full membership, “the redefinitioh Europe’s identity
along ethno national and cultural lines-emphasizarsgipared culture, civilization and
heritage-may mean that Turkey will not qualify 8t) membership®®3 no matter
how hard she tries to meet the accession critddiae to the unique traits of Turkish
identity, Turkish accession will not be easy at d&len if the chapters exploring the
compatibility of Turkish laws and implementation pblicies with theacquis
communautairef the EU are settled, Turkey has to curb the tnegaspects of the

image of Turkish identity that Europe has. Suppgsthat Turkey does her

%2 Muftuler-Bac, “Through the Looking Glass: TurkieyEurope”, p. 32.
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homework perfectly well during the accession precésst and foremost, the EU has
to be willing to embrace Turkey. As Samuel Huntiimgconfirms, “the dominant
groups in the recipient civilization have to belinig to embrace the convert®

“For its part, the EU has to stick to its desigmhbgenda, to keep the same
rules and standards for all the countries in otdeprotect its own achievements of
economic and political integratioi™ If the EU stops seeing cultural plurality as a
threat to its cultural integrity and identity, thigll give Turkey a stronger hand
during the accession negotiations. Unless EU Isaded citizens show their
willingness to contribute to the creation of a coommEuropean identity that is
flexible and open to change, the concept of Eunopdantity is bound to remain
elusive. As long as there is no clearly proposéitial definition of European
identity, European enlargement in the future iglifkio proceed in a subjective and
case-by-case manner. This will inevitably affeairkey negatively, who will
struggle to meet a verbally pronounced but offigiabnexistent criteria.

%53 Huntington, “The Clash of Civilizations?”, p. 44.
%4 Anastasakis, “The Europeanization of the Balkaps84.
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CHAPTER 4
PROSPECTS FOR THE FUTURE

A. Enlargement and Sovereignty

With regards to the realization of a rights-bageskt-national EU, we should
also discuss the relationship between enlargemedtsavereignty. “In Western
Europe, the debate continues over whether EU iatiegr has rescued the state or
undermined it2*> Arguing that the traditional concept of the Weéstiian nation-
state has disappeared due to European integratsbiswgpranational institutionalism
of the EU would be a claim too extreme. Howevefysing the fact that the concept
of nation-state and sovereignty are being transédrimould be to deny the European
integration process. Inevitably, the sharing ofeseignty with a supranational body
creates a tension for member states of the EUs [Fdmadox between the concepts of
state sovereignty and supranationality is not éagyasp, “but social constructivism
can explain the paradox by considering sovereigteBbod as a process-dependent
institutional fact.®°® As a matter of fact, state sovereignty is nongesroded, but
being transformed, as deemed necessary by thegsrotduropean integration and
context. The concepts of state and sovereignty nate static; they are being
redefined in the context of European integratiomn,identity being the dependent
variable.

According to Wendt, the internationalization oflipcal authority points
toward a gradual but structural transformation hef Westphalian states systéth.
“Even when international state formation does msoive the formal cession of
sovereignty to supranational institutions, it doelecate individual state actors’ de
facto sovereignty to transnational authoriti&.” “The erosion of individual state
sovereignty does not imply the erosion of the statBy transferring it upward to a
collective body, states may actually strengtheiir ttepacity to solve problem$

In other words, “internationalization is a way ebrganizing and redeploying state

%5 Helen Wallace, “Enlarging the European Union: |&efons on the Challenge of Analysis”,
Journal of European Public Poligyol. 9, No. 4 (August 2002), p. 664.
¢ palberts, “The Future of Sovereignty in Multilev@bvernance Europe-A Constructivist Reading”,
p. 23.
zz; Alexander, “Collective Identity Formation and timernational State”, p. 393.

Ibid.
%9 bid.
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power, not a withering away of the state”” In fact, since sovereignty is defined in
relation to the other states, meaning that othenb®e states have to recognize each
other, social constructivism brings a sigh of rfeti® those who fear that member
states of the EU are losing their sovereignty. |dsy as states accept aact upon
each other as being sovereign, theg”3**

Developing his views about states and considghedguture of international
organizations, Wendt foresees the slow but ineldtamergence of a ‘world state’.
Supranational integration schemes like the EU @a btep forward in realizing this
end. He argues that three fundamental changesivbeuhecessary for realizing the
world state: (1) the emergence of a universal ssceommunity, (2) universal
collective security meaning that other membershefgystem must act if a threat to
one is a threat to all, (3) universal supranatioamathority which would require
territorial states to surrender sovereignty to abgl subjectivity in the security
domain®?

When Alexander Wendt talks about a collective m#ionalization of the
state, he does not necessarily predict the totsi@n of the nation-state and national
sovereignty. A world state would not require ilsneents to give up local autonomy,
subsidiarity®® could be the operative force, and it could be catibfe with the
existence of national armies, and finally, it woulot require a world government in
the sense of a unitary body with one leaiérCooperative institutions are practicing
various elements of Wendt’s world state today. &@mple, NATO and the famous
5" clause stating that a hostile act directed against of its members shall be
considered an attack against all, sets a good drdmpthe security dimension.

Wendt also underlines that “the elements of a wstdde would no longer be
‘states’ in a strict sense, but local realizatiohs larger state®®® The EU, which is
at the heart of our study, seems to correspontieastipranationality debate at first
sight, because the EU is already not far from megethese requirements on a

360 pid.

31 palberts, “The Future of Sovereignty in Multilev@bvernance Europe-A Constructivist Reading”,
p. 40.

%2 Wendt, “Why a World State is Inevitable”, p. 505.

33 The concept of subsidiarity implies that decisiah®uld be taken as closely to the people as
possible.

4 \Wendt, “Why a World State is Inevitable”, p. 506.
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regional level. Were a ‘completed’ EU to be globed it would be a world staté®

In the case of the EU, sovereignty is shared wab@anational order above national
governments, which is binding on all member statéshe European Union has
gradually extended its authority over matters hisétly regarded as within the
exclusive preserve of state€” Member states have delegated some of their
sovereignty to a higher body that is above statbamity. The most successful
aspect of European integration in which its suptianal traits have been significant
has been its progress and cooperation in the dietonomics. But when it comes
to more sensitive and state-specific issues lilkeirsty, foreign policy and defense,
the national governments of member states are rstidvant. The supranational
authority has not yet penetrated into areas whesmier states are still sensitive
about losing their authority such as foreign polingking. Especially the security
dimension, which Wendt bases the construction @fatbrld state upon, has not been
internalized by the EU members yet; with a reldyiwgeak CFSP, in stark contrast
to the degree of cooperation in economics.

This dichotomy can again be explained with consivisetn. The actors of
the EU shape and adjust their degree of cooperatonintegration, in other words
their context, depending on their preferences aedsisvites. EU members
cooperate at varying degrees in different fieldszoading to their own interests.
This is not imposed upon them by the context, bay tare rather motivated by the
developments going on in world politics and Intéior@al Relations. For instance,
the US intervention in Iraqg, the division betweeardpean governments and the
Bush administration and the limited military capiieis of Europe raised the
question of the necessity of improving the Europ€ammon Foreign and Security
Policy. This is not an attempt to undermine thieafof the international and
supranational cooperation schemes, but we shostdkaep in mind that “domestic
politics offers a mechanism-a ‘transmission bdity which international impulses
are translated into policy’®

Hence, “none of this means that the Westphaliantyp@® disappearing.

Instead, it is evolving into something differenbradiside new polities®®® And in the

3% pid., p. 506.

357 |_apid, “Culture’s Ship: Returns and Departurefniernational Relations Theory”, p. 40.

38 Moravcsik, “Negotiating the Single European Aditional interests and conventional statecraft in
the European Community”, p. 55.

39 apid, “Culture’s Ship: Returns and Departurefniernational Relations Theory”, p. 40.
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context of this new construction, identity plays thetermining role. Identity acts as
a unifying agent among EU member states, and pesvédsubstitute for the political
union they have failed to achieve. In other wotts,idealized concept of European
identity makes up for the so-called political unitbvat the EU lacks. Even though
EU member states retain their own national priesitand policies, they all embrace
the idealized European identity that creates a comawareness, and distinguishes
them from the rest of the world. As long as thi#edences between cultures and
identities are underlined deliberately by the Ebe tobjectivity of their liberal
democratic values is put to danger. The EU haaydwlefended its distinct identity,
and will continue to do so in the future; which likely to influence future

enlargement processes negatively, as far as Tuskancerned.

B. A ‘United States of Europe’?

If we try to apply Wendt's ‘world state’ to currepolitical life, the nearest
match could be a federal union. This analogy emedlhe opportunity to discuss
whether the EU carries the potential of becomifgdaral scheme or not. The EU is
a unigue model in the sense that it mingles a &dinst pillar of Community
competence with more intergovernmental second laindl pillars. In the first pillar,
member states have delegated part of their soveyeig a supranational decision-
making process on issues of economic, monetarycuyral, environmental and
social areas. From one perspective, the EU caneberibed as a confederation of
nation states, although that terminologyis pditic sensitive in some states.
However, it is certain that under the terms oftteaties, supranational European law
Is created which then forms part of the national ¢d each member state, as there is
a supranational European Court of Justice whoss@ys are binding on all national
courts, and a European Commission that can beasearore of a federal institution
because it is independent from the member statddembers have ceded their
legislative and executive competences to the Elttutiens in defined areas, and
share competences with EU institutions in others.

It is true that in those specific areas where mensietes have transferred
national sovereignty rights such as their curremopnetary policy, the internal
market, and foreign trade to the Union, the EU ldigpa more federal feature. It is
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interesting to note that the increasing legislapesvers of the European Parliament
over time, and the existence of a higher body ofl&\ that is above national laws
on binding on all EU citizens might hint towardg@dual federal setup. Also, the
existence of the Euro as a common currency carvaleiaed as signaling towards
greater unity. But still, despite this increasedme of cooperation in the first pillar,
we cannot safely argue that the Union is organfeddrally. The member states also
remain the Masters of the Treaties, and the Uniannet transfer additional
competences from the member states onto itselé fa¢t that 3 members of the EU-
15, UK, Denmark and Sweden opted out of the Eurezmineme indicates that not
all elements that are supposed to make up thedkesletup are willing to do so by all
means. The monetary policy of the EU is still geshaped, and still far from
reflecting a federal one.

As for the second pillar of CFSP and third pillddastice and Home Affairs,
national governments seem to act more cautioustyrdier to protect their national
interests. The absence of a common foreign anarisepolicy that is agreed upon
by all member states is another handicap that téileeEU out of the federal picture.
The formulation of a common foreign security anéedse policy largely depends on
the individual will of member states to proceedhis direction. Perhaps only then,
can the EU enter a more federal phase. Howevier, tife latest enlargement, the
EU-25 will find it increasingly difficult to get & members to speak with one
European voice on all matters.

The EU can perhaps be classified as being closax tederation in the
economic field with its huge common market thatoagts for more than half of
world trade, an evolving monetary policy and thenamon currency Euro with some
exceptions of participants; but it does not eveme&alose to a confederation in the
fields of a common foreign and security policy. idtalso worth remembering that
the founding fathers of the EU and particularly niJddonnet favored a more
incremental integration for the start. They did tatk about setting a federation, but
rather a system to solve problems and preventictsfl The neofunctionalists were
too optimistic to believe that the cooperationhia economic field would spillover to
foreign policy and defense areas. Although the é&hbbraces a wide range of
institutional responsibilities and power-sharingaagements since the 1990’s, the
larger political entity of the EU still rests uptime separate constitutional orders of

states, which, through their sovereign nature, inaetto act as ‘Masters of the
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Treaties’. The distinct national identities of membstates come into play
continuously on sensitive issues.

The signing of the EU Draft Constitution might egarded as a further step
towards the formation of a federal framework atfgight. Even though the member
states seem to share this ideal in principle, ggrek of implementation remains to
be seen. The road towards a greater federal urecassitates greater public will
from the European citizens besides the effortsaMegnments. The possibility of
becoming a federation cannot be possible withcaiwtitl of “European” citizens. In
order for the draft European Constitution to berapenal, all of the parliaments of
member states must ratify it, which is likely to #dong and cumbersome process.
Paradoxically enough, the EU requires the consemtember states to legislate even
in its areas of exclusive competence, which ensthas states retain significant
leverage over the EU. Again, this takes us toréhevance of social constructivism
in evaluating the processes and future of the Elé, td the active role of member
state as actors still shaping the integration meedongside the strictly supranational
character of the Union.

According to skeptics, Turkey’'s membership woudandge the coherence in
the EU and distort the idea of forming an ever@&tasmion among EU members. But
then, another question comes to our mind: Evéruikey is not admitted, will the
EU ever form an ‘ever closer union’, implying inased political unity resembling a
federal setup? In my opinion, this is far fromrggerealistic. “The recent emphasis
on ethnicity and culture poses a serious obstacla flynamic transformation into a
United States of Europé€® Even though EU members advocate the idealized
European identity in their relationship to non-Eugans, they continue to hold onto
their own national identities. “How compatible tise progressive formation of a
supranational ‘Brussels Man’ identity with the pstsnce of local and national
identities?®’* The answer to this question lies at large in lihads of member
states, but the words of Jacques Chirac givestaabiout the future direction of the
EU: “We do not envision the creation of a Europsaper-state that would be a

substitute for our nation state¥?

370 Miiftiller-Bac, “Through the Looking Glass: TurkieyEurope”, p. 33.
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C. Conclusions

Theories emanate from real life, with an atteroptriganize political data and
historical experiences. They are developed by é@xam facts, to simplify and
categorize the flood of information, and to makedbctions about possible outcomes
that are to follow. While these theories are quiieerse, “there are also obvious
signs of convergence. Most realists recognizerthibnalism, militarism, ethnicity,
and other domestic factors are important; libeaglesnowledge that power is central
to international behavior; and some constructivégtsiit that ideas will have greater
impact when backed by powerful states and reintbime enduring material forces.
The boundaries of each paradigm are somewhat pblepeand there is ample
opportunity for intellectual arbitragé™ Even though world politics is increasingly
being shaped by norms and ideas, the use of ferdeely to be a recurring theme in
International Relations for the time being. Di#fat theories may apply to different
forms of state behavior and international orgamrat For instance, while the
constructivist approach provides a whole new oWtldor evaluating European
integration, the realist legacy might still be k&lat for explaining the reasoning
behind the Iraq war.

Kenneth Waltz once said in another context thah&mry’s ability to explain
is more important than its ability to prediéf* The predictions of a theory might
not always turn out to be true at the end, as endhse of neofunctionalists who
projected a natural spillover in European integratiHowever, a theory’s credibility
also depends on its ability to predict, besidestitsmpt to explain the present. That
is why social constructivism is a suitable paradigan explaining European
integration, which involves social and cultural dymcs besides political ones; and
makes predictions about the future of integratiossible based on these ongoing
observations.

Today, the major focus which scholars of Inteivai Relations should be
concerned about is “the major question of whetlmer lFow ideas could be linked to

political outcomes®® Each state or organization is unique in its owntext, and

373 Walt, “International Relations: One World, Manpéories”, p. 42.
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should be analyzed with regard to the social dynarat display. The EU is one part
of the world where constructivism finds life, evilough various aspects of previous
theories are still relevant for explaining statédagor and the changing balance of
power. “The structure of the states system is d@et on but not reducible to the
properties and relations among state actdfs."This analogy can be successfully
applied to the EU in the sense that what the Els agdto is much more than the
aggregation of its member states. As | have argouedy introduction, the EU is
more than the sum of its parts. The much-debatedgean identity is not only the
aggregation and a synthesis of the norms and rstidentities of its members. The
EU as an integration project and social actor etsdributes to the transformation of
this identity. Even though the EU started out as exonomic cooperation
framework, it is becoming increasingly politicizdatjnging issues of identity to the
foreground. Constructivism is flexible enough &ek this in mind and describe the
future of European integration as an ongoing praces

According to the constructivist approach, actomsl @ontext continue to
influence and shape each other and identities rytuédThough constructivists
focus on the power of ideas, they do not ignoreeiodources of power. Material
power is not irrelevant in constructivist analysl§. This means that we do not have
to compromise or disregard other theories while kimgy with the constructivist
approach. But we should not bypass the relevariceulbure and identity in
determining the fate or a nation or a unique irdgégn framework like the EU,
either. Even though material factors are cruciaflétermining politics and foreign
policy decisions, identity can either be a catalygstobstacle, depending on the
circumstances and the actors involved.

Like all theories, social constructivism is notfpet either. It has some flaws
and it is still developing. The main criticism elited towards constructivism is its
primary focus on a sociological framework inste&a political one. Kenneth Waltz
argues that “sociologists have, in approachingpitodlem of war and peace, often
erred in omitting all reference to the politicarinework within which individual and

social actions occur™ The difficulty in analyzing social constructivisanises from

37 Wendt, “Identity and Structural Change in Intefoaal Politics” in p. 50.

377 Ba and Hoffman, “Making and Remaking the World igr101: A Resource for Teaching Social
Constructivism in Introductory Classes”, p. 29.

378 Kenneth N. WaltzMan, the State and War: A Theoretical Analygldew York: Columbia
University Press, 2001), p. 81.

90



the fact that we do not have fixed variables tokmeith. As for the risk of being
labeled as being too abstract and optimistic, Ateles Wendt takes a very simple
but convincing defensive position: “My idealismtigat of Durkheim and Mead, not
that of Pollyanna and Peter P&h®” “Social constructivism is more complicated than
other perspectives because it assumes constanhiymand change’™®

In my opinion, the most problematic aspect of tbhestructivist framework is
Wendt's concept of the “internationalization of ttate.*®* This concept might be
susceptible to easy misunderstanding at first siglaiding to the false assumption
that constructivism disregards the nation-staten te contrary, the nation-state
continues to be the central unit of the constristtipproach, but the sovereignty is
transformed and shared with a collective identiycbnsent of the members of the
community. The European Union, which is at therbhefour analysis in this study,
is the best example of this nuance.

Internationalization of the state requires the tlgwment of two qualities: (1)
legitimacy, in other words identification with resp to some state function such as
military security, economic growth, and (2) enforent power®> This definition
partially embraces the level of interaction betwdenEU members today. The most
successful achievement of the EU has been in theoeaic field. Even though the
Union is currently experiencing a slow growth ratee elimination of quotas and
tariff barriers through the Customs Union, the lelss@ment of a Single Market and a
common currency are indicators of an almost stkeedody. However, the lack of
implementation in the Common Foreign and Securdidfshows that the EU still
has not become an international state in the sehse‘United States of Europe’.
Nevertheless, the fact that the EU institutions andhmunity laws have direct
applicability on member states and individuals psvhat the EU is indeed
developing state-like mechanisms and a collectieatity.

The EU is a unique institution, fluctuating betwesrfederal / confederal
model. It is definitely more than a merely tredgsed international organization.
On account of its unique structure, the EuropeaiofJiean be regarded as a “sui

generis” entity unlike any other. Probably, theravthat best describes the current
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30 Ba and Hoffman, “Making and Remaking the World igr101: A Resource for Teaching Social
Constructivism in Introductory Classes”, p. 21.

%1 \endt, “Collective Identity Formation and the Imtational State”, p. 388.

%2 bid., p. 392.

91



standing of the EU would be “hybrid”. Perhaps Eié¢ is destined to create a new
type of political system borrowing federal prin@plin the areas of international
trade and monetary union, but preserving moreticadilly sovereign issue areas as
member state competences. The degree of compstehttee EU institutions which
are above national laws and binding on all EU eitzresemble a federal pattern, but
the nature of the model regarding security, defearset a common foreign policy
resembles more of an intergovernmental or confédeatiern. “The boundaries
between the ‘domestic’ and the ‘international’ sgiseas well as between the ‘state’
and ‘society’ have to be crossed when talking atioeiEU %%

Overall, the EU is much more than a loose arrangérokstates. It is an
institutional system aiming towards greater Europaaity in all aspects, whether we
name it as federal or confederal. It is beyondbtidhat the EU has gradually
reduced its original intergovernmental configuratim acquire the features of a
supranational organization, without acquiring hoarethe features of a fully pledged
federation. It seems that the members of the Upreserve their diversity within a
flexible and innovating system. Tlequis communautairef the EU has such a
nature that is constantly evolving depending ondh&nging economic, social and
political dynamics of Europe and elsewhere. Rathan considering the EU as a
federal or confederal model and confine it withirics limitations and definitions,
perhaps it is better to evaluate it as a uniquéesyswhere sovereign rights are
shared and divided between national and suprarstievels. The tension between
nation-states and supranational institutions like EU is likely to be a recurring
theme in IR theories.

The rules, norms, ideas of the EU have been neiefbover time through
practice. Theacquis communautairef the EU has penetrated into the network of
European society and national governments. A ciblie identity of the Union has
been deliberately reinforced to this day, with eawtw treaty, enlargement,
increasing role of the institutions and the everwgng subject list of the European
Commission. After this point, it is highly unlikethat European integration will go

back. “The ability of states to create new worilkdghe future depends on the old

33 Thomas Risse-Kappen, “Exploring the Nature of Beast: International Relations Theory and
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ones they created in the pa&t"” There might be periods of stagnation as there hav
been in the past, but this is again created byb#tevior and / or unwillingness of
national governments to further advance integration

All in all, we need more than one paradigm toyfudixplore all stages of
European integration, and should not get stuckrentbeory. We should not attempt
to explain EU integration through a single lens.e Weed the tools from several
theories to make a comparative analysis. “As vather polities, the future of
‘Europe’ rests on establishing authority in a marfiar domain, supported by identity

> The incentives preparing the ground for Europi@sagration

and ideology.®®
could be realist and liberal, but the method isstautivist. “Even if egoistic
reasons were its starting point, the process ope@iing tends to redefine those
reasons by reconstructing identities and interastierms of new intersubjective
understandings and commitmenit®®” For these reasons, the constructivist
perspective, which focuses on the concept of itdertnd context, offers a better
explanation for European integration.

Europeanization “signifies a certain political,ce@®conomic, and cultural
reality, but it is also an ideology, a symbol, atimylt has universal value by virtue
of its historical, holistic, and globalizing natuf&’ Today, the EU serves as the tool
for Europeanization. “This debate of Europeanaratis closely linked with the
geographic and cultural boundaries of Europe.aft lzse exclusionary or inclusionary
depending on the understanding of European idenfify In other words, “the
understanding of Europeanization is dynamic, madeted, and malleable. It is
introverted and linked with the internal developmand enlargement of the EU, and
extroverted in comparison with the geographicalthe cultural ‘other’.3®° The
interpretation of identity plays a crucial rolethre future of the EU and the coming
processes of enlargement. Identity is bound tthbaletermining tool in evaluating
compatibility with the EU.

However, if the definition of European identitylédt to be rigid as it is today,

its future might be bleak. The “emerging natiosiadi European identity, tied mostly
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to Christianity and anti-Muslim attitudes, may tusnt to be quite different from
what European leaders have been advocating, navpiitical Europe consisting of
European citizens®®° “Politically, culturally, and economically, Eureds a multi-
level phenomenon®* Thus, “European identity must be forward-lookingpted in

the future®®?

, rather than being confined to strict definiticasd limitations. The
attitude of excluding the ‘other’ might have faaohing implications, as advocated
by Samuel Huntington’s ‘clash of civilizations’ ®#ie. “Rather than fall back into
some abstract or ethnically driven identity debdtee EU must become more
tangible and visible in the eyes of its constitgefit>

European integration is an open-ended processnartich favored by the
EU in describing the nature of accession negotiatiwith Turkey. As described
previously, feelings of xenophobia, historical ms#ions, religious incompatibility
and negative public opinion of some EU member sthéeve a very strong impact on
the accession process of Turkey. This shows tteafitture enlargement processes
of the EU will be more dependent on the effectsdefas, common values and a
shared understanding of what it takes to be Europdéor this reason, the social
constructivist paradigm will be especially helpfal evaluating the future steps of
European integration, which is most likely to beagdd by the behavior of the
European people and national governments. Theefututhe EU is largely based on
public opinion and political standing of member tsta regarding “normative

understandings of what the European constructiombisut.%*

Thus, identity
emerges as the most important variable that wilpshthe fate of the EU and its
future members.

The relationship between enlargement and iderdéty either become a
source of division, or help to enrich the cultufabric of the EU. If European
identity continues to be transformed along cultaadl civilizational lines, there is
the danger that “the very richness of the Eurogeast and heritage turns against
themselves, against its claims for universalismEasope develops a fixation on

identity and hence an obstacle to creating a comdneam, a common project’
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While claming to preserve the idealized versionEoiropean identity, the EU is
indeed hampering its own vision of creating a dywwaand multicultural union.
After the lifting of the Iron Curtain with the eraf the Cold War, this time, a new

division made up of cultural and ideational difieces might develop, which will be
even more difficult to handle.
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