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ABSTRACT

In this thesis, the Europeanization of foreign @plin Turkey is evaluated from the
viewpoint of rational-choice institutionalism. Timeain argument of the thesis is that
rational instrumentality underlies the Europeanaratof foreign policy in Turkey
because Turkey expects full membership of the Etétarn for its Europeanization. In
this regard, firstly, theoretical framework to agob for the influence of the EU on
domestic and foreign policy fields in the Membed aDandidate States is presented.
Also, an overall assessment of the Europeanizatidoreign policy in Turkey is made.
Then, Turkey-Greece relations are elaborated witcial reference to the Aegean
dispute. In this regard, the legal and politicgdeats of the Aegean dispute and bilateral
differences of the two countries over it are stddidn the same vein, the
Europeanization of the Aegean dispute at the Deeendl®99 Helsinki European
Council despite its high resilience in Turkish gaceek Foreign Policy is underlined.
Then, the influence of the EU on the continuinggess of rapprochement between
Turkey and Greece is evaluated. Furthermore, intsdthat pushed the two countries
for rapprochement in the period before the 1999sidki European Council are
mentioned concisely. Thus, the Europeanization hef process of rapprochement
between the two countries after Turkey's candidaeg declared at the 1999 Helsinki
European Council is emphasized. Overall, it is amhed that the Europeanization of
TFP is highly contingent on the credibility of tppeospect of full membership of the
EU.



OZET

Bu tez camasinda, Turk BiPolitikasinin Avrupalilgmasi, rasyonel tercih kurumsalci
baks acisindan ele alinmaktadir. Tezin temel argimairk TDis Politikasinin
Avrupalilasmasinda rasyonel faydaci bir yaylain etkili oldysudur. Nitekim,
Avrupalilasmanin kagihginda Turkiye'nin AB’ye tam uye olmasi beklenmekteddu
cercevede, ilk olarak, Uye ve Aday Devletlerde ie ds politika alanlarinin
Avrupalilasmasini aciklamaya yonelik teorik ¢erceve sunulnmdhktadyrica, Turk Dg
Politikasinin Avrupalilemasinin genel bir incelemesi yapilmaktadir. Daharao
Tarkiye-Yunanistan ikkileri Ege Sorunu Ozelinde ele alinmaktadir. Bglhmda, Ege
Sorununun hukuki ve politik yanlari incelenmekteikietilkenin konuya ilgkin goris
farkhliklart ortaya konmaktadir. Takip eden boliend Tirk ve Yunan DB
Politikalarinda 6nemli bir mesele olan Ege Sorumyn@999 yili Aralik ayinda
gerceklgtirilen Helsinki Zirvesi'nde Avrupalilgtigi ifade edilmektedir. Turkiye-
Yunanistan ilgkilerinin uzlsggma yonunde ilerlemesinde AB’'nin ne derece etkitiugl
incelenmektedir. Ayrica, Helsinki Zirvesi'nden okcelébnemde iki Ulkeyi uzkmaya
iten olaylardan kisaca bahsedilmektedir. Boyleliklki Ulke arasindaki uzima
surecinin, Tarkiye'nin adayfinin Helsinki Zirvesi'nde ilan edilmesiyle Avrupkstigi
ifade edilmektedir. Son olarak, Turk DiPolitikasinin Avrupalilgmasinin AB’ye tam
uyelik beklentisinin inandiricgini yitirmemesine dnemli 6lgude glaoldugu sonucuna

variimaktadir.
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INTRODUCTION

Turkish Foreign Policy (TFP) has been Europeaniestdbly, especially after
the December 1999 Helsinki European Council. Euaojzation has become relevant
for Turkey after the 1999 Helsinki European Coubeitause accession to the European
Union (EU) became a credible objective after itsdidacy was declared officially. To
achieve full membership of the EU, Turkey is regdito transpose the EU’s acquis, i.e.
to Europeanize its domestic and foreign policy arsditutional arrangements. Before
the 1999 Helsinki European Council, Turkey hadualty insignificant incentives for
Europeanization, especially after its candidacy natsdeclared at the December 1997
Luxembourg European Council. This means that thés Etfluence on TFP increases
when the prospect of full membership becomes maosglilde. In other words,
Europeanization penetrates into TFP as long asrfethbership is a credible objective.

It is a fact that Turkey hopes full membership dfe tEU through
Europeanization. This is illustrative of the comatility mechanism embedded in the
EU’s relations with the third countries. In othepnds, Turkey has to fulfil certain
conditions set out by the EU to Europeanize its elstn and foreign policy and
institutional arrangements before accession. Adnghyg, the main argument of this
thesis is that rational instrumentality underlies Europeanization of TFP. This means
that Turkey expects that it is rewarded full memshgr of the EU after it has
Europeanized sufficiently. Thus, the Europeanizatb Turkey is mainly characterized
by cost-benefit calculations. Resilience of rationastrumentality in the
Europeanization of Turkey is confirmed also maibly the fact that the process of
Europeanization decelerated because full membetshighe EU has become a less
credible objective for Turkey after accession negmns were launched on 3 October
2005 (Ozer, 2012: 46). Accordingly, Turkey fails itaplement the EU’s rules and
norms that it adopted (Ozer, 2012: 46). Hence, it



may be further argued that the Europeanizationuokdy would not have slowed down
if Turkey had been fully socialized into the EUldas and norms, i.e. if Turkey had
internalized these rules and norms. In other watlus,process of Europeanization is
highly dependent on the credibility of full memd&sbecause of rationalist approach
of Turkey to Europeanization.

If one considers the European Commission’s annc@jress Reports, Turkey
should i) ensure that its foreign policy remain lime with Common Foreign and
Security Policy of the EU (CFSP); ii) develop thecassary administrative structures to
fulfil its obligations under CFSP properly; iii) fdamd the EU’s position on certain
foreign policy issues in other international foemd iv) continue to promote peace,
stability and security in its region for the Eurape&ation of its foreign policy
(European Commission, 2004: 155). Therefore, tesasshe influence of the EU on
TFP, this thesis draws on these four parametegeneral and on Turkey’s relations
with Greece in the context of the Aegean disputganticular. On the other hand,
although the research is mainly on the Europeapoizaf TFP from the 1999 on, earlier
attempts at rapprochement between Turkey and Graecenderlined to substantiate
further the influence of the EU on their relatiofi$iis means that an overview of the
past of Turkey-Greece relations in the context e Aegean dispute is needed to

understand better the Europeanization of theitiozia.

The influence of the EU on TFP may well be obseruedurkey-Greece
relations. As a matter of fact, previously conflictdden Turkey-Greece relations have
improved significantly after the 1999 Helsinki Epsan Council. For instance,
S6nmezglu and Ayman argue: “Turkey and Greece appear tobath as two
neighbouring countries in which the likelihood oging a destructive war is becoming
obsolete due to the existing of a peaceful dialbdG&nmezglu and Ayman, 2003:
37). The EU has been influential in fostering gamighbourly relations between the
two countries through the conditionality mechanigxotually, the Member States are
able to govern the EU’s relations with the thirdietries in line with their interests via

conditionality. In other words, the Member Stathape conditions that are set out by



the EU for fulfilment by a third country. In the s of Turkey, the conditionality
mechanism provided Greece with the opportunityglmad its national interests to the
EU level (Tsakaloyannis, 1980: 44; Kavakas, 20007; JAydin, 2000: 132; Hale and
Avci, 2002: 47; Economides, 2005: 484). For instanGreece has been highly
influential in the introduction by the EU of refalrof border disputes to the ICJ as a
condition for fulfilment by Turkey at the 1999 Helki European Council (Rumelili,
2008: 105). By making referral of border disputesttie ICJ a condition for full
membership, Greece expected that the Aegean digmuteesolved in line with its

interests.

The Aegean dispute has been at the core of Turkeggg relations since the
1970s. It has been a sensitive foreign policy issmeboth countries. Therefore, the
Europeanization of Turkey’s relations with Greecaynwell be understood through
evaluating the influence of the EU on the respecpwasitions of the two countries on
the resolution of the Aegean dispute. Both Turkeg &reece have long associated the
Aegean dispute with their sovereignty and terratointegrity. For decades, earlier
attempts at rapprochement between the two couritiiesl because sovereign rights are
deemed non-negotiable. Thus, resolution of the Aeglispute requires that TFP and
Greek Foreign Policy (GFP) be Europeanized givan skich realist considerations are

not predominant in a Europeanized foreign policy.

Europeanization is simply referred to throughou¢ tthesis as a process
through which domestic and foreign policy fieldstioé Member and Candidate States—
whether supranational or intergovernmental areementally adapted to the EU.
Nonetheless, different dynamics underlie the Eumomation of the Member and
Candidate States. Therefore, the EuropeanizatidgheoMember and Candidate States
will be handled separately throughout the thesieoretical framework to evaluate the
Europeanization of foreign policy in the Member t8¢ais based on the insights of
sociological institutionalism. From the viewpoinf gociological institutionalism,
Europeanization of foreign policy is based on thenstructivist idea of mutual

constitution of actors and structures, i.e. the Menttates of the EU socialize into the



EU’s rules and norms which they themselves constf@beckel, 1998: 328; Gross,
2009: 16). As a matter of fact, they upload theaf@rences to the EU level to construct
these rules and norms. These rules and normstareatized by the Member States via
the process of uploading and downloading to/from EU level. In other words, they
socialize into the EU’s rules and norms and becaeguainted with their views on
certain foreign policy issues through a process ciwhis conducive to norm
internalization. Thus, the Member States usuallypadhe EU’s rules and norms in the

field of foreign policy because they view them pprapriate (Shimmelfennig, 2009: 8).

Yet, the Candidate States are not represented e@nEtl's institutions and
decision making processes. Therefore, their adapttd the EU’s rules and norms does
not happen through socialization but conditionalithis means that the Candidate
States are conditioned by the EU to adapt to iessrand norms in the field of foreign
policy. Nonetheless, the Candidate States arexpEoted to internalize the EU’s rules
and norms. They may comply with these rules andneoas long as they serve their
interests. In other words, their behaviour may geaacross issues and over time in line
with their fixed national interests (Moumoutzis,120 622). For instance, Turkey has
not withdrawn its casus belli resolution againg pmobable extension by Greece of the
breadth of its territorial seas to twelve nauticales although their relations have
improved considerably. In addition, the Candidatat€s expect certain gains from
complying with the EU’s rules and norms. In theecat Turkey, full membership of the
EU is expected in return for its Europeanizatioherefore, theoretical framework to
evaluate the Europeanization of foreign policy rkey is based on the insights of
rational-choice institutionalism. Thus, from the ewpoint of rational-choice
institutionalism, Europeanization of foreign polioyay be defined as changes in the
national foreign policy practices and in the stmues of institutions that guide national
foreign policy for the purpose of aligning them hvipractices and structures of CFSP
upon the awareness that the core national intem&sto be achieved better not

individually but collectively in European policymiak.



In addition, it is noted that the Europeanizatidrdomestic policy fields has
implications for the Europeanization of foreign ipg! For instance, in the case of
Turkey, complying with the Copenhagen politicakeria resulted in the civilianization
of foreign policy (Miftiler-Bag and Giirsoy, 2009:43 Osuzlu; 2010: 661; Ozcan,
2010: 25). Hence, theoretical framework for the dpaanization of domestic policy

fields in the Member and Candidate States is hantbacisely, as well.

Therefore, the thesis is important in that it easds the Europeanization of
foreign policy in Turkey from the viewpoint of ratial-choice institutionalism as well
as the relationship between the Europeanizatiodomfestic and foreign policy and
institutional arrangements. In addition, it showswhthe Aegean dispute could be
Europeanized despite its high resilience in TFP &kP. As a matter of fact, the
Aegean dispute is no longer an issue between TuakdyGreece but Turkey and the
EU (Triantaphyllou, 2001: 69; Aybet, 2009: 151).

In this regard, major research questions of thesithare:

* How does the EU influence domestic and foreign gyofiields in the

Member and Candidate States?

» How could the Aegean dispute be Europeanized de#pihigh resilience in
TFP and GFP?

* How can one explain the Europeanization of Turkeglations with Greece

in view of the Aegean dispute from the perspeatifzeational-choice institutionalism?

* Would the process of rapprochement between Turkel @reece have
continued if Turkey’s candidacy had not been dedat the 1999 Helsinki European

Council?



In the first chapter, theoretical framework of ttieesis is presented. The
starting point is the evaluation of the concepwmailution of the term Europeanization.
Different meanings that are attributed to the teare discussed. Then, the
Europeanization of domestic policy fields is evéddhseparately for the Member and
Candidate States with reference to the mechanismmigh which Europeanization
happens and the intervening variables which efglitate or inhibit Europeanization.
Later on, the Europeanization of foreign policydiscussed separately for the Member
and Candidate States from the viewpoint of socickignstitutionalism and rational-
choice institutionalism, respectively. In this redjathe two logics — the logic of
consequences and the logic of appropriateness theoEuropeanization of foreign
policy are compared. In addition, a brief evaluatmf the relationship between the
Europeanization of domestic and foreign policydsels made. Following that, patterns
of the Europeanization of foreign policy some ofiethare applied to the case of
Turkey’s relations with Greece are presented. Thergoncise assessment of the
influence of the EU on TFP since 1999 is made sjibcial reference to the European
Commission’s annual Progress Reports on Turkethignregard, i) Turkey’s alignment
with the EU’s declarations and Council decisions foreign policy issues; ii) its
relations with its neighbours and broader neighboad; iii) its alignment with the
EU’s position on non-proliferation of weapons of gsadestruction (WMD) and fight
against terrorism; iv) its activities to promoteetftU’s rules and norms in other
international organizations; v) its contributiomsthe Common Security and Defence
Policy of the EU (CSDP); and vi) changes introdutedts administrative structures

responsible for foreign policymaking are mentioned.

In the second chapter, political and legal dimemsiof the five components of
the Aegean dispute — disagreements over i) thersigvey of certain islands in the
Aegean Sea,; ii) the demilitarization of the East@reek islands; iii) the breadth of the
territorial seas; iv) the delimitation of the comntal shelf; and v) the width of the
national airspace of the Greek islands and the abiper control of the Flight
Information Region (FIR) are discussed in detailthis regard, crises that broke out
between Turkey and Greece because of their biladdéfarences over the Aegean and



the failed attempts at rapprochement that werekspdny these crises are discussed. Of
importance is the fact that attempts at rapprociénbetween the two countries
generally followed crises. Special reference is enadthe contested provisions of the
governing Treaties and arguments of both countoesthe Aegean dispute. The
Europeanization of the Aegean dispute despiteigh hesilience in TFP and GFP is

evaluated, as well.

In the third chapter, the Europeanization of Tuikeglations with Greece is
evaluated in detail. The starting point is an oimmwof Turkey-Greece relations after
the 1996 Kardak crisis. In this regard, incidefhist tinfluenced relations between the
two countries in that period — crisis over the $-83@issiles, Presidency Conclusions of
the 1997 Luxembourg European Council, the captéi®oalan and the Kosovo crisis
are underlined. It is argued that these incidentshpd the two countries for
rapprochement. However, the continuing procesambnochement between Turkey and
Greece which started just after the March 1999 Kostrisis became Europeanized
when Greece dropped its veto against Turkey's caogi at the 1999 Helsinki
European Council. Therefore, the relationship betwthe process of rapprochement
and Europeanization is discussed. It is stressed the continuing process of
rapprochement between the two countries may halexifd Turkey's candidacy had

not been declared at the 1999 Helsinki Europeam€bu

The thesis concludes that rational instrumentaiitgterlies the Europeanization
of TFP. This means that the Europeanization of blotimestic and foreign policy fields
in Turkey is conditional on the credibility of th@ospect of full membership. As a
corollary, the Europeanization of Turkey slows dowmen the prospect of full
membership becomes less credible. Yet, whether ezatipn between Turkey and
Greece would continue when the prospect of full toership further lost credibility is a
challenging question.



1. EUROPEANIZATION: CONCEPTUAL EVOLUTION

Research on Europeanization gained impetus witllélepening and widening
of integration process from the 1990s on (Bulm@®Q7 46}. Initially, deepening of
integration process has multiplied the ways thedguld influence its Member States.
Consequently, European integration culminatedandforming the very States that had
previously initiated the integration process (Cagor 2007: 27). This is a process
through which the Member States of the EU are smirggly Europeanized.
Nonetheless, earlier integration theories aregligped to highlight dynamics that
underlie the process of Europeanization. For ircgamtegration theories like liberal
intergovernmentalism and neo-functionalism havenb@emarily concerned with
“domestic roots of European integration” and “indgion building at the European
level”, respectivel§ (Rosamond, 2000: 50-97). In other words, they hawstly sought
to uncover the ways the Member States initiatedcamsolidated European integration.
Conversely, Europeanization seeks to account oegternal sources of domestic order
in that it attempts to highlight the ways the adlgaitiated and consolidated European
integration influences the domestic policy fields tbe Member Statés(Vink and

! Bulmer and Radaelli state four developments thabant for the deepening and widening of
integration process, and the subsequent increadatérest in Europeanization. These are
“institutionalization of the Single Market”, “advenf EMU [Economic and Monetary Union]”,
“emergent pattern of regulatory competition” androgess of enlargement” (Bulmer and
Radaelli, 2004: 1-2).

2 Hix and Goetz note that European integration immmsed of two closely related processes
which are “the delegation of policy competencethtosupranational level to achieve particular
policy outcomes” and “the establishment of a netvodepolitical institutions with executive,

legislative and judicial powers” (Hix and Goetz0R03).

® Europeanization is closely related to neo-indtihdlism which has three strands (Hix and
Goetz, 2000: 18). These are rational-choice irtgtitalism, historical institutionalism and

sociological institutionalism. According to Bulmeational choice institutionalism is interested
in “the responses of domestic political actors ¢éavropportunities brought about by European

integration”; historical institutionalism is conoed with “temporal dimensions of domestic



Graziano, 2008: 3). Hence, Europeanization carabbecca tool that was devised to find

out and substantiate domestic changes inducedebylth

Unsurprisingly, domestic changes induced by the ll8dame most visible
initially in the Member States as a consequenceahmunitisation of national policy
areas in the [then] first pillar of the EUWMajor, 2005: 175). The Member States that
have progressively pooled their sovereignty ovenesaomestic policy fields to the EU
level have been required to align their domestilicpaand institutional arrangements
with those introduced by the EU. As a consequenite research on the
Europeanization of the Candidate States and on H&opeanization of

intergovernmental policy fields gained impetus bexldy.

Nonetheless, the Europeanization of the Central &adtern European

Countries (CEECs) became very discernible in the period guieny their accession to

adaptation to the EU” and sociological institutibsra deals with “the role of norms, values and
rules in adapting to the EU” (Bulmer, 2008: 50) eTHuropeanization of foreign policy will be
explained with reference to the insights of sod@atal institutionalism and rational-choice

institutionalism under section 1.2.

* The EU consisted of three pillars after the 199%aricht Treaty. The first pillar which was
also called the European Communities pillar conegrithe EC, the European Coal and Steel
Community (ECSC) which expired in 2002 and the Besm Atomic Energy Community
(EURATOM). Issues related to economic, social andirenmental policies were handled in
the first pillar. It was the only pillar with a labpersonality and mainly supranational character.
The second and third pillars lacked legal perspnalnd they were mainly intergovernmental.
The second pillar which was also called CFSP pillas related to foreign policy and military
matters. The third pillar which was also callediéwoland Judicial Cooperation in Criminal
Matters (PJCC) dealt with criminal matters. Howetke pillar structure was abolished by the

2009 Lisbon Treaty. Since then, the EU has aniated legal personality.

®> Excluding Southern Cyprus and Malta, the CEECstlagecountries that acceded to the EU
either in 2004 or 2007 - Estonia, Latvia, LithuaRaland, Czech Republic, Slovakia, Hungary,

Slovenia, Romania and Bulgaria.



the EU (Agh, 1999: 840). The need to develop modelsaccount for their
Europeanization has become immiffetowever, the ways the Candidate States are
Europeanized are remarkably different. This is yddecause the relationship between
the EU and Candidate States is asymmetrical andaticession process is highly
uncertain (Grabbe, 2003: 303; Agné, 2010: 2). #sgmmetrical because the Candidate
States have had no role in the shaping of Europagration so that they lacked
opportunities to upload their policy preferencedte EU level. Also, it is uncertain
because there is no guarantee regarding the eridpioactcession negotiations given
that a Candidate State may be denied accessionet&lt) after negotiations on all
chapters of the EU’s acquis are completed. Thezefmechanisms of Europeanization

will be explained separately for the Member anddidate States below.

In addition, interest in the Europeanization ofefgn and security policy
increased notably after national foreign policiethe Member States have significantly
been transformed through “long and sustained paation in foreign policy making at
the European level” (White, 2001: 6). The emphasighe duration and continuity of
participation is an implicit reference to the stggmof socialization in Europeanizing
foreign policies of the Member States, a point thiditbe elaborated under section 1.2.
However, Europeanization of foreign policy is sigrantly different from that of
domestic policy fields because of intergovernmenédilre of the former (Muftller-Bag
and Gursoy; 2009: 3).

This chapter offers the theoretical framework oniclwhthe thesis is based,
together with an overview of Turkey's alignment WitCFSP. Actually, the
Europeanization of foreign policy in Turkey is nstlated from the Europeanization in
domestic sphere. As a matter of fact, the Eurogesion of domestic policy and

institutional arrangements may facilitate the Ewapzation of foreign policy. In

® It is argued that Europeanization is also relefanthe Candidate States because they face
adaptational pressures to the EU, as well (Balkr Soyaltin, 2010: 30).
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addition, the Europeanization of Turkey’s relatiavith Greece cannot be evaluated in
isolation from successful projection of Greecetefrniational interests to the EU level.
Therefore, this chapter starts with an overviewihef literature on the Europeanization
of domestic policy and institutional arrangememntshie Member and Candidate States.
Then, the literature on the Europeanization ofitprgolicy will be evaluated in greater

detail.

1.1. Defining Europeanization

Harcourt argues: “Europeanization is a multiingiioal, multiactor, and
multiprocess phenomenon” (Harcourt, 2003: 179)aAssult, the term Europeanization
has acquired different but interrelated meaningsaature the sheer complexity of the
process of Europeanization (Bauetr al, 2007: 406). Definitions point to different
aspects of the term. While some are inclined totesjze the bottom-up character of it,

others are seemingly more interested in the toprdonectioning of the process.

Olsen proposes five popular uses of the term (Q12002: 923-943). First
definition is “changes in external boundaries oé tAU” that refers to the EU’s
increasing of its political reach and expanding itf territorial space through
enlargement (Olsen, 2002: 925). It is well-knowattenlargement is conditional on the
fulfilment of some certain criteria by the Candelé&tates which account, to a great

extent, for their Europeanization.

Secondly, Europeanization is defined as “instittiiuilding at the European
level” (Olsen, 2002: 926). Some other authors hegamilar view of Europeanization.
For instance, for Risset al.,Europeanization is:

the emergence and development at the European tdvalistinct structures of
governance, that is, of political, legal, and sbérestitutions associated with the
problem solving that formalize interactions amohg &ctors, and of policy networks
specializing in the creation of authoritative Ewgap rules (Risset al, 2001: 3).
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The third definition of Europeanization is “incr@as penetration of national
systems of governance by the European system @frgamce” (Olsen, 2002: 927). This
definition points to the top-down character of girecess of Europeanization because it
iIs mainly concerned with the ways national systemes transformed by the factors
originated by the EU. The same view is shared bydréeh who defined

Europeanization earlier as:

an incremental process reorienting the directiath glrape of politics to the degree that
EC [European Community] political and economic dwyes become part of the
organizational logic of national politics and pglimaking (Ladrech, 1994)

Olsen’s fourth point is that Europeanization is wbtexporting forms of
political organization beyond Europe” (Olsen, 20028). It simply points to the EU’s
increasing reach outside the European continens. titue that the limits of the EU’s
territorial space and political reach are not ideit The EU’s political reach transcends
its territorial space. Hence, the EU has becomaively potent to induce changes in

non-European States via different mechanisms.

Lastly, Europeanization is defined as “politicalfization of Europe” (Olsen,
2002: 930). In Olsen’s view, this is intimately atdd to the first four definitions

"The research on Europeanization deals predominaittiythe influence of the EU on domestic

and foreign policy and institutional arrangememstie Member and Candidate States. This
definition is reflective of this trend. A vast méjg of authors define Europeanization along
similar lines. For instance, Radaelli defined E@amization as “processes of (a) construction,
(b) diffusion, and (c) institutionalization of foah and informal rules, procedures, policy

paradigms, styles, ‘ways of doing things’, and slaveliefs and norms which are first defined
and consolidated in the making of EU public poléyd politics and then incorporated into the
logic of domestic discourse, identities, politisiductures, and public policies” (Radaelli, 2003:

30). For Featherstone, Europeanization “is a pooésstructural change, variously affecting

actors and institutions, ideas and interests” (k@atone, 2003: 3). According to Borzel,

Europeanization is “a process by which domesticcpaireas become increasingly subject to
European policy-making” (Borzel, 1999: 574).
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because unifying Europe politically requires, amaotiger things, enlargement to other
countries, development of new political institusscett the European level and adaptation
of domestic policy fields to them together with ekjng European models beyond the
European continent (Olsen, 2002: 940)

The third definition is the most relevant one floe purpose of this thesis. As a
matter of fact, the research on the Europeanizatbrforeign policy is mainly
concerned with the influence of the EU on natidoatign policies of the Member and
Candidate States. Therefore, Europeanization wilbly be referred to as a process
through which domestic arrangements of the Memhdr@andidate States in different
policy fields — whether supranational or intergowaental are incrementally adapted to
the EU. Nonetheless, the ways Europeanization tpkeses may be various for the

Member and Candidate States.

1.1.1. Mechanisms of Europeanization

Mechanisms of Europeanization are important for eusidnding how

Europeanization takes place. This means that thmesghanisms seek to highlight the

8 To substantiate the term Europeanization furtseme authors introduced some valuable
concepts. They mainly seek to explain the multadiomality of the process of Europeanization,
and qualify States in line with their performanneadapting to the EU. The multidirectionality
of the process of Europeanization is best captbsethe terms uploading and downloading.
Downloading is defined as “incorporating Europeaigies into national policy structures”
(Borzel, 2002: 196). Uploading means “the activapshg of European policies according to
domestic preferences” to which Bérzel also refar§pace-setting” (Bérzel, 2002: 197). “Foot-
dragging” is “blocking or delaying costly polici@sorder to prevent them altogether or achieve
at least some compensation for implementation ‘toatsd “fence-sitting” refers to “neither
systematically pushing policies nor trying to bldtlem at the European level” (Bérzel, 2002:
194).
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ways the Member and Candidate States adapt thewestac policy and institutional
arrangements to the EU. However, there are caritervening variables that impact on
the extent of Europeanization. This means thatacertonditions must prevail for

Europeanization.

Evaluating Europeanization in supranational polieyds is relatively easier
than in intergovernmental policy fields becauseitlttengruence between domestic and
European arrangements can be measured by the peesiecertain models for adoption
in supranational policy fields. In other words, thedels brought about by the EU for
adoption by the Member and Candidate States makaparison between domestic and
European policy and institutional arrangements ipss

The Europeanization of the Member and CandidateeStare explained via
different mechanisms because different dynamicsuiedtheir adaptation to the EU.
While legal coercion, i.e. the case law of the CafrJustice of the EU which is
superior and directly effective to/over nationalv$a of the Member States and
socialization into the EU’s rules and norms areantgnt aspects of the Europeanization
of the Member States, the conditionality mechananbedded in the EU’s relations
with the third countries accounts to a great extientthe Europeanization of the
Candidate States (Borzel, 2012: 10).

1.1.1.1. Mechanisms of the Europeanization of the Member &tes

The Europeanization of the Member States is exgthimainly via three
mechanisms. These three mechanisms do not excliudmimplement each other (Knill
and Lehmkuhl, 2002: 276). They are “institutionalmpliance”, “changing domestic
opportunity structures” and “framing domestic bisli@nd expectations” (Knill and
Lehmkuhl, 2002: 256). Each mechanism has its owdetying dynamics and
particularities.
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Firstly, Europeanization by ‘institutional compl@ei happens when the EU
prescribes a concrete institutional model to wtitodh Member States must adapt their
domestic policy and institutional arrangements (Kamd Lehmkuhl, 2002: 257). The
Member States are required to adapt their dompsticy fields to those prescribed by
the EU positively. Since there is a concrete Euaopenodel for adoption, the
incongruence between the European and domesticypodids is observable. Policies

of positive integratiohexemplify ‘Europeanization by institutional corrapiice’.

The analytical tool to measure Europeanizationitstitutional compliance’ is
called “goodness of fit” (Risset al, 2001: 6). ‘Goodness of fit’ refers to the degoée
congruence or incongruence between domestic andpEan policy and institutional
arrangements (Riss# al, 2001: 6). The incongruence between them is catiesdit,
and there are two kinds of it (Risseal, 2001: 6-7). “Policy misfit” is misfit between
the EU’s rules and regulations and domestic pdieuaereas “institutional misfit” is
misfit between European and domestic institutictalctures (Risset al.,2001: 7). In
case there is a misfit, the Member States feel $kebras under “adaptational pressure”
to adapt their domestic policy and institutionabagements to those prescribed by the
EU (Risseet al.,2001: 7). Therefore, adaptational pressure is thm stimulus behind
Europeanization by ‘institutional compliance’. Aatly, the Member States become

readier for adaptation when there is a higher presor adaptation.

Second mechanism is Europeanization by ‘changinmedtic structures’
which refers to “the degree European policies douate to a change in domestic
opportunity structures and the distribution of powand resources between actor
coalitions” in the Member States (Knill and Lehmku®002: 268). Redistribution of
power and resources between actor coalitions iduwmne to differential empowerment

of actors. In other words, actors are empowerderéifitially after power and resources

° Policies of positive integration aim at compensatior the costs originated by the Single
Market. In other words, they deal with eliminatiegternalities or unintended consequences
arising from the Single Market (Knill and LehmkuhB99: 2) .
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are redistributed between them. Policies of negatintegration exemplify

Europeanization by ‘changing domestic structures’.

Nonetheless, ‘goodness of fit' is not applicablarieasure the impact of this
mechanism on the Member States given that Europai@om by ‘changing domestic
structures’ may occur even when “there is comptetegruence between European and
domestic policy and institutional arrangements” i(Kand Lehmkuhl, 2002: 257). This
means that a certain degree of misfit is not reguifor redistributing power and
resources between actor coalitions. These polafieggative integration do not dictate
in a detailed way what European policy and ingotl arrangements must replace the
existing domestic ones. They mainly aim at libeaion and deregulation through
defining “conditions for the proper functioning dfie Single Market” (Knill and
Lehmkuhl, 1999: 2). In other words, these policga® at removing barriers to four
freedoms — free movement of services, labour, abpitd goods- instead of obliging the
Member States to positively introduce new policyd anstitutional arrangements
arrangements or adapt the existing domestic ones tBuropean one. Not the
adaptational pressure but ‘regulatory competitwwhich may be defined as competition
between the Member States of the EU to regulaie dioenestic policy and institutional
arrangements to achieve negative integration is than factor that drives
Europeanization by ‘changing domestic structuredun and Pelkmans, 1995: 69;
Radaelli, 2004: 7).

Thirdly, Europeanization by ‘framing domestic b&dieand expectations’
happens through changing domestic beliefs and éxjp@ts with a view to preparing
the scope conditions for demanding positive or tiegantegration policies (Knill and
Lehmkuhl, 2002: 271). This mechanism deals with twgnitive dimensions of

Europeanization.

Socialization is the main mechanism through whichrolgeanization by

‘framing domestic beliefs and expectations’ occuhs. the context of the EU,
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socialization may be defined as a “process of itidgcthe Member States into the
norms and rules of the EU” (Checkel, 2005: 804).oligh socialization, the Member
States start to believe that the EU’s rules andnsoare appropriate for adoption
(Shimmelfennig, 2009: 8).

There are some intervening variables that deterrtheeexpected degree of
change induced by the EU. These variables eithdlitéde or inhibit the expected
degree of chand® Nonetheless, rational-choice institutionalism asmtiological
institutionalism propose different intervening \adolles. Intervening variables
introduced by rational-choice institutionalism ammainly based on rational
instrumentality whereas sociological institutiosali draws on socialization of actors

and institutions into the EU’s rules and norms.

Thus, from the viewpoint of rational-choice instittnalism, intervening
variables influence the capacity of domestic actonespond to new opportunities and
to eschew constraints generated by EuropeanizgBamnzel and Risse, 2003: 64).
Accordingly, there are two main intervening varegbl for rational-choice
institutionalism. These are “multiple veto pointaid “existing formal institutions”
(Borzel and Risse, 2003: 64).

9 The expected degree and extent of change is detautcomes of Europeanization. They are
the same for the Member and Candidate States. Taeyefour expected outcomes of

Europeanization. “Inertia” means lack of change theppens when there is a sharp contrast
between European and domestic policy and instiati@rrangements (Radaelli, 2003: 36).

“Absorption” refers to changes that do not affde tore of domestic policy and institutional

arrangements (Radaelli, 2003: 37). “Transformatiisrthe replacement of domestic policy and

institutional arrangements by the European oneshiir entirety (Radaelli, 2003, 37).

“Retrenchment” refers to being less European (Radae03: 37).
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‘Multiple veto points’ is that it is more difficuio develop domestic consensus
or “winning coalition” necessary for Europeanizathen the power is more dispersed
across institutions and/or when a high number obracshape the political decision
making in a political system (Borzel and Risse, 2084). In other words, it becomes
easier to convince domestic actors of the necesdiigdapting to the EU when the
number of veto points is not very high. Thus, thelihood of Europeanization is
higher when the power and authority to introducenges necessary for proper

adaptation to the EU are not shared by many itistitsl and actors.

With respect to ‘formal institutions’, it is arguékdat “they can provide actors
with material and ideational resources necessagxpdoit European opportunities and
thus promote domestic adaptation” (Borzel and Rig863: 65). Thus, Europeanization
is more likely to happen when ‘formal institutiorteat have a say in political decision
making are in favour of introducing changes neagska Europeanization. Actually,
this view is intimately related to the neo-instibmialist idea that institutions are not
passive but active entities in that they influertbhe behaviour of political actors
significantly (Hall and Taylor, 1996: 937).

On the other hand, from the viewpoint of sociolagianstitutionalism,
intervening variables impact on the degree of $zei@on triggered by Europeanization
(Borzel and Risse, 2003: 65). Accordingly, there awo main intervening variables.
These are “norm entrepreneurs” and “a cooperatio8tiqal culture and other

cooperative informal institutions” (Borzel and Ris2003: 67).

‘Norm entrepreneurs’ become mobile at the domebBtiel to persuade
domestic actors to redefine their interests andtitles in line with European rules and

norms?* (Borzel and Risse, 2003: 67). In other words, rmantrepreneurs’ acquaint

1 Borzel and Risse argue that norm entrepreneursargosed of “epistemic communities”
and “advocacy or principled issue networks” (Borzeld Risse, 2003: 66). ‘Epistemic

communities’ are defined as “networks of actordwaih authoritative claim to knowledge and a
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domestic actors and institutions with Europeansraled norms, thus socialize them into

common understandings.

With respect to ‘a cooperative culture and otheopavative informal
institutions’, it is argued that multiple veto ptsnmay be overcome by a consensus-
oriented or cooperative decision making culturerg@band Risse, 2003: 68). In other
words, actors prioritize consensus over vetoing rwkieey are consensus-oriented.
Therefore, veto points are likely to inhibit Eurapé&ation in the absence of ‘a

cooperative culture and other cooperative inforimstitutions’.

The aforementioned mechanisms are more prevalenthen case of the
Europeanization of domestic policy and institutiomarangements in the Member
States. There are different mechanisms devised¢douat for the Europeanization of
domestic policy fields in the Candidate StatestiByway, although the aforementioned
intervening variables are common for the Member @ahdidate States, there are
additional intervening variables that influence theropeanization of domestic policy
fields in the Candidate States.

1.1.1.2. Mechanisms of the Europeanization of the CandidatStates

There are three mechanisms relevant for the Eunagegéon of the Candidate
States. These mechanisms are “external incentivestial learning” and “lesson-

drawing” (Schimmelfennig and Sedelmeier, 2004: 663jhe literature on the

normative agenda” (Bdrzel and Risse, 2003: 67). [Btter is defined as “networks that are
bound together by shared beliefs and values r#therby consensual knowledge who appeal to
collectively shared norms and identities in ordempersuade other actors to reconsider their

goals and preferences” (Bérzel and Risse, 2003: 67)
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Europeanization of the Candidate States mainly si@awthe accession processes of the
CEECS?

Firstly, Europeanization by ‘external incentives’based on the idea that the
Europeanization of the Candidate States happensufgh a strategy of conditionality in
which the EU sets its rules as conditions that[@@&ndidate States] have to fulfil in
order to receive EU rewards” (Schimmelfennig andiébmeier, 2004: 663). The
strategy of conditionality is mainly based on thewvision of rewards if the country
concerned fulfils the conditions set out by the BEdd withholding of these rewards in
case these conditions are not fulfilled (Schimmelfg et al., 2003: 496; Szymanski,
2012: 15). However, rewards may vary. For instatfoe,EU may offer assistance and
institutional ties via trade, cooperation and asdmn agreements or full membership
(Schimmelfennig and Sedelmeier, 2004: 663). It efielved that the promise of full
membership to the EU is the most powerful rewarth@ducing the Europeanization of
the Candidate States (Sedelmeier, 2010: 424).

Thus, it is mainly conditionality that pushes thean@idate States for
Europeanization (Schimmelfennigt al., 2003: 495). As a matter of fact, Karen E.
Smith defines conditionality as “the linking by &t or international organization, of
benefits desired by another State to the fulfilmehtcertain conditions” (Karen E.
Smith, 2003a: 103). Similar to regulatory competiticonditionality changes domestic

opportunity structures, as well (Schimmelfennig a®edelmeier, 2004: 664) In

2 The CEECs countries had to transpose a greatemeobf the EU’s acquis into their national
legislation because of i) the completion of thegB&nMarket in 1992; ii) introduction of the
Copenhagen criteria in 1993; iii) the integratidntlte Schengen area into EU framework in
1997; and iv) the launch of the single currenci999 (Grabbe, 2003: 305-306; Héritier, 2005:
204-209). Therefore, the CEECs faced markedly Mmiglaelaptational pressure for

Europeanization than the countries that acced#tet&U before them.

'3 Conditionality of the EU consists of several rubsd norms. These rules and norms are
Article 49 of the 1992 Maastricht Treaty which stathat any European State which respects

the EU’s values may apply for full membership af 8U; the Copenhagen criteria which were
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addition, cost-benefit calculations become impdrtam this model because the
Candidate States adapt to the EU when costs oftatdap do not outweigh expected
benefits of rewards (Schimmelfennig and Sedelme&léf4: 663). The emphasis on
rational instrumentality indicates the relevancerational-choice institutionalism for

this mechanism.

Second mechanism is Europeanization by ‘sociahlegt. This mechanism is
based on the constructivist idea that the EU ierm&l organization with a collective
identity and common rules and norms, thus domeskaptation by a Candidate State to
the EU is conditional on the degree it regards Ews rules and its demands for
domestic adaptation as appropriate (Schimmelferamg Sedelmeier, 2004:. 667).
Sociological institutionalism is relevant for thieechanism because it is concerned with

the influence of rules and norms on Europeanization

Third mechanism is Europeanization by ‘lesson-dngwilt happens when the
Candidate States adopt the EU’s rules voluntamspective of identifying themselves
positively with common rules and norms of the EUbeing obliged to adopt them
through conditionality (Schimmelfennig and SedekneR004: 668). Europeanization
by ‘lesson drawing’ occurs when a Candidate Statedissatisfaction with a policy at
home and regards an EU policy good enough to ingpthbe situation (Schimmelfennig
and Sedelmeier, 2004: 668). This means that theli@ate States adopt the EU’s rules
and norms by themselves because they become aidhe act that these rules or

norms may serve their needs and interests better.

decided at the 1993 Copenhagen European CoureiM#drid criterion which was determined
at the 1995 Madrid European Council as that thesiuUles and norms must be implemented
effectively through appropriate administrative andicial structures after they are adopted and
lastly the Helsinki criteria on good neighbourlyateons and higher standards for nuclear safety
that were adopted at the 1999 Helsinki Europeann€@buAc¢ikmese, 2010: 136). It is
noteworthy that sufficient compliance with the Copagen political criteria is a prerequisite for

the launching of accession negotiations (EuropeamCil, 1997: Par. 25).
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On the other hand, rational-choice institutionalisand sociological
institutionalism suggest different intervening adles that influence the degree of
expected change induced by Europeanization in #edidate States. While rational
instrumentality is at the core of rational-choicastitutionalism, sociological-
institutionalism is based on the strength of saaion in inducing change.

For rational-choice institutionalism main intervegivariables are “clarity of
the EU’s demands”, “size and speed of rewards’editility of conditionality”, “veto
players and adoption costs” and “supportive formatitutions” (Schimmelfennig and
Sedelmeier, 2005: 12-16; Sedelmeier, 2011: 13)o \péyers and formal institutions
are common for the Member and Candidate states.

‘Clarity of the EU’s demands’ means that rule adopis more likely when
the EU’s demands are clear enough (Schimmelfennidy Sedelmeier, 2005: 13).
Actually, unclearness may inhibit rule adoptiondaih may be about the “policy
agenda”, “hierarchy of tasks”, “timing”, “whom toassfy” and “standards and
thresholds” (Grabbe, 2003: 319-322). Thus, the @ate States must know when and

in what order to fulfil what they are required to.d

Regarding ‘size and speed of rewards’, it is argtned the Candidate States
have more incentives for compliance when they welithat they will certainly be
rewarded after they fulfil the EU’s conditions pesly (Schimmelfennig and
Sedelmeier, 2005: 13). So that “temporal proxinoityewards” influences the domestic
adaptation of a Candidate State to the EU (Sedehn2011: 13). In addition, size of
rewards is also important. For instance, the premoisfull membership is considered
more powerful than the promise of association aisé&nce in inducing change
(Schimmelfennig and Sedelmeier, 2005: 13).

Another intervening variable is ‘credibility of cdmionality’. It is contingent
on several factors. ‘Credibility of conditionalityefers to that it must be clear for the
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Candidate States that reception of rewards willagely be happen after fulfilling the
EU’s conditions and that such rewards will onlygsevided to them if they truly meet
the conditions (Sedelmeier, 2011: 12). Lack of ddity inhibits the Europeanization
of the Candidate States because they are not eédclio fulfil their obligations when
they think that they may not be rewarded uponlfunt.

On the other hand, sociological institutionalisnsipg some other intervening
variables. These are “legitimacy of the EU’s densdntidentification with the EU”,
“positive normative resonance with domestic rulemid “EU-centred epistemic
communities” (Schimmelfennig and Sedelmeier, 2%: Sedelmeier, 2011: 13). It is
noteworthy that epistemic communities are commantlhie Member and Candidate

States.

‘Legitimacy of the EU’s demands’ is perception bg tCandidate States of the
EU’s demands as legitimate for domestic adaptgi8ohimmelfennig and Sedelmeier,
2005: 29). This means that the Candidate Statqs #uzir domestic policy fields to the
EU as long as they see the EU’s demands for adap&d legitimate.

Another intervening variable is ‘identification Wwithe EU’. It means that the
Candidate States are more inclined to adopt thesBHuUles and norms when they
identify themselves positively with the EU (Schinfaenig and Sedelmeier, 2005: 19).

Regarding ‘positive normative resonance with domestes’, it is argued that
the presence of a normative conflict between doamestd European policy fields
inhibits Europeanization (Sedelmeier, 2011: 16)usfhrule adoption becomes more
likely when the normative congruence between Ewanpand domestic policy and
institutional arrangements is relatively high (Sehielfennig and Sedelmeier, 2005:
20). Conversely, rule adoption becomes less prebabken there is a shark normative

incongruence between European and domestic patdyretitutional arrangements.
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Of the aforementioned mechanisms of the Europetoiz®f the Candidate
States, ‘external incentives’ is the most relevaneé for the purpose of this thesis
because of the fact that socialization is not apoirtant feature of the Europeanization
of Turkey. ‘Lesson-drawing’ and ‘social learningave the overtones of socialization.
Nonetheless, the EU may provide legitimacy to goments that engage in
Europeanization (Borzel, 2012: 12). Thus, the EMgtimizing of the engagement of
governments in EU-induced domestic change may Ipéaieed through socialization
(Borzel, 2012: 12). In addition, mechanisms of Ppe&anization have been developed
primarily to account for the Europeanization of shgranational policy fields of the
Member and Candidate States. Nonetheless, théynsiyl be useful in highlighting the
Europeanization of intergovernmental policy fielgarticularly in finding out dynamics

that have underpinned the Europeanization of farpigicy in Turkey.

1.2. The Europeanization of Foreign Policy

The 1970 Luxembourg Report which led to the esthbtient of the European
Political Cooperation (EPC) has initiated a procegsonsultation on foreign policy
matters between the Member States of the EU. Aft@peration proved fruitful, the
Member States aspired to further coordinate thational foreign policies (Zielonka,
1998: 1; Nuttall, 2000: 272; Giegerich and Walla2@10: 433-434). In addition, some
structural changes in the international systemeia®ed the Member States’ quest for a
common foreign and security policy. These strudtcihanges are i) the end of the Cold
War; ii) the rise of new security concerns; iiietemergence of a unipolar world; iv)
dissolution of the former Yugoslavia;, and v) thewsdy implications of the EU’s
enlargement to the Eastern Europe (Tonra and Grssin, 2004: 2; Bickertoet al,
2011: 8). The Member States that became awaresaigbfulness of cooperation in the
field of foreign policy pushed for a common foreignd security policy. Thus, the 1992
Maastricht Treaty established CEF&Pctually, CFSP is remarkably different from the

“ The 1992 Maastricht Treaty states: “a common &preand security policy is hereby
established...” (Maastricht Treaty, Article 11).
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EU’s supranational policy fields. First of all,i# mainly intergovernmental being only
politically binding™. Therefore, employing tools like ‘goodness of it assess the

Europeanization of foreign policy is rendered useley the lack of concrete models for
adoption and by the lack of the EU’s exclusive cetapces in the field of foreign and
security policy. This is why the research on Euespeation has belatedly penetrated

into the field of foreign and security policy.

Theoretically, it is believed that cooperation im iatergovernmental policy
field is hard to achieve. This is the basic assionpof intergovernmentalism which
posits that the Member States will not sacrificeitimational interests because decision
making in intergovernmental policy fields happem®tgh unanimity (Bickertoet al,
2011: 8-9). Accordingly, any decision or agreemuit perfectly reflect the core
national interests of the Member States (Moumou204.1: 614). Such an assumption
means that foreign policies of the Member Statds mat change because the core
national interests of all Member States are repiteskein these unanimously made
decisions and agreements. Conversely, liberalgotearnmentalism and rational-choice

institutionalism argue that the final decision greement that is reached unanimously

! |Intergovernmental nature of CFSP is stated in28@9 Lisbon Treaty as “the common
foreign and security policy shall be defined angllemented by the European Council and the
Council acting unanimously, except where Treatiesvide otherwise. The adoption of
legislative acts shall be excluded. The commonidarand security policy shall be put into
effect by the High Representative of the UnionForeign Affairs and Security Policy and by
the Member States, in accordance with the Treaflé®m specific role of the European
Parliament and of the Commission in this area fdd by the Treaties. The Court of Justice of
the European Union shall not have jurisdiction wehkpect to these provisions” (Lisbon Treaty,
Article 24.1). Therefore, the only commitment oe thart of the Member States is stated as “the
Member States shall support the Union’s externdlsecurity policy actively and unreservedly
in a spirit of loyalty and mutual solidarity andadihcomply with the Union’s action in this area”
and “they shall refrain from any action which istary to the interests of the Union or likely
to impair its effectiveness as a cohesive forcat@rnational relations” (Lisbon Treaty, Article
24.3).
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at any intergovernmental setting is the lowest comrmdenominator of all Member
States (Moravcsik, 1993: 500-501). There may beesmnismatch between national and
European interests because unanimity provides athbkr States the equal chance to
contribute to the content of the decision or agm@nirrespective of their size and
preferences (Moravcsik, 1993: 499-502). Thus, thal fdecision or agreement would
not represent perfectly the interests of the evestmowerful Member State. Another
argument regarding mismatch between national amddean interests is that national
interests are not static because they change iower thus a mismatch may occur over
time (Moumoutzis, 2011: 614). Thus, Europeanizati@tomes relevant for foreign
policy, as well.

The research on the Europeanization of foreigncpatnainly deals with the
implications of CFSP on national foreign policies)d it seeks to account for the
transformation of national interests into Europé#erests and vice versa (Cebeci and
Aaltola 2011: 29). Europeanization in the field foreign and security policy is
described as being mainly “voluntary and non-hiheal” because national foreign
policies are Europeanized in the absence of a etmenodel for adoption and in the
absence of the EU’s exclusive competences (Bulnmer Radaelli, 2004: 7). The
Member States are only politically required to altheir national foreign policies with

CFSP. Non-alignment would incur no legal respottigiton them.

The Europeanization of foreign policy may have afiint implications on
national foreign policies. The most important oégh are i) political and bureaucratic
adaptation of foreign policy structures and proesds those of the EU; ii) changes in
national actors’ values, norms, role conceptiors identities; iii) changes in the actual
content of national foreign policies; and iv) owaring of both domestic and external
resistance to change (Tonra, 2000: 225; Manners \afidtman, 2000: 246-9;
Keukeleire and MacNaughtan, 2008: 143). Firstlyrebucratic adaptation is important
to implement CFSP properly. Thus, national foreigmistries must have structures
compatible with the structures of CFSP. Secondlytopeanization becomes easier

when values, norms and role conceptions and idestiof States converge with
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European ones. Thirdly, the content of nationakifpn policies may be far more
different from the content of CFSP before Europeation. Therefore, the Member and
Candidate States must incorporate into the comtetiteir national foreign policies the
issues in European Foreign Policy (EFP). Last lotifenst, the legitimizing strength of
Europeanization may help national reformers toleadkmestic and external opposition
to their reforms. In other words, domestic reforsneray justify their reforms with the

necessity of adapting to the EU.

However, the logics that underlie these changemiional foreign policies are
explicated differently by rational-choice instimialism and sociological
institutionalism. While rational-choice institutialism is more relevant for the
Europeanization of foreign policy in the Candid8tates, sociological institutionalism

is for the Europeanization of policy in the MemlStates.

1.2.1. The Two Logics of the Europeanization of Foreign FAacy

Rational-choice institutionalism and sociologicastitutionalism put forward
different logics for the Europeanization of foreigolicy. However, both approaches
deal with the same questions: i) how to understhadelationship between institutions
and political behaviour; and ii) how to explain thecess through which institutions
induce changes (Hall and Taylor, 1996: 937). Initamld the two logics are not
mutually exclusive. As a matter of fact, March adtsen argue: “political actors are
constituted both by their interests, by which theyaluate their anticipations of
consequences, and by the rules embedded in thestitids and political institutions.
They calculate consequences and follow rules, ladelation between the two is often
subtle” (March and Olsen, 1998: 12). Thus, interestd norms are both important in

driving foreign policy change, though not equally.

Sociological institutionalism and its logic of appriateness explain the
Europeanization of foreign policy through socidliaa while rational-choice
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institutionalism and its logic of consequences iascthe Europeanization of foreign
policy to cost-benefit calculations. While socidla] institutionalism is more relevant

for the Member States, rational-choice institutimm is for the Candidate States.

1.2.1.1. The Europeanization of Foreign Policy from the Vievpoint of
Sociological Institutionalism

Sociological institutionalism is based on the comdtvist idea of mutual
constitution of agents and structures (Checkel81898; Gross, 2009: 16). This means
that the agents establish the structures to wthely tater adapt to. With respect to
CFSP, sociological institutionalism seeks to actdan the ways the Member States
adapt their national foreign policies to CFSP titety themselves constituted (Gross,

2009: 16). Thus, there is a circular relationshepaeen actors and structures.

The core tenet of sociological institutionalismtss “logic of appropriateness”
(March and Olsen, 2004: 2). March and Olsen ddfueelogic of appropriateness as “a
perspective that sees human action as driven I®s raf appropriate or exemplary
behaviour, organized into institutions” (March a@isen, 2004: 2). This means that
actors are not for maximizing their utility througtrategically calculating the costs and
benefits of their behaviour but following rules andrms that they see as appropriate

and legitimate. In their view

...rules are followed because they are seen as hatgtdaful, expected, and legitimate.
Actors seek to fulfil the obligations encapsulaitea role, an identity, a membership in
a political community or group, and the ethos, pcas and expectations of its
institutions. Embedded in a social collectivityeyhdo what they see as appropriate for
themselves in a specific type of situation (Marod ®Isen, 2004: 2).

For sociological institutionalism, institutions areportant because actors that

are socialized into rules and norms of institutiemsreasingly begin to see them as

legitimate and appropriate. In other words, institus guide behaviour through
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specifying rules that are legitimate and appropffatMarch and Olsen, 2004: 5).
Institutions socialize actors into their arrangetseby offering “moral or cognitive
templates and frames of meaning to guide humamrdctand they “affect the very
identities, self-images and preferences of thergt{dlall and Taylor, 1996: 939-947).
In a nutshell, actors that are socialized intoipaldr institutional structures internalize
the norms associated with them (Hall and Taylor9619948). Thus, norm

internalization and socialization are two closelteitwined phenomena

Socialization is at the heart of sociological ingtonalism. It is defined by
Checkel as “a process of inducting actors into tlmems and rules of a given
community” which leads over time to the relinqurgliof the logic of consequences in
favour of the logic of appropriateness (Checkel)3220804). The emphasis on norm
internalization means that socialization happertbenabsence of material incentives for
Europeanization. Namely, norm internalization iracess through which “actors,
through interaction with broader institutional cexts (norms or discursive structures),
acquire new interests and preferences — in thenabsa material incentives” (Checkel,
1999: 548). Thus, actors acquire new interests @eterences through socialization
(Hill, 1998: 39). These new interests and prefeesrere compatible with the rules and
norms of the structures of institutions into whibky are socialized. They do not expect
rewards in return for their adaptation to the ruéesl norms of these institutional

structures.

'® Rules may serve various purposes. Among othegshithey: i) increase the ability to solve
policy problems; ii) provide codes of meanings tfeatilitate interpretation of ambiguous
situations; and more importantly iii) provide ftretdevelopment of a community of rule, based

on a common identity and sense of belonging (MarahOlsen, 2004: 10-11).

" Finnemore and Sikkink define a norm as “a standémppropriate behaviour for actors with
a given identity” and in their view, norms serveimhatwo purposes: i) to regularize behaviour;
and ii) to produce social order and stability (@more and Sikkink, 1998: 891-894).
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Norm internalization is conducive to identity restmction, namely it
facilitates the emergence of a common social itdef@heckel, 1998: 328; Zirn and
Checkel, 2005: 1066) Strong social identities are important for sdzition because
individual actors that make up the collectivity aepected to make sacrifices at the
expense of their individual interests under a gfraommon social identity (Kelley,
2004: 428). Thus, interests of collectivity areopitized over those of individuals. Put
differently, socialization which is conducive tcethelinquishing of strategic calculation
would not occur in the absence of a strong comnoarakidentity. In the case of CFSP,
such an understanding reflects the assumptiornthiealember States share a common
European identity and therefore European integggtyalued over national interests.

Nonetheless, some background conditions are ndedsdcialization to occur
and advance. These background conditions are iprémence of stable institutions; ii)
long, sustained and intense contact between agditsagents from the same
professional backgrounds; and iv) isolation fromedi political pressures (Checkel,
1999: 549; March and Olsen, 2004: 22; Checkel, 28Q%). As a corollary, Turkey is
not expected to get fully socialized into the EUldes and norms because its
participation in decision making processes of thei€not long, sustained and intense,
and some issues in TFP are overly politicized.dditgon, although the EU’s structures

are stable, Turkey is not represented in them.

For sociological institutionalism, CFSP guides fgnepolicy behaviour of the
Member States through its rules and norms. The Mei8lates are expected to perform
certain roles in certain situations on the basithe$e rules and norms (Aggestam, 2004:

88). Also, the EU’s strong social identity, naméhe Member States’ identification

18 zurn and Checkel define social identities as “starepresentations of a collective self”
which “depend on collective beliefs that the ddfim of the group and its membership is
shared by all those in the group” (Ziirn and Check@05: 1066).
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with the EU is remarkable for CFSP. In this regate Europeanization of foreign

policy from the viewpoint of sociological institotalism is defined as

a transformation in the way in which national fgreipolicies are constructed, in the
ways in which professional roles are defined andsyed and in the consequent
internalization of norms and expectations arisiraypf a complex system of collective
European policy making (Tonra, 2000: 229).

In line with this definition, socialization in thmntext of CFSP can be defined
as “a process through which national officials @itd to the EU’s institutions in
Brussels or that are closely involved in EU poli@kimg increasingly think in
European rather than (solely) in national termséifkeleire and MacNaugthan, 2008:
146). However, rational-choice institutionalism evf a different perspective on the

Europeanization of foreign policy with its emphasisrational instrumentality.

1.2.1.2. The Europeanization of Foreign Policy from the Vievpoint of
Rational-Choice Institutionalism

Rational-choice institutionalism takes actors asdpeational in the sense that
actors calculate strategically to maximize theilitytin the face of a novel situation
(March and Olsen, 2004: 5; Aggestam, 2004: 86).nfi@n tenet is its logic of
consequences which can be defined as a perspehtioegh which rational actors
follow rules and norms of a given community as |l@sgthese rules and norms serve
their interests. Accordingly, in rational-choicesiitutionalism, actors have fixed
interests and therefore they make a choice frorwdmt alternative courses of action
after strategically calculating the benefits ofleathus, they decide on the action that
serves their interests best (Hall and Taylor, 193®). Rational instrumentality is at the

heart of rational-choice institutionalism.

In sociological institutionalism what actors seerasonal or appropriate is

socially constructed and interests of actors may eacordingly whereas in rational-
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choice institutionalism, interests are fixed antoreal action is the one that serves
actors’ interests best (Checkel, 1998: 327). Tlreegfthe constructivist idea of mutual
constitution of agents and structures is absemaiional-choice institutionalism. In

rational-choice institutionalism, actors do not sttite either institutions or norms and
rules associated with them. They instead adhesdréady constituted institutions and
adopt their pre-defined norms and rules as lonigras as it is rational to do so. In the
view of rational-choice institutionalism, institatis do not only provide “moral or

cognitive templates for interpretation and actioblt they also provide actors
strategically important information about the présand future behaviour of other
actors (Hall and Taylor, 1996: 939). Institutiors mbt impact on the actors’ interests
because they are fixed. Instead, they alter siategjculations of actors that they

follow to achieve their goals (Héritier, 2005: 202)

As a corollary, institutions are expected to previchaterial incentives to
induce the Europeanization of foreign policy. Irattltase, norm compliance is not
related to norm internalization. Instead, it is eamess on the part of actors that
complying with these rules and norms serves thegrésts best. Hence, in rational-
choice institutionalism utmost importance is atitdd to the strength of conditionality

in inducing norm compliance.

In the context of the EU, rational-choice institutalism captures to a great
extent the Europeanization of foreign policy in tbandidate States. Regarding CFSP,
the Candidate States adopt the EU’s rules and nasnieng as they serve their interests
better than the other alternatives (Hill, 1998:.38¢cordingly, the EU offers some
rewards when its norms and rules are complied Wthhe Candidate States. In the
context of CFSP, there are three sorts of conditipnthat induce the Europeanization
of foreign policy. These are “conditionality thrdugolitical criteria”, “conditionality
through CFSP acquis” and “conditionality through fdeto political criteria” (Aydin
and Acikmee, 2009: 268-269). ‘Conditionality through politiceriteria’ refers to
foreign policy implications of political criteriag.g. democratization and good
neighbourly relations (Aydin and Acikgee 2009: 267). On the other hand,
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‘conditionality through CFSP acquis’ means to aligational foreign policies with
CFSP (Aydin and Aciknge, 2009: 268). Lastly, ‘conditionality through dacfo
political criteria’ refers to the fact that the @hohate States are obliged to comply with
some rules and norms that are not part of the Hldktical criteria, e.g. higher
standards for nuclear safety that were introducegaat of the EU’s conditionality at
the 1999 Helsinki European Council (Aydin and Aceke) 2009: 268).

Accordingly, Europeanization of foreign policy fronhe perspective of
rational-choice institutionalism can be definedchanges in the national foreign policy
practices and in the structures of institutiong thade national foreign policy for the
purpose of aligning them with rules and norms ofS€Fupon the awareness that the
core national interests are to be achieved betérindividually but collectively in
European policymaking. Not norm internalization morm compliance is relevant for

the Europeanization of foreign policy through logfcconsequences.

Furthermore, there are some intervening variablgseciBc to the
Europeanization of foreign policy. Irrespective dhe logics that underlie
Europeanization, these variables are “ideologicastiity to further integration”,
“domestic politics” and “international forces angesial relationships with the third
countries (Hill and Wong, 2011: 18). Political et may be ideologically hostile to
integration in foreign and security policy on theetext that national sovereignty is
contingent on an independent national foreign aeclsty policy (Hill and Wong,
2011: 18). Domestically, the public may oppose tecoanmon foreign and security
policy (Hill and Wong, 2011: 18). In the internated fora, unilateral political or
economic relationships with the third countriesswg the EU may prejudice the
Europeanization of foreign policy (Hill and WongQ22L: 17). It is noteworthy that
intervening variables and the logics embedded énBlrropeanization of foreign policy
determine the patterns of the Europeanization i@idgo policy.
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1.2.2. Patterns of the Europeanization of Foreign Policy

Patterns of the Europeanization of foreign poligghhght the ways foreign
policies of the Member and Candidate States ar@geanized. Therefore, they are
helpful in uncovering the extent and degree of Eueopeanization of foreign policy.
There are different approaches to the Europeaonizatf foreign policy that

complement each other to a great extent.

With respect to the Europeanization of foreign @glHill and Wong posit that
ideally in a Europeanized foreign policy i) majefarence points for political action are
the EU’s common positions; ii) these common posgiare complied with even when
they contradict with continuing bilateral relatiomgth third countries or domestic
politics; iii) national interests are primarily folved in the context of CFSP; and lastly
Iv) international activities outside the realm d¥&P are characterized by the EU’s rules
and norms (Hill and Wong, 2011: 5). However, thdg #hat these criteria embody an
ideal type that hardly exists (Hill and Wong, 20E): These criteria are helpful in

determining the degree and extent of the Europataiz of foreign policy in a country.

Accordingly, Hill and Wong list seven categoriesctassify the Member and
Candidate States in relation to the degree andhextethe Europeanization of their
national foreign policy (Hill and Wong, 2011: 5)hds, a State may be: i) significantly
Europeanized; ii) willing to Europeanize; iii) eiain the degree of Europeanization,
either over time or between issue-areas; iv) cterdly instrumental in the approach to
Europeanization; v) resistant to Europeanizationge-Europeanizing, and lastly, vii)
never significantly Europeanized (Hill and Wong;1205).

Regarding patterns of the Europeanization of forgiglicy, Wong introduced
three models. These are a top-down process ofcipalonvergence”, a bottom-up
process of “national projection” and “identity restruction” (Wong, 2005: 141). Each

has its own explanatory power.
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The most relevant one for the purpose of this thissipolicy convergence’. It
means adapting national foreign policies to CFSPr{gly 2005: 142). It is reflected in
increasing importance of European political agemdaational foreign policies and
increasing adherence to the objectives of CFSP /N2005: 142). According to Hill
and Wong, to measure the impact of policy convergemn national foreign policies,
one should find out whether the country concernedla be likely to adopt the same
position on a certain foreign policy issue in thesence of impetus from the EU (Hill
and Wong, 2011: 8). It is clear that policy conwsrge can be employed to assess the
impact of the Europeanization on foreign policigsboth Member and Candidate

States.

Second one is ‘national projection’. It is “bottarp- projection of national
ideas, preferences and models from the nationdgheosupranational level" (Wong,
2005: 142). It is marked by attempts to increasgonal influence in international
affairs and attempts to influence foreign policedsthe other Member and Candidate
States (Wong, 2005: 142). National projection isawered via assessing the likelihood
of the EU to adopt the same position on a certarrign policy issue without input
from the country concerned (Hill and Wong, 2011: [@ational projection gives the
Member States the opportunity to achieve theirifpreolicy objectives that are not
attainable through their national capabilities (Keleire and MacNaughtan, 2008: 144;
Gross: 2009: 13). However, national projection as likely to be applicable to assess
the impact of Europeanization on national foreigsligies of the Candidate States
because they do not have any platform to upload tia¢ional interests to the EU level.
Yet, foreign policy of a Candidate State may bedpeanized as a consequence of
national projection by a Member State. For instanseiccessful national
projection/uploading by Greece of its national ragts to the EU level accounts, to an
important extent, for the Europeanization of foreigolicy in Turkey. By the way,
States do not only upload and download to/fromBEhkklevel but also “transfer ideas
and procedures between themselves without the B, this is called cross-loading
(Hill and Wong, 2011: 8). However, cross-loading net as common as ‘policy

convergence’ and ‘national projection’.
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Thirdly, ‘identity reconstruction’ is closely rekd to socialization in the sense
that it gradually leads to the development of commdes and norms among political
elites as well as transformation of national insésento European interests and vice
versa (Wong, 2005: 142; Cebeci and Aaltola 2011). 29as defines identity
reconstruction in the context of the EU, i.e. the@dpeanization of the identity as “a
change of national identities under the influenod @ateraction with the processes,
exchanges, institutions, values and norms engedd®reEuropean integration” (Nas,
2012: 24). Nonetheless, the Candidate States areexpected to forge a common
European identity before their accession to thebEthuse socialization requires long,
intense and sustained mutual interactions betwgents and structures. Hence, identity
reconstruction in the context of CFSP is more palar for the Member States
(Aggestam, 2004: 87).

Alternatively, Michael Smith proposes four indicat®f adaptation of national
foreign policies to the EU level (Michael Smith,G0 617). These indicators are “elite
socialization”,  “bureaucratic  reorganization”, “aditutional changes and
reinterpretations” and “the increase in public supdfor CFSP]” (Michael Smith,
2000: 617).

First of all, ‘elite socialization’ is closely reakd to identity reconstruction.
Actually, socialization among political elites isrsidered an important aspect of the
Europeanization of foreign policy. As a consequeateocialization, elites become
more conversant with their views on certain foremplicy issues, and they learn to
privilege political cooperation to improve their nvoreign policy capabilities (Michael
Smith, 2000: 619). Elite socialization is more afable in the Europeanization of
foreign policy in the Member States due to its eagh on socialization that is hardly

existent in the case of the Candidate States.

The second indicator is ‘bureaucratic adaptatidnrefers to the impact of

CFSP on national administrations, especially faraignistries. Actually, States adapt
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their bureaucratic organization to that of CFSRuthl their commitments under CFSP
properly. These changes may include “the estabksitrof new national officials”, “the
expansion of most national diplomatic services” amabrientation of national foreign
ministries towards Europe” (Michael Smith, 20009%1Actually, the political dialogue
between the EU and the Member and Candidate Siat€$-SP matters happens at the
Troika level among Foreign Ministers, political @itors and European correspondents.
Therefore, these positions must have been establishnational foreign ministries to
start political dialogue with the EU. In additidmyreaucratic reorganization is common

for the Member and Candidate States.

With respect to ‘constitutional changes’, it is @ed that commitments that
have been undertaken under CFSP may contradicttiatmeutrality of a country and
therefore some constitutional changes or reint&apons of neutrality may be needed
(Michael Smith, 2000: 624-625). Constitutional ches and reinterpretations may be
common for the Member and Candidate States. Nolestheconstitutional changes are
not introduced solely to reinterpret neutrality.r Fostance, Turkey had to go through

some constitutional changes to civilianize forgogticy.

The last indicator is ‘increase in public suppat €CFSP’. It simply denotes
the public’s support for the forging of a commomeign and security policy (Michael
Smith, 2000: 625-626). It is mostly evaluated tlyloudata obtained from
Eurobarometer and similar surveys (Michael SmidQ@ 625). And, it is common for

the Member and Candidate States.

The last approach that is relevant for this thésithat of Moumoutzis who
introduced a three-step “process tracing” approagplicable to case studies
(Moumoutzis, 2011: 621). Moumoutzis argues thab¢pss tracing’ approach is helpful
in empirically observing whether foreign policy cgg has happened through
socialization or rational instrumentality (Moumoigtz22011: 621). In this analysis, some

questions are answered in each step. Answers & theestions show whether the
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country concerned followed the logic of consequserarethe logic of appropriateness in

the course of the Europeanization of foreign policy

In the first step, the question is “how nationalefign policy makers defined
the policy problem they intended to address” (Moutmis, 2011: 622). According to
sociological institutionalism, policy makers chartgeir definition of policy problem,
and they “begin to identify violations of substaetiEU foreign policy rules and norms
by third countries as a foreign policy problem” (Mooutzis, 2011: 622). For instance,
redefinition of a third country that was previousiefined as a threat to national
sovereignty as a threat to the EU’s rules and nanalisates socialization (Moumoutzis,
2011: 622%°. In other words, in case there is socializatidolations of the EU’s rules
and norms by a third country turns that country iatthreat. Nonetheless, the same
country may have been defined as a threat withreefe to national sovereignty
previously. Defining a country as a threat not wiference to national sovereignty but
because it violates the EU’s rules and norms pdiotse switch from the logic of

consequences to the logic of appropriateness @igompolicy.

The second step is to identify “the various coursésaction that were
considered as alternative actions” (Moumoutzis, 12@P2). The answer to this question
does not show the underlying logic of foreign pplkehange, but the Europeanization of
foreign policy (Moumoutzis, 2011: 623). In this ad, the indicators of the
Europeanization of foreign policy are i) the natibforeign policy makers’ choice of an
EU foreign policy practice or procedural norm frdratween different alternatives; ii)
their privileging of diplomatic and economic ingtrants over the use of force; iii) their

use of EU membership conditionality to induce fgrepolicy change in a Candidate

¥ The model developed by Moumoutzis seems to bettampt to justify the arguments and
position of Greece on its relations with Turkeytire sense that by the ‘third country’ the
reference is implicitly made to Turkey. Therefdiee model is not taken uncritically. However,
it still has practical utility for constituting thieoretical framework on which the thesis will be

based.
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State; and lastly iv) their preference for mulelalism to unilateralism (Moumoutzis,
2011: 623). Thus, foreign policy of a State is Faanized as long as it prefers to
follow the EU’s rules and norms in its foreign gti makes recourse to diplomatic and
economic instruments instead of military ones; mssdo the strength of EU

conditionality to Europeanize foreign policy ottard State and favours approaching

foreign policy issues multilaterally.

The last step is to find out “whether national fgrepolicy makers considered
the costs and benefits of each alternative argl,ifvhat type of costs and benefits they
calculated” (Moumoutzis, 2011: 623). The answerths question shows whether
national foreign policy makers followed the logi¢ consequences or the logic of
appropriateness. According to sociological instodlism, actors in CFSP act in
accordance with the rules and norms they interedlizhen they face a novel situation
(March and Olsen, 2004: 3). In addition, norm ing&ization requires that actors act
appropriately across issues and over time (Mounmu2d11: 623). Therefore, acting
appropriately selectively case by case means tbans of CFSP have not been
internalized in their entirety. As a matter of fa@tional-choice institutionalism posits
that actors calculate strategically costs and lsnef any action before acting, thus
their behaviour may change across issues and ioverih line with their fixed national
interests (Moumoutzis, 2011: 623).

The aforementioned approaches to the Europeanizafidoreign policy are
relevant for the Europeanization of foreign poliayTurkey, as well. In the case of
Turkey, the logic of consequences is at the forgfrof the process of the
Europeanization of foreign policy. Cases that iathcthe Europeanization of foreign
policy other than the country’s relations with Greevill be mentioned concisely under
Section 1.2.3.
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1.2.3. The Europeanization of Foreign Policy in Turkey

Research on the Europeanization of Turkey's relatiowith Greece
interconnects both domestic and foreign policydsein Turkey and Greece. Therefore,
perspectives on the Europeanization of domestic farglgn policy and institutional
arrangements in the Member and Candidate Stateedually needed to evaluate
foreign policy change in Turkey. Actually, thereeamany cases that attest to the

increasing Europeanization of foreign policy in Hey since 1999.

The European Commission’s annual Progress Rep@rtsngortant in finding
out the impact of the Europeanization on ¥Hhe European Commission has been
regularly issuing Progress Reports on Turkey arterotCandidate and potential
Candidate States at the end of each year since d®93&half of the E&}. Turkey's
alignment with CFSP is broadly assessed in thgserte With respect to CFSP, they
mainly cover: i) Turkey’s alignment with the EU’'edarations and Council decisions
in the field of CFSP; ii) Turkey's relations withtsi neighbours and broader
neighbourhood in the context of good neighbourliatrens; iii) Turkey’s alignment
with the EU’s position on non-proliferation of WMBNd fight against terrorism; iv)
Turkey’'s activities to promote the EU’s rules andrms in other international
organizations; and v) Turkey’s contributions to GS0'he Europeanization of foreign

20 The European Commission committed itself through Agenda 2000 released in July 1997
to prepare Progress Reports on the progress of @antidate and potential Candidate State

towards accession (European Commission, 1997: 39).

2L As put by the EU, these reports on Turkey are dase Article 28 of the Association

Agreement between Turkey and the EU which states: soon as the operation of the
Agreement has advanced far enough to justify egingafull acceptance by Turkey of the
obligations arising out of the Treaty establishing Community, the Contracting Parties shall
examine the possibility of the accession of Turt@yhe Community” (European Commission,
1998: 4).
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policy is a multifaceted and multidimensional pheemon as reflected by the extensive

content of the Progress Reports.

Actually, Turkey’'s alignment with CFSP acquis galnmpetus after the 1999
Helsinki European Council when the prospect of fiedimbership became more credible
after its candidacy was declared. Before 1999 ptlospect of full membership lacked
credibility and therefore Turkey was not motivatabugh to align itself with CFSP
acquis. Accordingly, before 1999, TFP had a readistiook contrary to the EU’s
idealist approach to foreign policy matters andréfege it dealt predominantly with
perceived threats from its neighbours (Emerson Boxti, 2004: 10; Gbzen, 2006: 3;
Kiris¢i, 2006: 12; Alessandri, 2009: 5). For instanagrkish Grand National Assembly
(TGNA) declared in June 1995 that extension oftdratorial seas in the Aegean Sea
by Greece from six to twelve nautical miles wouedacasus belli. In addition, in 1996,
Turkey and Greece had another conflict over thed&larocks. Also, Turkey threatened
Syria with military invention in 1998 as long ag tatter continued to support terrorism
against Turkey (Terzi, 2010: 111). Furthermore, Kéyis preference for Atlantic
alliance through North Atlantic Treaty OrganizatiQNATO) to deal with security
matters further stranded the country’s relationgh iduropeanist countries like France
and Germany in the same period (Gozen, 2006: 3yeMuwportantly, the EU and
Turkey had diverging views on the resolution of thegean dispute and the Cyprus
issue. Regarding the Cyprus issue, Turkey destoaxmtinue the status quo, while the
EU aimed at reunifying the island (Kazan, 2002:587- Lastly, the 1997 Luxembourg
European Council meant further deterioration ofKEByrEU relations because Turkey
was excluded from the range of the Candidate Stadssa result, Turkey had

insignificant incentives for Europeanization betwd®97-1999.

The Europeanization of TFP is also related to thenty’s fulfilment of EU
political conditionality. This is because certasues that are evaluated in the context of
the Copenhagen political criteria have had foremplicy implications (Aydin and
Acikmese, 2009: 268; Terzi, 2010: 60). The EU has repéatealled for the civilian
oversight of security forces in Turkey as a preigitpi for sufficient compliance with
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Copenhagen political criteria (European Commissib®99: 10; 2000: 14). This is
mainly because of the weight that Turkish militigd in the making of the country’s
foreign policy. This was the consequence of thatanyi's overall weight in Turkish

politics (Ozcan, 2010: 26).

In the view of the EU, “the NSC [National Secur@@puncil] demonstrated the
major role played by the army in political life” ifurkey (European Commission, 1998:
14). Before 2001, the NSC was composed of the P¥imester, the chief of the general
staff, the Ministers of National Defence, Interrfsiifairs and Foreign Affairs, the
commanders of the army, navy and the air force tAedgeneral commander of the
gendarmerie with the President of the Republicteméad. The EU noted that the NSC
was in contrast with the democratic structure ofkéy and therefore it had to be
civilianised (European Commission, 1998: 14). Consatly, the first amendments
were introduced in 2001 through which the numberiafian members in the NSC was
increased from five to nine while the number ofitarly members remained same with
Minister of Justice and deputy Prime Ministers beitey new four civilian members. In
addition, before 2001, the government was expeiciegive ‘priority consideration’ to
the recommendations of the NSC. However, after 2@®4 recommendations of the
NSC are ‘evaluated’ by the government. Further gkanto the functioning and
composition of the NSC were introduced in 2003uidhfer civilianise foreign policy in
Turkey. These changes primarily aimed at curtailthg extensive powers of the
Secretary General of the NSC. For instance, udi32 the post of Secretary General
was reserved exclusively for a military person, HmaSecretary General could monitor
the implementation of the NSC’s recommendationsbehalf of the President of the
Republic and Prime Minister. Following the amendtadghat were introduced in 2003,
the Secretariat General became a consultative bbthe NSC because it was entitled
to prepare the agenda for the NSC meetings. Aldmedame possible for a civilian to
head the General Secretariat. In addition, bef@@32the NSC meetings were held
once every month. Currently, they are held every tmonths. Following the
aforementioned modifications to the composition amdttioning of the NSC as well as
reforms in other areas, the EU noted in the 20Q&8&#ls European Council that Turkey
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sufficiently met the Copenhagen political crite(Buropean Commission, 2004: 55).
This process has surely curbed the impact of tHeanyi in TFP (Quzlu, 2008: 16).
Apart from Europeanization through Copenhagen ipalitcriteria, Turkey is expected

to align with the EU’s CFSP for its foreign politty Europeanize.

To align TFP with CFSP, a political dialogue waiiated between Turkey and
the EU as early as in 1995 by a resolution of thek@y-EU Association Council. The
resolution introduced twice-yearly meetings of senofficials at Troika level -
ministerial level, political directors level and iBpean correspondents level (European
Commission, 1998: 51). It also provided for coratidins between Turkey and the EU
on CFSP matters at the expert level (European Cesiom, 1998: 51). However, the
political dialogue between the EU and Turkey came impasse subsequent to the
1997 Luxembourg European Council because Turkegislidacy was not declared.
Nonetheless, the political dialogue has gained togafter Turkey’'s candidacy was
declared at the 1999 Helsinki European Council.uAlty, the EU pays utmost
importance to the continuation of the politicalldgue between the EU and Candidate
States because it is the most important platforraxichange views on CFSP matters.
Recently, the EU has noted that the political dja between Turkey and the EU has
continued satisfactorily (European Commission, 2@H) 2011: 105). Turkey and the
EU become acquainted with their views on certaireif;m policy issues through
political dialogue. Hence, the continuation of goél dialogue between Turkey and the
EU is indispensable for the Europeanization of ifprepolicy in Turkey. The EU
expects certain achievements from Turkey for it®ifp policy to Europeanize, and
these expectations are conveyed to Turkey throuffgreht channels. For instance, in
one of its Progress Reports on Turkey, the EU ntitatifor the Europeanization of its

foreign policy:

Turkey should focus further efforts on ensuringttita foreign policy orientation
remains in line with the Union’s foreign and setumolicy, and on finalizing the
development of the necessary administrative strastuln particular, Turkey should
ensure that its national policies and practice @onfto the EU’'s common positions,
should defend these positions in international,faral should ensure that all sanctions
and restrictive measures can be duly implementedkel should also continue to
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promote stability and security in its region, nayndle Balkans, Caucasus, Eastern
Mediterranean and the Middle East (European Coniomis&8004: 155).

Firstly, Turkey is expected to ensure that its ifgmepolicy remains in line with

CFSP. This simply means that TFP should be in ciamgé with the EU’s position on
certain foreign policy issues. Actually, the EU hasted in several occasions that
Turkey has aligned with the EU’s statements andadatons in the field of CFSP
successfully since 1999 (European Commission, 2@¥9: 2011: 105). However,
Turkey’s alignment with CFSP has been decreasimges2008. This is mainly because
of the fact that the credibility of full membershias decreased for Turkey, especially
after accession negotiations were launched @ct®ber 2005 due to the open-ended
nature of the process and the President of Frariceldd Sarkozy and the Prime
Minister of Germany Angela Merkel’s statements fhatkey should not become an EU
membef®. While Turkey aligned itself with 98 per cent bbtEU’s CFSP statements in
2007, it aligned with only 48 per cent of them @12 (European Commission, 2007:
74;2011: 106).

The EU has appreciated Turkey’s support for therirgtional campaign on the
fight against terrorism and crime (European Comimmiss2002: 128; 2003: 124). There
is a significant degree of alignment in this areéngen the EU and the country. In this
regard, Turkey ratified the International Conventior the Suppression of the
Financing of Terrorism in 2002 and the Protocol Antieg the European Convention
on Suppression of Terrorism in 2003. In additidrsigned the International Convention
for the Suppression of Acts of Nuclear Terrorism2005 and the Council of Europe
Convention on the Prevention of Terrorism in 2086netheless, Turkey has not still
signed the Statute of the International Criminalu€o(ICC) though the EU has
repeatedly called the country to sign it (Europ€ammission, 2004: 154; 2007: 75).

2 Reasons behind the lack of credibility of full meemship of the EU for Turkey will be

discussed concisely under Section 3.3.

44



Turkey is also a party to the most of the regimas rfon-proliferation of
WMD. Particularly important is the 1968 Treaty dre tNon-proliferation of Nuclear
Weapons and its additional protocol, ratified bykky (European Commission, 2006:
72). In addition, Turkey is progressively aligniiig arms control system with EU Code
of Conduct on Arms Exports (European CommissioR,72@5).

Secondly, Turkey is required to develop the necgss@ministrative structures
to fulfil its obligations under CFSP properly. Inig regard, the General Secretariat for
EU Affairs was established by TGNA in 2000 for tetective coordination of EU
affairs®. Furthermore, the EU has noted that Ministry ofefign Affairs in Turkey is
able to play an effective role in the EU because atiministrative structures are
compatible with the structures of CFSP (Europeam@sion, 2005: 127). Actually,
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs is connected to tAssociated Correspondents’ Network
(ACN) information system through which the EU cormumates within CFSP with the
Candidate States (European Commission, 2001: 90).addition, the Deputy
Undersecretary for European Affairs in the Ministfy Foreign Affairs performs the
functions of political director (European Commisgi®2005: 128). Also, there is a
European Correspondent and a deputy European @om@snt in the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs (European Commission, 2005: 128).

Thirdly, Turkey is required to defend the EU’s pimsi on certain foreign
policy issues in other international fora. In thegard, the EU favours Turkey’s active
involvement in other international fora as longitaserves the realization of the EU’s
foreign policy goals. In line with that, Turkey a@ly promotes political cooperation,
economic development and regional stability througieveral international
organizations. The EU has underlined that Turkeyn@st active in the Black Sea
Economic Cooperation Organization (BSEC), the EauncCooperation Organization
(ECO), the Developing 8 (D8) and the Organizatibrihe Islamic Conference (OIC)
(European Commission, 2003: 93; 2005: 128). Fumioee, Turkey has participated in

3 |t was converted to the Ministry of EU Affairs 2911.
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the EU-led police and rule of law missions in Basand Herzegovina, Macedonia, the

Democratic Republic of Congo and Kosovo (Europeamfission, 2005: 128).

Fourthly, Turkey should continue to promote staépiland security in its
region. Actually, Turkey’'s quest for increased gsigband security in its region is
primarily reflected in its contributions to the edmentioned EU-led police and rule of
law missions. To this end, Turkey promotes the Etles and norms in its region
through related international organizations. Beside seeks to improve its relations
with its neighbours with a view to building mutwanfidence and multiplying the areas
of cooperation. Actually, the EU has put good nbairly relations as a condition for
the Candidate States in the Agenda 2000 and thssals® the case for Turkey. The
quest for good neighbourliness has been a crutimukis in Europeanizing TFP,
especially its relations with Greece (European Cission, 2010: 95-96; 2011: 1G6)
For instance, the EU welcomed resolution of thenoany problem between Turkey and
Bulgaria bilaterally in 1997, and it called for flner improvement of its relations with
other neighbours (European Commission, 1998: 5i)addition, the EU also hopes
Turkey to react in an appropriate way in case éigmbours violate the EU’s rules and

norms.

%It is noted that ‘good neighbourly relations’ whiwas set as a priority for the first time in the
Stability Pact in the context of the 1994-1995 Baillr Plan for the CEECs is not included in the
Copenhagen criteria though it constitutes parthef accession criteria that must be met for
acceding to the EU (Cebeci, 2004: 210). For ingaft the Presidency Conclusions of the
1994 Essen European Council it was stated thaCHIECs had to promote good neighbourly
relations. The same was further stressed in theidenecy Conclusions of the 1995 Cannes
European Council. In addition, in Agenda 2000, Ehkexplicitly emphasized the importance of
good neighbourliness by stating: “before accessapplicants should make every effort to
resolve any outstanding border dispute among thieeser involving third countries. Failing

this they should agree that the dispute be refetoedhe International Court of Justice”

(European Commission, 1997: 51).
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Actually, the EU promotes regional cooperation, hamghts, democracy and
good governance to create and continue conditiongpéace, security and stability
around its neighbourho6t(Nuttall, 2000: 22-23; Karen E. Smith, 2003: 146¢arelli
and Manners, 2011: 203). In the view of Dinan, “Hi¢ aims to promote abroad what it
seeks at home: stability, security, democracy amstamable development (Dinan,
2010: 483). Therefore, Turkey is expected to pranbe EU’s rules and norms in its
broader neighbourhood. As a matter of fact, insitghn the EU’s periphery affects the
stability and security in the EU and Turkey usuatually given that the periphery of
the EU and Turkey is virtually identical.

In line with the aforementioned arguments, Turkag Increasingly sought to
improve its relations with its neighbours, espdgialfter 1999. As a matter of fact,
significant developments have been recorded imrelstions with Greece, Southern

Cyprus, Syria, Armenia, Iraq and Iran in the |astate.

Influence of Europeanization on the Cyprus issueemarkable. The Cyprus
issue became Europeanized after the EU paved thfovdhe accession of Southern
Cyprus to the Union at the 1999 Helsinki Europeanriil irrespective of reunification
of the island (Aybet, 2009: 151). At the 1999 HelksiEuropean Council, the EU stated:

The European Council underlines that a politictlesment will facilitate the accession
of [Southern] Cyprus to the European Union. If ettlement has been reached by the
completion of accession negotiations, the Cousailecision on accession will be made
without the above being a precondition. In thi®e touncil will take account of all
relevant factors (European Council, 1999a: Pa). 9.b

5 Accordingly, in the 1992 Maastricht Treaty, privai objectives of CFSP are specified as: i)
to safeguard the common values, fundamental irieegesd independence of the Union; ii) to
strengthen the security of the Union in all ways$} io preserve peace and strengthen
international security; iv) to promote internatibneooperation; and v) to develop and
consolidate democracy and the rule of law, ande@spor human rights and fundamental

freedoms (Maastricht Treaty, Article J.1).
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Actually, disassociation of accession of SoutheyprGs to the EU from
reunification of the island was essentially impottéor Greece to drop its veto against
Turkey’'s candidacy at the 1999 Helsinki Europeamr@d. Resolution of the Cyprus
issue is important for the relations between Turkeg the EU to progress satisfactorily
(Kaliber, 2005: 320). As a matter of fact, resauatiof the Cyprus issue is one of the
issues in the enhanced political dialogue betwearkely and the EU (European
Commission, 2001: 13). Resilience of the Cyprusader Turkey-EU relations pushed
Turkey to support attempts at reunifying the islafdcordingly, Turkey supported the
plan of the United Nations (UN) Secretary-Genewlréunify the island. This is
illustrative of the emergent cooperative cultureTiwkey which has developed after
formal institutions supportive of EU accession s have become more vocal in the
conduct of foreign policy of the country after veptayers have become weaker
throughout the Europeanization process. In additionthat, the prospect of full
membership of the EU has reduced adoption costsvihidd have accrued to Turkey if

the country had engaged in the settlement of thgridyissue without such a prospect.

The Annan Plan was submitted for the first timé&lmvember 2002. However,
it was modified several times. The final versiontioé Annan Plan was submitted in
March 2004. A referendum for the plan took place 2gh April 2004. Meanwhile,
negotiations between the EU and Southern Cyprusalraddy been completed earlier
in December 2002. The EU reiterated its preferdoceeunification in line with the
Annan Plan before accession of Southern CypruhdéoBU at the December 2002

Copenhagen European Council:

...accession negotiations have been completed witlutfern] Cyprus, [Southern]
Cyprus will be admitted as a new Member State ¢oBbropean Union. Nevertheless,
the European Council confirms its strong preferefareaccession to the European
Union by a united Cyprus. In this context it wel@srthe commitment of the Greek
Cypriots and the Turkish Cypriots to continue togaigate with the objective of
concluding a comprehensive settlement of the Cyproblem ... on the basis of the
UN Secretary-General’s proposals. The European €looalieves that those proposals
offer a unique opportunity to reach a settlementhia coming weeks and urges the
leaders of the Greek Cypriot and Turkish Cypriahaaunities to seize this opportunity
(European Council, 2002: Par. 10).
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Turkey’s support for the Annan Plan was a majonitg point in TFP because
the Cyprus issue had been considered a nationakdaudecades (Ulusoy, 2008: 316;
Zucconi, 2009: 29). However, referendum did nouitegh the reunification of the
island because the Greek Cypriots rejected the ARban with a 75.8 per cent majority
whereas the Turkish Cypriots voted in favour ofwith a 64.9 per cent majority.
Nonetheless, Southern Cyprus could accede to therEU May 2004 in line with the
Paragraph 10 of the Presidency Conclusions of th@2 2Copenhagen European
Council.

Apart from that, the EU expected Turkey to applg ®ustoms Union to the
new Member States, including Southern Cyprus.diti Turkey announced in May
2004 that it extended the Customs Union to all Mswmber States except for Southern
Cyprus. Then, Turkey included Southern Cyprus ie tist in October 2004.
Accordingly, the EU stated at the December 2004s8#ls European Council: “the
European Council welcomed Turkey's decision to diga Protocol regarding the
adaptation of the Ankara Agreement, taking accainthe accession of the ten new
Member States” (European Council, 2004: Par. 19).

It is noteworthy that Turkey’s support for the Amn@lan and extension of the
Customs Union to all new Member States, ‘explosataiks’ held with Greece on the

Aegean dispute since 2002 and the country’'s safficicompliance with the

26 On 29 July 2005, Turkey attached a declaratidtstdecision to extend the Customs Union to
all new Member States. In the declaration, it wases that extension of the Customs Union to
Southern Cyprus did not mean recognition of the URép of Cyprus (Ministry of Foreign

Affairs of Turkey, 2005: Par. 4). The EU issuedaarter-declaration on 21 September 2005
through which it stated that Turkey must recogmtéember States before its accession to the
EU (Council of the European Union, 2005: Par. e TEU committed itself to review the

situation in 2006. Accordingly, the Council of Msters of the EU decided on 11 December
2006 to suspend accession negotiations on eiglgteisaand not to close the other chapters

until Turkey apply the Customs Union to all MemiS¢ates of the EU.
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Copenhagen political criteria sufficiently pavece tivay for the start of accession

negotiations on 3 October 2005.

Before 1999, Turkey-Syria relations were strandedr dhe issues of Syrian
support to terrorism and share of the waters ofithees of Euphrates (Firat) and Tigris
(Dicle) between Turkey, Syria and Iraq (MuftulereBand Gursoy, 2009: 10). Actually,
the two issues were intertwined to a great extadabse Syria started to support
terrorism against Turkey to prevent the countrynfrbuilding dams over these two
rivers (Terzi, 2010: 111). Turkey threatened Syvith military invention in 1998 as
long as the latter continued to support terroriggairast Turkey. Actually, the act of
Turkey reflected well its realist approach towafdeign policy issues in that period.
Subsequently, the two countries signed the Adar@wis in 1998 through which Syria
committed itself not to support terrorism againstkey (Kirisci, 2006: 19; Muftuler-
Bag-Gursoy, 2009: 16). Consequent on that, relatlmtween the two have improved
significantly until recently. For instance, theyntly cleared landmines along Turkey-
Syria border, and various agreements were conclémedooperation in the fields of
economy, commerce, tourism, aviation and maritiElgrdpean Commission, 2001: 89;
2004: 153). In addition, the two countries liftdtetvisa requirements towards each
other in 2009. Nonetheless, Turkey has fully sufgabtransition to democracy in all
countries in the Middle East and North Africa thave experienced the so-called Arab
Spring since November 2010. Yet, Turkey’s repeatdtfor transition to democracy in
Syria has recently stranded the relations betwhenwo countries to a great extent.
Nonetheless, Turkey’'s stance towards the Arab §psnn accordance with the EU’s
because the EU adopted the initiative of the ‘Raslimip for Democracy and Shared
Prosperity with the Southern Mediterranean’ in Mia&011. The new Partnership is

built on three elements which are:

i) democratic transformation and institution-builgj with a particular focus on
fundamental freedoms, constitutional reforms, mafaf the judiciary and the fight
against corruption; ii) a stronger partnership with people, with specific emphasis on
support to civil society and on enhanced opporiemitor exchanges and people-to-
people contacts with a particular focus on the goand lastly iii) sustainable and
inclusive growth and economic development, espgcsaipport to Small and Medium
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Enterprises (SMEs), vocational and educationalnitngi improving health and
education systems and development of the poordonegEuropean Commission,
2011a: 3).

With respect to Turkey-Armenia relations, it is daown that Turkey and
Armenia have long been at odds over the Armeniacumation of Azerbaijani
territories of Nagorno-Karabagh, and the event33if5. Actually, the border between
the two countries has been closed since 1993 iardalmake Armenia retreat from
Nagorno-Karabagh. However, the EU has oft-repetitatdthe border between Turkey
and Armenia must be opened (European Commissidii: ZD; 2006: 72). Relations
between the two countries have not improved corsinfe despite some earlier positive
developments. For instance, the two countries sgigtwo protocols for the
establishment of diplomatic relations and the dewelent of bilateral relations in 2009.
Thereby, the two countries aimed at establishinguadudialogue, studying historical
archives on the events of 1915, exchanging studeoisperating on scientific and
educational matters and preserving Turkish and Arame cultural heritage in their
respective territories (Terzi, 2010: 92). Howethey have not been ratified yet mainly

because of the fact that issues in Turkey-Armegigtions are overly politicizéd

Regarding Turkey-Iraq relations, Turkey’'s main cenmchas been about the
loss of Iraqgi control over the Northern parts a¢ tountry following the first Gulf War
in 1991 (Alessandri, 2010: 9). As a matter of faNprthern parts of Irag have
increasingly become a shelter for terrorism agaihstkey subsequent to the war
(Sayari, 2000: 171). Nonetheless, the interventibrthe United States of America
(USA) in Irag in 2003 added more to the fears ofkéy because it might have resulted
in a further loss of Iragi control over Iraq’s Neetn parts (@uzlu, 2008: 15; Muftuler-
Bac and Gursoy; 2009: 12). Therefore, Turkey sotmmaintain stability in the region
and in Iraqg multilaterally through the Iraq’s Nelgiurs Initiative (INI) initiated just
before the US intervention in Iraq in 2003. By thdél, Turkey aims at mutual

2" Turkey argued that talks between Azerbaijan andehia on the Nagorno-Karabagh dispute
had to be revived before the two protocols ardiedt(Terzi, 2012: 212).
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cooperation between the neighbours of Iraq to prieesoss-border transit and support
for terrorism, improving regional security and sgthening good neighbourly relations
(Muftiler-Ba¢ and Giursoy, 2009: 13; Terzi, 2010:611Actually, the EU has
appreciated Turkey's efforts to initiate the INIufgpean Commission, 2003: 93). In
addition, the decision of TGNA in March 2003 notdmoperate with the USA for its
intervention in Irag was compatible with the regpecstance of France and Germany
on the issue. Furthermore, Turkey started a trgipirogram on electoral systems and
the proper functioning of democratic institutiors fepresentatives of Iragi political
parties and diplomats in 2005 (European Commiss005: 129). In addition, Turkey
and Irag signed a Memorandum of Understanding 0v2@hich paved the way for the
signing of a Joint Declaration on the Establishmehta High Level Cooperation
Council between the two countries in 2008. Actuallyrkey and the EU share similar
views on the need to maintain stability in Iragegyivthat the EU is also well aware of
the would-be effects of a disintegrated Iraq foe tregional stability (European
Commission, 2006: 3-5). Both Turkey and the EU laghly motivated to keep Iraq
territorially integrated. For instance, the EU magerational a civilian CSDP mission
in 2005 to strengthen rule of law and to promoten&n rights in the country (Terzi,
2010: 116).

With respect to Turkey-Iran relations, the two cioi@s have not experienced
major strands in their relations in the last desaff@uzlu, 2008: 9). Nonetheless,
possession by Iran of nuclear energy is an issueoaotern for the international
community because there are doubts over whetherdeaelops its nuclear energy for
peaceful purposes. On the one hand, the EU aghegslran has the right to have
nuclear energy for peaceful purposesg@u, 2008: 9). Nonetheless, the EU has
stressed that mutual confidence must be built betwkan and the international
community to tackle the aforementioned doubts (T@@10: 119). As a matter of fact,
the EU engaged in negotiations with Iran on a T Cooperation Agreement and a
Political Dialogue Agreement in 2002, but they mdvfutile in 2005 (Terzi, 2010:
119). Relations between Iran and the EU were furstianded in 2006 when the EU
had to act in line with United Nations Security @oil (UNSC) measures against Iran
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(Terzi, 2010: 119). Actually, Turkey and the EU haimilar views on the right of Iran
to have nuclear energy for peaceful purposes aeyl libth prefer diplomatic means to
build confidence between Iran and the internatioo@mmunity. Besides, Turkey
aligned itself with EU declarations that have alte Iran to conclude and implement
the 1968 Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of NucléAteapons and its Nuclear

Safeguards Agreement (European Commission, 20@: 15

Concluding Remarks

This chapter attempted to portray the theoretihéwork of the thesis, and
the Europeanization of foreign policy in Turkeyganeral. The starting point has been
the evaluation of the conceptual evolution of @@t Europeanization with reference to
the mechanisms through which Europeanization happed the intervening variables
which either facilitate or inhibit Europeanizatiorhe Europeanization of foreign policy
has been discussed separately for the Member andidadée States from the viewpoint
of sociological institutionalism and rational-cheimstitutionalism, respectively. Then,
a concise assessment of the influence of the EDF#hsince 1999 has been made with

special reference to the European Commission’sariPnogress Reports on Turkey.

In this respect, it has been noted that Europeaoizés concerned with the
external roots of domestic order (Vink and Grazj@@08: 3). This means that the term
Europeanization was invented to account for theagba induced by the EU both in the
Member and Candidate States. In addition to thHs#, dsymmetry and uncertainty
embedded in the EU’s relations with the Candidai®eS have been underlined to
highlight the fact that Europeanization does n&etplace in the same manner in the
Member and Candidate States. In this regard, it basn concluded that the
conditionality mechanism of the EU is more relevéot the Europeanization of the
Candidate States. Hence, the logic of consequeasce®re applicable to explain the
cases of cost-benefit calculations. Nonetheless, riibteworthy that socialization may
be applied to highlight the cases where the Catalifitates fail to implement the EU’s
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rules and norms that they adopted when the prospedull membership loses
credibility (Ozer, 2012: 46). This means that Tyrkeould not have failed to
implement the EU’s rules and norms after the prospé full membership has lost
credibility if it had internalized these rules amarms. Moreover, it has been pointed out
that of the mechanisms and patterns of Europeamizdexternal incentives”, “policy
convergence”, “
case of Turkey (Schimmelfennig and Sedelmeier, 2663; Wong, 2005: 141; Michael
Smith, 2000: 624-625; Moumoutzis, 2011: 621). Rduay the Europeanization of

foreign policy in Turkey, it has been stated thna process of Europeanization slowed

bureaucratic adaptation” and “predescing” are more relevant for the

down after the credibility of the prospect of fulembership decreased after accession
negotiations started on 3 October 2005 (Europeanriesion, 2007: 74; 2011: 106).

On the other hand, the Europeanization of foreighcp in Turkey is more
discernible in the country’s relations with Gredmecause improvement of relations
with Greece is intimately related to Turkey's asies to the EU (Jenkins, 2001: 21;
Kirisci; 2006: 18). As a matter of fact, Greece is a MemState of the EU and
therefore it has the ability to project its natibimderests to the EU level. Thus, it can
drive the Europeanization of foreign policy in Taykin accordance with its national
interests. The Europeanization of Turkey's relagiovith Greece is highly conditional
on the resolution of the Aegean dispute given that the most outstanding point of

contention between the two countries.
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2. THE  AEGEAN DISPUTE IN TURKEY-GREECE
RELATIONS

The Aegean dispute is at the core of the Europatiaiz of Turkey's relations
with Greece. As a matter of fact, at the 1999 hwlsEuropean Council, Turkey was
required to agree to submit the Aegean disputenéolnternational Court of Justice
(ICJ) by 2004 in case all other efforts faf®@@European Council, 1999a: Par. 4). The
EU also assured at the 1999 Helsinki European Gbthat resolution of the Cyprus
issue would not be a prerequisite for the accessioSouthern Cyprus to the EU
(European Council, 1999a: Par. 9.b). This meansrédsmlution of the Aegean dispute
and the Cyrus issue are the two important compsnehtthe Europeanization of
Turkey's relations with Greece (Diez, 2002: 154-18%su, 2004: 107; Ozer, 2010:
558¥°. As a matter of fact, these issues were refemeit the Accession Partnership
Documents (APD) of Turkey as essential for thetwali dialogue between Turkey and
the EU since the 2000 Nice European Council (T@@05: 114). Hence, aspects of the
Aegean dispute will be mentioned in great detaibuighout this chapter. To that end,
arguments of both countries regarding the Aegeaputie and the impact thereof on
their previous and continuing attempts at rapprow@ will be highlighted. It is a fact
that virtually all major attempts at rapprochembéstween Turkey and Greece were
sparked by the crises stemming from their bilateddiferences over the Aegean
(Heraclides, 2002: 20).

8 Greece recognized the compulsory jurisdiction e tCJ on the basis of reciprocity in
January 1994. However, a compromise should be didmetween Turkey and Greece for
proceeding to the ICJ because Turkey does not nexthe compulsory jurisdiction of the ICJ
(Syrigos, 2001: 278). However, Greece excluded “dispute related to defensive military
measures taken by Greece” from the compulsorydiation of the ICJ (Syrigos, 2001: 287).
Thus, Greece does not recognize the jurisdictiontref ICJ for the dispute over the

demilitarization.

# For the purpose of this thesis, only the Aegeapute will be handled in this chapter.
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According to Ker-Lindsay, the Aegean dispute ise“tresult of differing
interpretations over the rights and consequencesadbus Treaties” (Ker-Lindsay,
2007: 110). Hence, the legal dimension of the Aegdiapute will be evaluated with
special reference to the provisions of the goveyfireaties that the two countries tend

to interpret differently.

The Aegean dispute is composed of disagreemertger) the sovereignty of
certain islands and islets in the Aegean Sedhd@)demilitarization of the Eastern Greek
Islands; iii) the breadth of the territorial seas; the delimitation of the continental
shelf; and v) the width of the national airspacehaf Greek islands in the Aegean Sea
and the operative control of the FIR (Giindiiz, 2@Itinan and P. Gdzen, 2009: 175-
176). Nonetheless, Turkey and Greece have not r@aohed a consensus on the
components of the Aegean dispute. For instancegd@rargues that delimitation of the
continental shelf, namely “delimitation of the sudmne areas between the Anatolian
coast and the nearby Greek islands, beyond theim#e territorial seas” is the only
unresolved issue regarding the Aegean (TolunerQ:2@@1). To the contrary, in the
view of Turkey, the Aegean dispute encompassedéhglitarized status of the Eastern
Aegean islands, breadth of the territorial seasimitation of the continental shelf,
width of the national airspace of the Greek islamdshe Aegean and the operative
control of the FIR and sovereignty over disputddnds (Kut, 2001: 253). In other
words, Turkey does not decouple the dispute oviamdation of the continental shelf
from the rest of what it sees as integral parthefAegean dispute. With respect to how
to resolve the dispute, Greece pushes for the ra¢fef the delimitation of the
continental shelf to the ICJ whereas Turkey viewgi@dication as a last resort and
therefore it prioritizes negotiations for the eetyr of the dispute (Kut, 2001: 266;
Kozyris, 2001: 102; Gundiz, 2001: 96-97).

However, the Aegean dispute was not a major igsdairkey-Greece relations
until 1973. Instead, the two countries were at oodsr the Cyprus issue before the
1970s (Firat, 2002: 749). Therefore, Turkey did canitest until 1974 the width of the

national airspace of the Greek islands, and did aigéct to the attributing of the
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operative control of the FIR to Greece in 1952 bg tnternational Civil Aviation

Organization (ICAO) (Kut, 2001: 263). The only issthat Turkey objected to in the
1960s was the remilitarization of the Eastern Aegktands by Greece (Heraclides,
2010: 79). Yet, the two countries have not expeeena major dispute over
remilitarization. Thus, it was in 1973-74 that tweo countries began to confront each
other because of their bilateral differences over Aegean. As a corollary, previous
attempts at rapprochement that were sparked by Hilaiteral differences over the
Aegean dispute date back to the 1970s. Howeversethearlier attempts at
rapprochement failed mainly because of the fadt it two countries were trying to
resolve their bilateral differences without agrgeion what were the points of
contention (Ker-Lindsay, 2007: 111). They were aldubited by domestic opposition
to the settlement. Governments that engaged ins#tdement of the dispute were

criticized on different grounds that will be evatkeg concisely throughout this chapter.

Emphasizing previous attempts at rapprochementdanaestic opposition to
the settlement is important because they illusttad® the continuing process of
rapprochement differs from its predecessors. Idifferent because the EU could
relatively silence domestic opposition to the setéént and reduce the number of veto
players via providing the respective governmentheftwo countries with arguments to
justify their engagement in the settlement of theg@an dispute (Opiand Yilmaz,
2008: 130). In addition, many principles on thetleetent of the Aegean dispute have

emerged throughout those previous attempts at@appment.

Nonetheless, even though Turkey and Greece haveoweg their relations
since 1999, the Aegean dispute has not been resoivies entirety. The two countries
started their ‘exploratory talks’ over the Aegeaspdte in 2002. Yet, details of these
talks are not made public. However, it may be adgtleat ‘exploratory talks’ are
progressing satisfactorily given that the disputeswot referred to the ICJ in 2004 as it
was stipulated at the 1999 Helsinki European Cdufi¢tie EU would have called
Turkey to agree to refer the Aegean dispute tol@e on the behest of Greece if

‘exploratory talks’ had not been progressing satidrily. As a matter of fact, the EU
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confined itself to solely welcoming recent devel@mts in Turkey-Greece relations at
the December 2004 Brussels European Council (Earo@@uncil, 2004: Par. 20).

The dispute over the delimitation of the continésteelf is important in that it
has resurfaced several times in the past with fsigmit implications on Turkey-Greece
relations. More importantly, it is the only issu@ieh both Turkey and Greece regard as

a point of contention.

2.1. Dispute over the Delimitation of the Continental &elf

The delimitation of the continental shelf has baenmportant issue in Turkey-
Greece relations since the 1970s. Dispute ovedéfienitation of the continental shelf
includes “delimitation of the respective sovereigghts of the two countries in the
Aegean seabed and its subsoil” (Heraclides, 2080). Whether the Greek islands off
the Turkish coast can generate continental shedfe¢keir own is the most important

aspect of the dispute over the delimitation ofdbetinental shelf (Lagoni, 1989: 148).

In the view of Greece, the delimitation of the ¢oantal shelf is the only issue
awaiting resolution in the Aegean Sea (Athanasdopou997: 77; Kut, 2001: 267).
However, for Turkey it is only one of several compots of the Aegean dispute.
Furthermore, Turkey seeks a political solution tigio bilateral negotiations while
Greece is in favour of a judicial one, namely peatirg to the ICJ (Kut, 2001: 266;
Kozyris, 2001: 102; Gundiz, 2001: 96-97). The disghas brought the two countries
close to rapprochement for a number of times inpte. Yet, these previous attempts at

rapprochement failed for the reasons mainly reltdetbmestic politics.
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The 1958 Geneva Convention on the Continental SAEST° and the 1982
UN Law of the Sea Convention (UNCLO%pre the two important documents for the

delimitation of the continental shelf. Continerghklf is defined as:

The continental shelf of a coastal State compribes seabed and subsoil of the
submarine areas that extend beyond its territosiehs throughout the natural
prolongation of its land territory to the outer edgf the continental margin, or to a
distance of 200 nautical miles from the baselinesnf which the breadth of the
territorial seas is measured where the outer edigheocontinental margin does not
extend up to that distance (UNCLOS, Article 76).

Thus, the concept can simply be referred to asdthvenward projecting ledge
of the continent in the sea” (Gunduz, 1990: 3).i@bortance for the dispute over the
delimitation of the continental shelf is whethdargls and islets can have continental

shelves of their own. Actually, it is stated:

...territorial seas, the contiguous zone, the exetusconomic zone and the continental
shelf of an island are determined in accordanch thi¢ provisions of this Convention
applicable to other land territory” (UNCLOS, Ariicll21.1).

Thus, it may be conferred that islands are entittetiave continental shelves
of their own. However, “rocks which cannot susthiiman habitation or economic life
of their own shall have no exclusive economic zoneontinental shelf” (UNCLOS,
Article 121.3). This means that an island has ws @ontinental shelf as long as it
sustains human habitation or economic life. Norletise the delimitation of the

continental shelf of islands may be subjected tthér limitations.

% The CCS came into force in 1964. Greece ratifigd 1972. Turkey has neither signed nor
ratified it.

%1 The UNCLOS entered into force in 1994. Greecdieatiit in 1995. Turkey has not either

signed or ratified it.
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As a matter of fact, an island may be denied teegdr a continental shelf with
full effect if it is close to the coast of anoti&ate (Van Dyke, 2005: 87). In this regard,
States with opposite coasts are expected to comcubilateral agreement to delimit

continental shelves in relation to each otherne lvith the UNCLOS which states:

Delimitation of the continental shelf between Stavéth opposite or adjacent coasts
shall be effected by agreement on the basis afriational law ... in order to achieve an
equitable solution (UNCLOS, Article 83).

Accordingly, the delimitation of the continental eth through bilateral
agreement has priority over the principle of esimmhice in case States have opposite
coasts. Principle of equidistance becomes appkcably when States with opposite
coasts cannot achieve a bilateral agreement tandetheir continental shelves.
Principle of equidistance means “drawing a media@ &s a boundary between the two
shores of the States with opposite coasts” (Hates)i2010: 169). In other words, “the
boundary [for the delimitation of the continenthkH] is the median line, every point of
which is equidistant from the nearest points oflthselines from which the breadth of
the territorial seas of each state is measuredigAdasopulos, 2001: 56). This principle

was set out in the CCS as:

in the absence of an agreement, and unless anothidary is justified by special
circumstance$, the boundary shall be determined by applicatibthe principle of
equidistance (CCS, Article 6).

%2 By special circumstances, reference may have beete to the size, population and location
of an island (Van Dyke, 1989: 174). Thus, an islaad be denied to generate a continental
shelf with full effect if it is small, is inhabitelly a relatively low number of people or it is @dos
to the coast of another State. With respect ta@treek islands off the Turkish coast, it may be
argued that the proximity of these islands to tlhwekiEh coast is a special circumstance that
should be taken into account for the delimitatibthe continental shelf (Kut, 2001:253-254).
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When applied to the Aegean Sea, the principle afdesfance would require
that the median line be between the Greek islaffdb® Turkish coast and the Turkish
coast. Therefore, Turkey would be left with verldi of the continental shelf of the

Aegean Sea in case the principle of equidistanceapglied.

In the view of Greece, islands in the Aegean Seauldhhave continental
shelves of their own same as the continental laaslses in line with Article 121 of the
UNCLOS (Versan, 2001: 246). This means that Greelisregards special
circumstances prevalent in the Aegean. Furthern@@regce posits that the principle of
equidistance should apply to delimit the contineslelf between the Greek islands off
the Turkish coast and the Turkish coast becausevihe€ountries could not agree on an
agreement for delimitation (Marsh, 1989: 229; GimdD01: 98).

For Turkey, Greek islands off the Turkish coashdbhave continental shelves
of their own because they are natural prolongatminge Turkish mainland (Aydin,
1999: 169; Nachmani, 2002: 101-102). Thereforeheview of Turkey, the concept of
natural prolongation and special circumstances Ighba given primary emphasis in
delimiting the continental shelf of the Aegean (KR001: 266;inan and P. Gozen,
2009: 159). With respect to special circumstandeskey argues that the principle of
equidistance should be applied not between thek@stands off the Turkish coast and
the Turkish coast but between the Greek and Turkigimland (Heraclides, 2010: 169).

Turkey and Greece have diverging views on the diltron of the continental
shelf. Such intransigence of views had importanplications on their political

relations, as well.

Dispute over the delimitation of the continentaél§tbroke out in 1973 after
Greece explored oil reservoir off the coast of sland of Thassos (Béz) in the
Northern Aegean (Schmitt, 1996: 3dran and P. G6zen, 2009: 187). Greece granted
exploration rights to foreign companies for the lergtion of oil reservoir beyond the
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island’s six-mile-territorial seas (Schmitt, 199%4; inan and P. Gozen, 2009: 187).
Turkey interpreted the act of Greece to initiatplesation activities beyond the island’s
territorial seas as a ‘de facto’ delimitation oéthontinental shelf (Heraclides, 2010:
78). In response, Turkey granted exploration rigtdgs Turkish State Petroleum
Company (TPAO) on 1 November 1973 for the exploratf oil reservoir to the west
of Greek islands of Lesbos (Midilli) and Chios (8gkwhich are located in the Eastern
Aegean Sea (Kut, 2001: 265). The same day, Turkidjighed a map in the Official
Gazette to the effect of delimiting the continerdlaélf of the Aegean Sea. In the map,
continental shelves of the Greek islands situatedward of the median line that was
drawn between the Turkish and Greek mainland werigeld to their six-nautical-mile
territorial seasResmi Gazetd,973). Greece officially protested Turkey for expkion
rights granted to TPAO and the map in February 187so reiterated that continental
shelf of the Aegean Sea should be delimited betweerGreek islands off the Turkish
coast and the Turkish coast (Marsh, 1989: 229; R0®1: 266; Gunduz, 2001: 98). In
response, Turkey announced that it intended to s$endessel called Candarli for
exploratory activities into where it regarded asdontinental shelf (Schmitt, 1996: 34;
Inan and P. Gozen, 2009: 187-188). The vessel dtistsix-day seismological survey
accompanied by thirty-two Turkish warships in Ma&§74 (Kut, 2001: 265). Greece
reacted to the act of Turkey through diplomatict@sts (Schmitt, 1996: 34nan and P.
Gozen, 2009: 187-188). However, Turkey continuetssoe further exploration rights
for the region around the Dodacanese islands (Kmiday, 2007: 20). While Greece
kept protesting, relations were further strainecewiurkey intervened militarily in
Cyprus in July 1974 (Athanasopulos, 2001: 47).

In January 1975, Greece proposed Turkey that theeisf the delimitation of
the continental shelf in the Aegean Sea be refetwethe ICJ (Schmitt, 1996: 35).
However, Turkey argued that the issue was of palithature and therefore it required
not a judicial but a political solution. Therefoithe two countries decided to seek a
political solution through bilateral talks (Schmitt996: 35). Yet, the talks proved
fruitless given diverging arguments of the two dos on the issue. In the face of the
failure of talks, Turkey declared in February 19hét it intended to initiate further
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exploratory activities in the Aegean Selan and P. Gozen, 2009: 187-188).
Consequently, Turkey dispatched its vessel calle&gmi®-1 in August 1976 for
seismological survey off the western coasts ofiskends of Lemnos (Limni), Lesbos
(Midilli), Chios (Sakiz) and Rhodes (Rodos) fordardays (Schmitt, 1996: 36; Kut,
2001: 265). In response to the act of Turkey, Gremade recourse to the UNSC
claiming that Turkey prejudiced the maintenancénedrnational peace and secutity
(Schmitt, 1996: 36). Greece also proceeded to @lefdr an interim measure for the
parties to refrain from further exploratory actieg in the area and from resort to
military measures (Bilge, 1989: 72; Schmitt, 1996). Furthermore, Greece asked the
ICJ to delimit the continental shelf of the Aegé&a (Schmitt, 1996: 3dnh September
1976, the ICJ issued its ruling on interim measueegiested by Greece. It noted that
declaring interim measures was not necessary beaiglss of Greece had not been
substantially prejudiced by the exploratory acikat of Turkey (Aegean Sea
Continental Shelf Case on Request for the Indioadiointerim Measures of Protection,
1976: Par. 47).

Soon afterwards, the two countries engaged in drdhttalks in Bern,
Switzerland to improve their relations and subsatlyesigned the Bern Agreement in
November 1976. Thereby, Turkey and Greece commitiechselves to refrain from
any act relating to the continental shelf of thegéa&n Sea, and to study State practices
and international rules applicable to the delinotatof the continental shelf (Bern
Agreement, Par. 6 and 8). Thereafter, the two ecmmembarked on talks over their
differences in January 1978 under what was calleel Montreux Spirit’ (Firat, 2002:
757). It was the first major attempt at rapprocheni®tween the two countries since
the Aegean dispute broke out in 1973 (Firat, 200&7; Ker-Lindsay, 2007: 21).
However, talks slowed down mainly because of theécem cast by the opposition
parties in Greece to the settlement of the Aegespute. They argued that Greece was

giving up its internationally recognized rights bggaging in talks with Turkey (Ker-

% Actually, in case international peace and secustyhreatened by a State, the UNSC is
competent to investigate the allegations brougloutlby a Member State (The UN Charter,
Article 35).
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Lindsay, 2007: 22}. Nonetheless, the two countries agreed on a nuofberinciples
during their talks. Regarding the delimitation bé&tcontinental shelf, they decided that
“the end result of delimitation was to be basednb@rnational law and practice, applied
in such a way as to lead to an equitable soluteomd that “Turkey would be offered
compensation if its continental shelf ended up ¢peneagre” (Heraclides, 2010: 102).
In addition, they decided not to declare an exekisgconomic zone in the Aegean
(Heraclides, 2010: 102). These principles are ingmrbecause they have directed
subsequent talks. For instance, the two countrifisd® not possess an exclusive
economic zone in the Aegean. In addition, recotoghe ICJ as a final course to follow
was enshrined in the Presidency Conclusions oDémember 1999 Helsinki European

Council, as well (European Council, 1999a: Par. 4).

Meanwhile, the ICJ ruled on the request of Greewedelimitation of the
continental shelf in December 1978. It ruled thet tCJ was not able to rule on the
matter because it had not been referred to it byaities concerned (Aegean Sea
Continental Shelf Case on Jurisdiction of the Col®78: par. 108). Thus, unilateral
referral of Greece was turned down. In other wotkg,|ICJ clarified that it could rule

on the matter only if Turkey and Greece referredisisue together.

Veto players and domestic politics came to the fohen talks held under the
1976 Bern Agreement were completely suspended tob@c 1981 after Pan-Hellenic
Socialist Party (PASOK) led by the Prime Ministendkeas Papandreou came to power
in Greece (Gurkan, 1989: 125). The Greek Prime $timiargued that not Greece but
Turkey had demands and therefore engagement itettaldalks would benefit only the
latter (Tsakonas, 2010: 45). In addition, the GrBekne Minister argued that the 1976

* The Montreux Spirit between Turkey and Greece iméited in January 1978 under the
leadership of the respective governments in Tud@y Greece. New Democracy (ND) led by
the Prime Minister Konstantinos G. Karamanlis wagpower in Greece until 1981. On the
Turkish side, Republican People’s Party (CHP) lgdhe Prime Minister Bilent Ecevit was in
power until 1979.
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Bern Agreement expired because bilateral talks werminated (Kut, 2001: 265;
Aybet, 2009: 153).

Relations between the two countries further detaténl after the Turkish
Republic of Northern Cyprus (TRNC) declared itsapedndence in November 1983.
This is illustrative of the resilience of the Cyprissue for Turkey-Greece relations. In
response to the independence of TRNC and its réemgiby Turkey, Greece adopted a
new defence doctrine in December 1984 through whigtkey was called the main

external threat to the country’s sovereignty (T 2010: 45).

At the domestic stage, the Prime Minister Turgualdmm Motherland Party
(ANAP) was in power in Turkey since November 198%he new Turkish Prime
Minister was known for his willingness for enablifigrkey’s accession to the EU and
improving relations with Greece (Firat, 2002a: 108 a matter of fact, the Turkish
Prime Minister took a number of constructive measusuch as the abolition of the
entry visa for Greek citizens and attempts at asireg trade between the two countries
to improve Turkey-Greece relations (Firat, 2002¥; Heraclides, 2010: 118). Yet, the
Greek Prime Minister A. Papandreou was not williagmprove relations with Turkey
until his re-election. PASOK was re-elected in Ju@i85. The Greek government had to
soften its stance towards Turkey after experienangther crisis over the continental
shelf in 1987, and after getting to know how hegawaitms race with Turkey burdened
the Greek economy (Larrabee, 2001: 236; Firat, 20021). Actually, the 1987 crisis
“acted as a catalyst for a brief thaw” in Turkeye€ce relations as in 1976 (Heraclides,
2010: 122).

The second crisis over the continental shelf ofAbgean broke out in March
1987 when Greece intended to introduce legislafmm obligatory purchase of a
majority stake of a Canadian company which was gotigg exploratory activities in
the Aegean Sea for oil in line with the exploratioghts granted from 1973 on (Ker-

Lindsay, 2007: 24). In the view of Greece, the camphad to be nationalized because
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exploratory activities outside of its territorisdas impacted on its relations with Turkey
(Ker-Lindsay, 2007: 25). In response, Turkey painte the 1976 Bern Agreement
through which the two countries had committed thelues to refrain from any act
relating to the continental shelf of the Aegeanrédbdes, 2010: 90). It also reiterated
that it would forestall any attempt by Greece tadwct exploratory activities outside of
its territorial seas (Ker-Lindsay, 2007: 25). Howevfor Greece, the 1976 Bern
Agreement had expired when bilateral talks failed1P81 (Kut, 2001: 265; Aybet,
2009: 153). Thus, Greece nationalized a majorakesiof the company, and directed it
to begin exploratory activities in internationalaseoff Thassos (Fé&z). In response,
Turkey dispatched its vessel for exploratory atiégi in the contested areas around the
Greek islands of Lemnos (Limni), Samothrace (Sems&jliand Lesbos (Midilli)) —
beyond their six-mile territorial seas (Van Dyk&89: 267). Consequently, the two
countries came to the brink of confronting eachentbut they did not end up fighting
because of pressure from the USA and NATO not tadaot exploratory activities in
the contested areas of the Aegean Sea. Hence,yldek&led to stay in the uncontested
areas while Greece declared that it was bound éyL#76 Bern Agreement (Kut, 1998:
520). Eventually, the two countries committed thelwss to refrain from such activities

over the continental shelf until the issue is resdl

The second crisis paved the way for what was knas/fthe Davos Process’
initiated in January 1988 following a meeting betwehe leaders of the two countries
at the World Economic Forum (WEF) in Davos, Swikzed. Although A. Papandreou
was known for his earlier opposition to the pregidalks with Turkey, the 1987 crisis
compelled the Greek Prime Minister to change has# towards rapprochement with
Turkey, especially after getting to know how heawdrms race with Turkey burdened
the Greek economy (Larrabee, 2001: 236; Firat, 20021). Hence, the 1987 crisis
approached the stance of the Greek governmenatmththe Turkish government.

During the Davos Process, the two countries coraethithemselves to develop
“permanent peaceful relations” (Larrabee and Les2@03: 74). In addition, Turkish

and Greek Foreign Ministers, Mesut Yilmaz and KasolPapoulias signed a
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Memorandum of Understanding on Confidence BuildvWigasures (CBMs) in May
1988°. The Davos Process also paved the way for thirdiftf Greek veto against the
reactivation of the Association Agreement betweenké&y and the EU that had been
suspended following the September 1980 militarypcau Turkey (Athanasopulos,
2001: 49). Greek veto against reactivating the Aission Agreement indicates how
Greece hoped to use the EU as a leverage agaimkeylto achieve its national

interests.

Domestic politics and veto players came to the fagain when domestic
opposition in Greece criticized the Greek Governinienneglecting the Cyprus issue
during the Davos Process (Bertrand, 2003: 2). Take suspended entirely when the
ND under the leadership of the Prime Minister Canshe Mitsotakis came to power in
June 1989. For the Greek Prime Minister, resolutidnthe Cyprus issue was a
prerequisite for the advancement of rapprochemetwden Turkey and Greece (Ker-
Lindsay, 2007: 27). However, the Cyprus issue hgt hesilience in Turkish domestic
politics at that time and therefore Turkey was mo& position to concede from its

position on the issue.

It is seen that domestic opposition in Greece & thighly influential in the
failure of the previous attempts at rapprochemetvben the two countries (Qrand
Yilmaz, 2008: 124). Although the two countries hawet confronted each other
seriously over the delimitation of the continerghklf again since 1987, they have not

agreed on its resolution either. Nonetheless, dtithe core of the ‘exploratory talks’

% These CBMs are important in that they constituted of the three pillars of CBMs that were
initiated in October 2000. They mainly concernetiamal military exercises in the high seas
and international airspace (Heraclides, 2010: 1Z&greby, the two countries decided not to
prejudice their navigational freedoms and air icdffecause of their respective national military
exercises (Heraclides, 2010: 125). To achieve thay, decided not to block exercise areas for
relatively long periods and not to conduct theiereises during summer period and important

national and religious days (Papadopoulos, 2008; B8raclides, 2010: 125).
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over the Aegean initiated in 2002. In this regafte influence of the EU on the
continuing process of rapprochement is noteworfsya matter of fact, it provided the
respective governments of both countries with amguishand incentives to justify their
engagement with the settlement of the Aegean dismgainst veto players and
domestic politics (Oriand Yilmaz, 2008: 130). In the case of Turkeygeason to the
EU is conditional, among other things, on the inweraent of the country’s relations
with Greece (Jenkins, 2001: 21; Ki, 2006: 18). Thus, full membership of the EU is
both an incentive to settle the Aegean dispute pmstification against domestic
opposition to the settlement and veto playershéndase of Greece, improving relations
with Turkey is an important incentive and justiica to eschew arms race and

overcome domestic opposition to the settlement.

2.2. Dispute over the Demilitarization of the Eastern Agean Islands

The demilitarization of the Eastern Aegean islaisdsne of the components of
the Aegean disput® The main point of contention is whether the twormtries are still
obliged to keep the islands in the Eastern Aegeamnildarized. Especially, the impact
of the 1936 Montreux Convention on the provisionaaerning demilitarization of the
1923 Lausanne Straits Convention and whether Tudesyinvoke provisions of the
1947 Paris Peace Treaty despite not being a sighai® contested by the two

countries.

Demilitarization of the islands in the Eastern Amgewas not established

uniformly (Ronzitti, 1989: 299-301). As a matter faict, there are three groups of

% van Dyke relates that the term ‘demilitarized Zowes used for the first time in the 19
century “to refer to an area where no forces ofcibretending parties could enter, or could enter
with only limited weaponry to keep order” (Van Dyk#005: 76). The aims of a demilitarized
zone are “to ensure that the military forces ofiagiies are not in proximity with one another”
with a view to “putting distance between them tev@nt any action that could lead to

retaliation, and eventually escalate, renewing eNet conflict existed” (Van Dyke, 2005: 76).
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islands in the Eastern Aegean that were demilgdriby separate documents. For
instance, islands of Lemnos (Limni) and Samoth(&ssmadirek) were demilitarized by
the 1923 Lausanne Straits Convention whereas wslaridLesvos (Midilli), Chios

(Sakiz), Samos (Sisam) and lkaria (Ahikerya) wemititarized by the 1923 Lausanne
Peace Treaty. In addition, the Dodecanese Islamds demilitarized by the 1947 Paris
Peace Treaty. The 1923 Lausanne Peace Treaty idypligrovides for the

demilitarization of the islands of Lesvos (MidilliChios (Sakiz), Samos (Sisam) and
Ikaria (Ahikerya) (Lausanne Peace Treaty, ArticB).1lIn the 1923 Lausanne Peace
Treaty, modality of the regime of demilitarizatiovas established in a very detailed

way:

With a view to ensuring the maintenance of pedee Greek Government undertakes to
observe the following restrictions in the island$Aytilene, Chios, Samos and lkaria:

I. No naval base and no fortification will be edistied in the said islands.

II. Greek military aircraft will be forbidden toflover the territory of the Anatolian
coast. Reciprocally, the Turkish Government wilibid their military aircraft to fly
over the said islands.

lll. The Greek military forces in the said islangi#l be limited to the normal contingent

called up for military service, which can be tralnen the spot, as well as to a force of
gendarmerie and police in proportion to the fortgendarmerie and police existing in
the whole of the Greek territory (Lausanne Peaeafyr Article 13).

Thus, it is conferred from the aforementioned &ttbat Greece is allowed to
deploy military forces in the islands of Lesvos @), Chios (Sakiz), Samos (Sisam)
and lkaria (Ahikerya) solely for the purpose of nmtaining domestic order. In other
words, Greek military forces in these islands aepermitted to be defensive.

The regime of demilitarization of the second grafipslands — Greek islands
of Samothrace (Semadirek) and Lemnos (Limni) andki$h islands of Gokceada,

Bozcaada and Rabbit Islands was established byap@ Lausanne Straits Convention
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(Lausanne Straits Convention, Articles 4.3 andAgjtually, there are no significant
differences between demilitarization regimes esthbtl by the 1923 Lausanne Peace
Treaty and the 1923 Lausanne Straits ConventiomeMeless, while the former aims
at maintaining peace in the region, the latterascerned with free and unimpeded
passage and navigation through Turkish straits i8d2000: 206). These differences
over the aims of the two documents are importaninderstanding the impact of the
1936 Montreux Convention on the obligations of leyland Greece stemming from the

1923 Lausanne Straits Convention.

Whether the 1936 Montreux Convention terminated ititamzed status of the
Turkish straits and islands in the Aegean Sea wtol&inuing demilitarized status of
the Greek islands of Samothrace (Semadirek) andchber{Limni) is contested by both
Turkey and Greece. The two countries interpretedsfitly the 1936 Montreux
Convention which states that the signatories to @oavention “have resolved to
replace by the present Convention the Conventignesi at Lausanne on the"2auly
1923” (Montreux Convention, Preamble). However, firencipal aim of the 1936
Montreux Convention is stated as“tegulate transit and navigation in the Straits... in
such a manner as to safeguard, within the framewbrkurkish security and of the
security, in the Black Sea, of the riparian Stat@dbntreux Convention, Preamble).
Thus, there is no explicit reference to the demmlfied status of the Greek islands of
Samothrace (Semadirek) and Lemnos (Limni) in tHg61ontreux Convention. As the
main concern thereof is to provide security for KBy and the riparian States of the
Black Sea in the face of threatening Italian andn@a activities before the World War
I (WWII), Turkey concludes that the 1936 Montreu@onvention unilaterally
terminated demilitarized status of the Turkishitgtrand islands in the Aegean (Schmitt,
1996: 21). In other words, the 1936 Montreux Comeen did not terminate
demilitarized status of the Greek islands of Samau#h (Semadirek) and Lemnos
(Limni). Whether Turkey can invoke the provisiorfstioe 1947 Paris Peace Treaty is
another aspect of the dispute over demilitarization
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The 1947 Paris Peace Treaty provides for the dem#ation of the
Dodecanese Islands (Paris Peace Treaty, Articlé).1Modality of the regime of
demilitarization of the Dodecanese Islands wasbésteed in a detailed way by the

1947 Paris Peace Treaty which states:

For purposes of the present Treaty, the terms ‘idanzation” and “demilitarized”
shall be deemed to prohibit, in the territory amditorial seas concerned, all naval,
military and military air installations, fortificetns and their armaments; artificial
military, naval and air obstacles; the basing erghrmanent or temporary stationing of
military, naval and military air units; militarydiming in any form; and the production
of war material. This does not prohibit internatwgty personnel restricted in number
to meeting tasks of an internal character and @guipwith weapons which can be
carried and operated by one person, and the negessétary training of such
personnel (Paris Peace Treaty, Article 14.2).

Thus, it is conferred that Greece is allowed tolaemnilitary forces in the
Dodecanese islands solely for the purpose of maintadomestic order. This means

that Greek military forces in these islands arepsstnitted to be defensive.

To sum up, in the view of Greece, the 1936 Montr€axvention terminated
demilitarized status of not only the islands of $#mace (Semadirek) and Lemnos
(Limni) but also the islands of Lesvos (Midilli),hi®s (Sakiz), Samos (Sisam) and
Ikaria (Ahikerya) which were demilitarized by th82B3 Lausanne Peace Treaty (Kut,
2001: 258). In addition, Greece argues that fundéahechanges in circumstances
(rebus sic stantibus) have occurred since 1923tlmr@fore it is no longer obliged to
keep these islands demilitarized (Athanasopulo812©8). By fundamental changes in
circumstances, Greece refers to the Turkey’'s miig#ion of its Aegean coasts and the
establishment of the Army of the Aegean in 1975nYgke, 2005: 74). With respect to
the Dodecanese Islands, Greece contends that Tugdeot invoke the provisions of
the 1947 Paris Peace Treaty because it is notnatsity to it (Van Dyke, 2005: 80).
Furthermore, despite having started remilitarizatrothe 1960s, Greece seeks to justify
its remilitarization of these islands on the grasimd self-defence against the Army of
the Aegean which was established in 1975 (Schi¥86: 51). On self-defence, Greece

invokes the UN Charter which states:
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Nothing in the present Charter shall impair theeirgmt right of individual or collective
self-defence if an armed attack occurs against midée of the United Nations, until the
Security Council has taken measures necessary totaiminternational peace and
security. Measures taken by Members in the exedfisbis right of self-defence shall
be immediately reported to the Security Council ahdll not in any way affect the
authority and responsibility of the Security Couingider the present Charter to take at
any time such action as it deems necessary in tod®aintain or restore international
peace and security (UN Charter, Article 51).

For Turkey, the 1936 Montreux Convention terminatedhilitarized status of
only the Turkish straits and the islands of Bozea#&sbkceada and Rabbit Islands in the
Aegean Sea (Schmitt, 1996: 21). It is a fact that 1936 Montreux Convention does
not refer to the Greek islands in the Eastern Aega#hough it allows Turkey to
remilitarize Turkish straits by stating: “Turkey ynanmediately remilitarize the zone of
the Straits” (Montreux Convention, Protocol). Fermore, demilitarization of the first
group of islands — Lesvos (Midilli), Chios (Saki®amos (Sisam) and Ikaria (Ahikerya)
was not established by the 1923 Lausanne Straitvelion but the 1923 Lausanne
Peace Treaty. Therefore, the 1936 Montreux Coneerisi irrelevant for the obligations
stemming from the 1923 Lausanne Peace Treaty. i&gbect to the reliance of Greece
on self-defence, Turkey counter-argues that Artidleof the UN Charter allows merely
for temporary measures for self-defence in caseate Saces an armed attack (Van
Dyke, 2005: 106). Yet, Greece is not in a positmdefend itself because Turkey poses
no armed threat to it. In addition, the Army of thegean was established after Greece
started remilitarization in the 1960s. More impathg, Turkey has not undertaken any
responsibility not to militarize its territories ithe Aegean region (Stivachtis, 1999:
104). Furthermore, the argument on ‘fundamentalngba in circumstances’ is
unfounded because according to the 1969 Vienna &uion on the Law of Treaties “a
fundamental change of circumstances may not beked/@as a ground for terminating
or withdrawing from a treaty if the treaty estabés a boundary” (Vienna Convention,
Article 62.2.a). As the 1923 Lausanne Peace Treatgblishes a boundary between
Turkey and Greece, it cannot be terminated or watlvd from on the pretext that
fundamental changes in circumstances have occuv@t. respect to whether it can
invoke the provisions of the 1947 Paris Peace yrehtrkey argues that if certain

benefits are provided explicitly to a third Stated Treaty then the third State should
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have the right to invoke its provisions irrespeetiof being a signatory (Van Dyke,
2005: 82). As a matter of fact, the 1969 Vienna \@mtion on the Law of Treaties

states:

A right arises for a third State from a provisionaotreaty if the parties to the treaty
intend the provision to accord that right eithethe third State, or to a group of States
to which it belongs, or to all States, and thedi8tate assents thereto. Its assent shall be
presumed so long as the contrary is not indicaiatiss the treaty otherwise provides
(Vienna Convention, Article 36).

As the provisions of the 1947 Paris Peace Treatgems security of Turkey,
it is in a position to invoke them. Politically, kitarization of the islands in the Eastern
Aegean Sea attests to threat perceptions of Gteaa@ads Turkey. In other words, it

manifests the mistrust between the two countries.

Greece began to remilitarize islands in the Eastdegean in the 1960s
intensively contravening the aforementioned arsicleurkey protested remilitarization
in 1964, 1969 and 1970n@n and Acer, 2004: 131). Greek activities to reamize the
islands in the Eastern Aegean increased followingkdy's military intervention in
Cyprus in 1974. However, in its diplomatic notes1®64 and 1969, the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs of Greece stated that Greece coetinto respect all its treaty
obligations (Stivachtis, 1999: 103). In additioryrkey was not the only country that
protested remilitarization. As a matter of fack tdnion of Soviet Socialist Republics
(USSR) announced its disconformity with remilitatibn of the Dodecanese Islands as

early as in 1948 when remilitarization was not th&gnse (Heraclides, 2010: 205).

Dispute over the demilitarization has not been Ikegbto date. It is a fact that
dispute over the demilitarization of the Greeknsla in the Eastern Aegean is closely
related to the tendency of the either side to pmetrthe governing provisions differently
and to disregard certain aspects of them. Howepelitically, the dispute over the
demilitarization has not been highly influential durkey-Greece relations. This is

mainly because of the fact that neither Turkey @eece associates it with its
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sovereignty and territorial integrity. In additiofGreece does not recognize the
compulsory jurisdiction of the ICJ for the dispuieer the demilitarization (Syrigos,
2001: 287). Actually, resolution of the sovereigragd territorial integrity related
components of the Aegean dispute would decreasemiB&ust between the two
countries. Consequently, they would be less prongetceive threats from each other

and therefore militarization would no longer beagnp of contention.

2.3. Dispute over the Width of the National Airspace ofthe Greek
Islands in the Aegean Sea and the Operative Controlf the FIR

Another contentious issue in Turkey-Greece relatian the width of the
national airspace of the Greek islands in the Aedg@a. Whether the claim of Greece
for a ten-nautical-mile national airspace for gfands in the Aegean Sea, contrary to
their six-nautical-mile territorial seas, is lawfigl at the core of the dispute. Actually,
Turkey does not recognize the width between sixtandhautical miles of the national
airspace of the Greek islands in the Aegean SeathByway, the Greek national
airspace is unique in that it does not corresponthe breadth of its six-nautical-mile
territorial seas. Apart from the width of the nati airspace, Turkey and Greece are
also at odds over the operative control of the MiRether Turkish State aircraft should
provide their flight plans and position reportsdrefthey enter into the Athinai FIR is at

the core of the dispute.

The most relevant document for national airspacethiss 1944 Chicago
Convention on International Civil Aviation. Accordj to the 1944 Chicago
Convention, territory of a State is “...the land aread territorial seas adjacent thereto
under the sovereignty, suzerainty, protection omaiage of such State” (Chicago
Convention, Article 2). In addition to that, “therdracting States recognize that every
State has complete and exclusive sovereignty dwerairspace above its territory”
(Chicago Convention, Article 1). It is conferreathihe outer limits of the width of the

national airspace and the breadth of the territ@@as should be identical because
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exclusive sovereignty of a State is limited to tfsional airspace above its territory.
Therefore, national airspace should not extend meyerritory, as territory means the

mainland and territorial seas of a State.

In the view of Greece, Turkey has acquiesced toetttension of the Greek
national airspace to ten nautical miles becaubastnot objected to it for almost more
than four decades (Marsh, 1989: 227). Furthern®reece argues that it has the right
to extend the breadth of its territorial seas telws-nautical-mile under the UNCLOS
and therefore claiming ten-nautical-mile nationes@ace should be lawful (Heraclides,
2010: 194).

For Turkey, claiming ten-nautical-mile nationalspace is not lawful because
the width of the national airspace and the breauftlthe territorial seas must be
identical. In addition, Turkey argues that it had acquiesced to the ten-nautical-mile
national airspace because it became aware ofl®1d when ICAO announced it to its
Member States on the behest of Greece (Marsh, 128B: Heraclides, 2010: 194).
Actually, Greece could claim a ten-nautical-milgio@al airspace for its islands in the

Eastern Aegean in case it had ten-nautical-milgaenl seas.

Greece declared its ten-nautical-mile nationalpaice in 1931. The breadth of
the territorial seas of Greece was three nauticlgsnat that time. Nonetheless, Turkey
did not object to the extension of Greek natiomapace to ten-nautical-mile until 1974
because it was not aware of’i(Kut, 2001: 264; Van Dyke, 2005: 85). Since then,
Turkey has been challenging the space betweemsdixem nautical miles regularly with
a view to showing that it has not acquiesced totémenautical-mile national airspace
for the Greek islands in the Aegean (Kut, 2001:;268n Dyke, 2005: 85). Greece
considers the challenges by Turkish fighter jetstte space between six and ten

nautical miles as violations to its territorial egtity. On the other hand, political

%It was the United Kingdom (UK) that objected te thct of Greece in 1932 (Heraclides, 2010:
193).
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implications of the dispute over the operative canof the FIR broke out in 1974, as

well.

FIR is defined as “an airspace of defined dimersianthin which flight
information service and alerting service are predid(Chicago Convention, Annex 2).
According to the 1944 Chicago Convention, “this Gamtion shall be applicable only
to civil aircraft, and shall not be applicable ttatg aircraft” (Chicago Convention,
Article 3.a). However, State aircraft are expectedperate with due regard for the
safety of civil aviation (Chicago Convention, Aigc3.a). Thus, the regime of the FIR
does not apply to State aircraft but civil aircrafthough the former should take into
account the rules established by ICAO for the gadétivil aviation.

With respect to the FIR, in the view of Greecehaligh the ICAO has
jurisdiction only over civilian aircraft, State araft are expected to operate with due
regard for the safety of civil aviation and thusoperate with the FIR system.
Therefore, Turkish State aircraft should provideitttilight plans and position reports
before they enter into the Athinai FIR (Nachmafi02: 101).

For Turkey, Greece does not enjoy exclusive sogeregghts over the Athinai
FIR but only has the operative control thereoftfa safety of air traffic of the civilian
aircraft (Bargiacchi, 2000: 216). Therefore, Staiteraft are not obliged to issue flight
plans and position reports before they enter iht Athinai FIR (Bargiacchi, 2000:
216). Nonetheless, Turkey acknowledges that Stateatt should take into account the
safety of civil aviation although they are not geld to provide flight plans and position
reports (Kut, 2001: 264; Heraclides, 2010: 218).

Dispute over the width of the national airspacettd Greek islands in the
Aegean and the operative control of the FIR stenms fdifferent interpretations of the
governing Treaties. As a matter of fact, the twartdes interpret provisions of the
governing Treaties in line with their national irdsts. Given their contrasting national
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interests, interpretations by the two countriesedi€onsiderably. Political implications
of the dispute over the width of the national aaisp of the Greek islands in the Aegean

and the operative control of the FIR are notewarthy

After the WWII, the ICAO introduced the system dRFin the face of the
increasing rise of air traffic. By the system oRFiflights are secured and facilitated
because planes that pass through the FIR regianSvéte are required to provide their
flight plans and position reports (Bargiacchi, 20004). The ICAO tasked Greece with
the air traffic control of the Athinai FIR in 19%thd specified the dividing line between
this region and the region of Istanbul FIR “at tinedian line between the Eastern
Aegean Greek Islands and the Turkish coast” (VakeD2005: 86). The ICAO tasked
Turkey with the air traffic control of the IstanbEIR which extends from the Turkish
Aegean coastline to the Eastern Turkish territdiyrkey was also tasked with the air
traffic control of the Ankara FIR that encompaspads of the international airspace of
the Black Sea and parts of the international aagspd the Eastern Mediterranean.

Dispute over the FIR broke out when Turkey issuectidé¢ to Airmen
(NOTAM) 714 in August 1974 to oblige all aircrafb report their flight plans and
position reports to Turkey when crossing the mediia@ in the Aegean Sea between
Greek and Turkish mainland (George and Stenhou@9:185). The timing of the
NOTAM 714 coincided with the period between thestfirand second military
intervention by Turkey in Cyprus. By NOTAM 714, key expected to extend the
control of Istanbul FIR to almost half of the Aege8ea (Heraclides, 2010: 81). In
response, Greece declared that the Turkish NOTAM! iwazontravention of the ICAO
regulations and therefore it did not have legalcéo(Schmitt, 1996: 48). Turkey
responded by stating “for the aircraft that do moinform to this NOTAM, the
authorities decline all responsibility for that whi concerns the security of flight”
(Schmitt, 1996: 48). Following that, Greece issSIOTAM 1157 through which it
noted that the Aegean airspace was a danger zehen{{§ 1996: 48). These NOTAMs
by Turkey and Greece resulted in the suspensioallahternational flights over the

Aegean for six years.
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It is noteworthy that the operative control of thlR became subject of the
talks held from 1978 to 1981 under the so-callechtveux Spirit. The two countries
agreed on that the operative control of the FIR /ot place sovereign rights and that
the Athinai FIR would cooperate with the IstanbuRF(Heraclides, 2010: 108).
Furthermore, Turkey withdrew NOTAM 714 in 1980. nesponse, Greece cancelled
NOTAM 1157. Thereby, international flights over thegean Sea started again.
Nonetheless, Greece continues to ask Turkish Stateaft to provide their flight plans
and position reports before they enter into theirghFIR (Van Dyke, 2005: 86).
However, Turkey refuses to provide these planshengrounds that the system of FIR
applies only to the civilian aircraft.

2.4. Dispute over the Breadth of the Territorial Seas

Turkey and Greece have considerable differenceghenbreadth of their
territorial seas in the Aegean. Dispute over tleabth of the territorial seas is important
in that it has additional implications for delinmgj continental shelf and navigational

and overflight freedoms of Turkey.

Dispute over the breadth of the territorial seasceons probable extension by
Greece of its current six-nautical-mile territoriagbas to twelve nautical mif8s
Especially, whether such an extension would applthé Greek islands off the Turkish

coast is contested by the two countries.

The UNCLOS paved the way for the extension of treadith of the territorial
seas to an upper limit of twelve nautical miles @IS, Article 3). Nonetheless, the
right to extend the breadth of the territorial séaswelve nautical miles has its own

* The current breadth of the Turkish and Greekiteial seas in the Aegean Sea is six nautical
miles. Turkey claimed its six-nautical-mile terried seas in 1964 after Greece extended the

breadth of its territorial seas from three to saxitical miles in 1936.
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limitations in case special circumstances prevad.a matter of fact, the UNCLOS

states:

Where the coasts of two States are opposite ocaljao each other, neither of the two
States is entitled, failing agreement between tteethe contrary, to extend its territorial

seas beyond the median line every point of whicgkgisidistant from the nearest points
on the baselines from which the breadth of thetteial seas of each of the two States
is measured. The above provision does not apphlyeter, where it is necessary by
reason of historic title or other special circumses to delimit the territorial seas of the
two States in a way which is at variance there\litNCLOS, Article 15).

The emphasis on historic title or other speciatwinstances is important in
that it calls States with opposite coasts to deltheir territorial seas in relation to each
other by agreement. In other words, special circant®s should be considered when
delimiting the breadth of the territorial seas. Ascorollary, twelve-nautical-mile
territorial seas is not applied automatically ipestive of prevalent special
circumstances. However, the UNCLOS does not spagécial circumstances clearly.
Nonetheless, it is supposed that the most appapatial circumstance regarding the
Aegean Sea is its unique geographical configuragigen the proximity of the Greek
islands off the Turkish coast to the Turkish cq&sit, 2001: 262-263; Karl, 1989: 158).

Whether islands off the Turkish coast can genetatdtorial seas to the
detriment of Turkey is the most outstanding aspétie dispute over the breadth of the
territorial seas. With respect to the breadth of thrritorial seas of islands, the
UNCLOS states: “... the territorial seas, the contigsl zone, the exclusive economic
zone and the continental shelf of an island arerdehed in accordance with the
provisions of this Convention applicable to othand territory” (UNCLOS, Article
121.2). This means that islands are entitled teehasritorial seas same as the mainland
of a State. However, Greek islands in the EastesgeAn Sea present special
circumstances given their proximity to the Turkedast. In case they are given twelve-
nautical-mile territorial seas, Turkey’'s navigatrmand overflight freedoms would be
prejudiced significantly.
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In the view of Greece, the right to extend the Otieaf its territorial seas from
six to twelve nautical miles in the Aegean Seaaissblute” and “unalienable” under the
terms of UNCLOS (Heraclides, 2010: 183). In addifié&reece argues that Turkey
would benefit from the right of innocent passagease the Greek territorial seas in the
Aegean are extended to twelve nautical miles (Kiszy2001: 106; Nachmani, 2002:
100-101).

Turkey argues that the breadth of the territore@lssshould be delimited on the
basis of a bilateral agreement with Greece givevalent special circumstances in the
Aegean [nan and P. Gozen, 2009: 158). Actually, in casee@Grextended the breadth
of its territorial seas from six to twelve nauticalles in the Aegean, Turkey’s freedom
of high seas and overflight would be prejudicedsigantly®®. It is noteworthy that the
UNCLOS permits extension of the breadth of thattaral seas to twelve nautical miles
as long as such an extension does not compromesentitrests and security of other
States (UNCLOS, Atrticle 7.6). Once the territorsglas of Greece were extended to
twelve nautical miles, Turkey would need to pagsufh the Greek territorial seas to
enjoy high seas freedom because the vast majdrityeoAegean high seas would turn
into the Greek territorial seas (Charney, 1989:)2Bbnetheless, Turkey would benefit
from the innocent passage through the Greek taaitseas. Yet, innocent passage
through the territorial seas of another State esied to suspension in times of war or
emergency, and does not allow submarines to passufbmerged position or planes to
overfly (UNCLOS, Articles 17-21). In addition, exigon of the Greek territorial seas
in the Aegean to twelve nautical miles would eatiGreece to extend its national
airspace from ten to twelve-nautical-miles whichudo further prejudice Turkey’'s

overflight freedom.

Dispute over the breadth of the territorial sedtu@mced political relations
between Turkey and Greece notably especially &teece ratified UNCLOS in 1995.

¥ High seas freedom of Turkey is its “unimpededigbib move its ships between the Turkish
straits and the Mediterranean” (Van Dyke, 2005: 84)
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Nonetheless, relations between the two countriese vedready tense in the period
subsequent to the failure of the Davos Proces989.1Rapprochement could not be
restored even when PASOK led by A. Papandreou meturto power in 1993.
Domestically, death of Ozal in early 1993 who wihelartedly advocated
rapprochement accounts to some extent for thedhwkllingness from the Turkish side
for the resumption of rapprochement (Ker-Lindsa@02 28). In addition to that,
Greece and Southern Cyprus concluded a joint def@act for the coordination of
military strategy, exercises and equipment in Noveni1993 lilliyet, 1993). The joint
defence pact strained relations between the twatdes to the extent that Turkey
announced that it would provide TRNC with the sdmeel of support (Ker-Lindsay,
2007: 28).

Relations further deteriorated in 1994 when Gredoecked final
implementation of the Customs Union between the (Eer-Lindsay, 2007: 28). The
prospect of establishing a Customs Union betweekeluand the EU provided Greece
with the opportunity to upload its national intdee® the EU level. Therefore, Greece
agreed to drop its veto conditionally. For Greeites EU had to commit itself to
confirm the eligibility of Southern Cyprus for futhembership six months after the July
1996 Intergovernmental Conference (IGC) which waselview the 1992 Maastricht
Treaty (Hale, 2000: 237; Veremis, 2001: 44). The &ttepted the condition put
forward by Greece, and the Customs Union betweetkejuand the EU could be
established on 6 March 1995. In response to thengbment of the EU to start
accession negotiations with Southern Cyprus, Turkeyl TRNC announced in

December 1995 an agreement for the integratioheofwo countriesMilliyet, 1995).

Dispute over the breadth of the territorial seane#o the fore when the Greek
Parliament ratified the UNCLOS on 23 April 1995. t&f ratification, Greece
announced that it was entitled to extend territ@@as of its mainland and islands from
six to twelve nautical miles (Van Dyke, 2005: 8B)response, the TGNA declared that
the unilateral extension of the breadth of thettaral seas from six to twelve nautical

miles would be a casus belli. The casus belli watsmthdrawn by Turkey despite the
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continuing rapprochement and ‘exploratory talks'tween the two countries. It
illustrates the realist outlook of TFP in the 199Bsaddition, the fact that it has not
been withdrawn yet exemplifies the rational instemtality that underlies the
Europeanization of TFP. In other words, the casll Wwould have been withdrawn if
Turkey had been fully socialized into the EU’s suéd norms.

2.5. Dispute over the Sovereignty of Certain Islands ahlslets in the

Aegean

Politically, the dispute over the sovereignty oftam islands and islets in the
Aegean is important because it has implicationstlier other aspects of the Aegean
dispute. For instance, sovereignty must be prdoisthe establishment of baselines to
delimit the continental shelf and the breadth eftirritorial seas (Syrigos, 2001: 284).

The ownership of certain islands and islets in Aegean Sea has been
contested by Turkey and Greece since the mid-9@s fact that some islands and islets
in the Aegean Sea have not been ceded explicittheoeither side by the governing
Treaties — treaties through which islands anddsketthe Aegean Sea were transferred
to the either side — makes the two countries comesitably their ownership. In other
words, the dispute between Turkey and Greece dweeiownership of certain islands
and islets stems from the fact that certain snsédinids and islets were disregarded by
these Treaties at the time of their transfer (Vakd) 2005: 69).

Another reason behind their differences is the gomnis language embedded
in the governing Treaties (Denk, 1999: 132; Gundi)1: 91). Actually, there are
several Treaties in place that paved the way ferttansfer of these islands and islets.

Certain aspects of these Treaties are noteworthgderstand the nature of the dispute.

The 1913 London Treaty is the first relevant docoimier the transfer of
islands and islets in the Aegean Sea to either éjuk Greece. The 1913 London
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Treaty stipulated the transfer of certain islamlgshe Aegean Sea from the Ottoman
Empire to Greece. The Ottoman Empire renounceitisalights over the island of Crete
(Girit) in favour of Greece, and accepted that tten six great powers of Europe —
Germany, Austria-Hungary, France, Great Britaia]yltand Russia — decide on the
future of the islands in the Eastern Aegean, nanh&ynos (Limni), Samothrace
(Semadirek), Lesvos (Midilli), Chios (Sakiz), Sam@sam) and Ikaria (Ahikerya)
(London Treaty, Articles 4-5). Thus, those six gneawers of Europe ruled in 1913 that
the aforementioned islands in the Eastern Aegearcdmed to Greece and that
Gokgeada, Bozcaada and the island of Castelloktas] in the Mediterranean be left
to the Ottoman Empire. The decision was communicdte Greece in 1914 and
therefore it is commonly called as the 1914 Deaisibhe decision of the six great
powers of Europe was further confirmed by the 1B28sanne Peace Treaty (Lausanne

Peace Treaty, Article 12).

Thus, the 1923 Lausanne Peace Treaty explicitipgeieed the Turkish
sovereignty over the islands of Bozcaada, Gok¢ceadaRabbit Islands and the Greek
sovereignty over the islands of Lemnos (Limni), Stmace (Semadirek), Lesvos
(Midilli), Chios (Sakiz), Samos (Sisam) and lkagkhikerya). In addition to that, the
1923 Lausanne Peace Treaty states: “in the absémrevisions to the contrary, in the
present Treaty, islands and islets lying withinethmiles of the coast are included
within the frontier of the coastal State” (LausariPeace Treaty, Article 6). Hence,
those islands and islets that were not ceded teeither side by the 1923 Lausanne
Peace Treaty and that are situated within threesmdf the Turkish coast — then
territorial seas of Turkey and Greece had beerfatehree nautical miles in relation to
each other — are left to Turkey. As a corollarygah be argued that those islands and
islets that were not ceded explicitly to the eitbele by the relevant Treaties and that
remain in the territorial seas of the either sidewdd belong to the Coastal State (Van
Dyke, 2005: 71).
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While the aforementioned islands and islets wert te Greece, the
Dodecanese Islands and the Mediterranean isla@hstiellorizo (Meis) were ceded to

Italy by Turkey by the 1923 Lausanne Peace Tredigwstates:

Turkey renounces in favour of Italy all rights attle over the following islands:

Stampalia Istanbulya], Rhodes [Rodos], Kharki [Herke], KarmsthKerpe], Kasos

[Coban], Tilos [lyaki], Misiros [incirli], Kalimnos [Kilimli], Leros [Leryoz], Patmos

[Batnoz], Lipsos [Lipso], Symi [Sombeki], and Cdstankdy], which are now occupied
by Italy, and the islets dependent thereon, and alger the island of Castellorizo
[Meis] (Lausanne Peace Treaty, Article 15).

The expression ‘islets dependent thereon’ is notdwo because it is
considerably different from the language used i@ 1947 Paris Peace Treaty that
transferred the same islands from Italy to Gré&da addition to the 1923 Lausanne
Peace Treaty, Turkey and Italy signed the JanudBg Ankara Agreement with a view
to resolving the maritime boundary dispute betweba then Italian island of
Castellorizo (Meis) and the Turkish coast (Denk92:9143;inan and P. Gozen, 2009:
179-180). The parties to the agreement also dectdedet up a joint technical
committee with the intention of delimiting the resdtthe maritime boundary between
the Dodecanese Islands and the Turkish coast (Aimgulos, 2001: 76). Consequently,
the joint technical committee prepared a nonbingngtocol and submitted it to the
parties in December 1932. Thereby, 37 pairs ofeefee points were fixed to divide the
maritime boundary between Turkey and the thenalalDodecanese Islands (Denk,
1999: 142-143; Athanasopulos, 2001: 76). The #ihtpoint is relevant for the dispute
over the Kardak Rocks because it introduced thatntlritime boundary north of the
island of Kalimnos would be at a median distanceveen the Kardak Rocks on the
Italian side and Cawulsland on the Turkish side (Athanasopulos, 20@): Thus, the
Kardak Rocks were referred to as belonging to Ilghythe nonbinding protocol. It is
nonbinding because it has never been ratified ByTtBNA contrary to the January
1932 Ankara Agreement that was ratified by the TGMNAJanuary 1933. Therefore,

“°The language of both Treaties will be comparedwéh detail.
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irrespective of the January 1932 Ankara Agreemtdet,protocol of December 1932 is

not binding either for Turkey or Italy - and Greexits successor.

Italian sovereignty over the Dodecanese Islands tesasinated by the 1947

Paris Peace Treaty which transferred these isten@seece by stating:

Italy hereby cedes to Greece in full sovereigntg thodecanese Islands indicated
hereafter, namely Stampalifsfanbulya], Rhodes [Rodos], Kharki [Herke], Karmeth
[Kerpe], Kasos [Coban], Tilosilyaki], Misiros [incirli], Kalimnos [Kilimli], Leros
[Leryoz], Patmos [Batnoz], Lipsos [Lipso], Symi [@beki], and Cosiftankoy] and
Castellorizo [Meis], as well as the adjacent is{t@ris Peace Treaty, Article 14.1).

The ambiguity of languages arises from the fact tile Article 15 of the
1923 Lausanne Peace Treaty referred to ‘the idigpendent thereon’, Article 14.1 of
the 1947 Paris Peace Treaty referred to ‘adjacsletsi. Actually, the meanings
attributed to the terms ‘adjacency’ and ‘dependerane considerably different.
Physical adjacency is about distance whereas depepdefers to a relationship, a
linkage in terms of being conditioned by anothenug, it is clear that adjacency is
rather an unambiguous term because it refers togrgpbic contiguity while
dependency is abstract, lacking clarity of meaning.

In the view of Greece, the Kardak rocks are ‘depatidslands of Kalimnos
because they are 5.5 nautical miles from it - ar@drutical miles southeast of the
Greek claimed islet of Kalolimnds(Van Dyke, 2005: 69). In addition to that, Greece
claims that the December 1932 protocol is an istlegart of the January 1932 Ankara
Agreement and therefore a separate ratificationcgs® is not needed for it
(Kurumahmut, 2000: 114inan and Acer, 2004: 129). Hence, Greece asseftshiba
rocks were transferred to Italy by the January 188Rara Agreement. Thus, they

“! The island of Kalolimnos was not named in anyhef Treaties that provided for the transfer
of islands in the Aegean from Turkey to Greece.réfwee, it can be regarded as ‘adjacent’ to
Kalimnos (Van Dyke, 2005: 69).
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belong to Greece because it succeeded to Italipdy 947 Paris Peace Treaty. Another
argument put forward by Greece is that it placétiganometric marker on the larger of
the rocks and that it included them in environmleataivities conducted by the EC in
the 1980s which in the view of Greece attest in @&y wo the Greek sovereignty
(Heraclides, 2010: 211).

For Turkey, they belong to Turkey because theynatecovered by any of the
Treaties that provided for the transfer of islarasl islets in the Aegean Sea to the
either side and they are within its territorial sé@aan and Acer, 2004: 130). In addition
to that, Turkey claims that the rocks are moredeept’ to Turkey because they are
only 3.8 nautical miles from the Turkish coast & nautical miles from the Cayu
Island (Van Dyke, 2005: 69). Turkey also puts famvthat a title deed of the Kardak
rocks is registered on the Karakaya village ofditg of Mugla (Denk, 1999: 135inan
and Acer, 2004: 129). Apart from that, Turkey natest the December 1932 protocol
has not been ratified by TGNA and not registerett whe League of Natioffs(Denk,
1999: 145).

The most known dispute between Turkey and Greeee the ownership of

certain islands and islets in the Aegean Sea is tneeKardak rocks. These rocks are

“2 According to the 1919 Covenant of the League didwa, Treaties had to be registered with
the League of Nations to have binding force (Comtnfthe League of Nations, Article 18).

3 Another sovereignty related dispute broke out wherkey questioned the sovereignty of the
islets of Gavdos and Gavdopula which are situatedhsof the island of Crete (Girit). For

Turkey, these islets have not been ceded by thematt Empire and Turkey as its successor
(Van Dyke, 2005: 70). In the view of Greece, thietss belong to Greece because it has
exercised authority over them for decades anddheydependent’ on or ‘adjacent’ to the island
of Crete (Girit) (Van Dyke, 2005: 70). The dispbi@ke out when Turkey opposed on 30 May
1996 to the inclusion of Gavdos in a NATO exercldewever, the dispute did not escalate to a
crisis because Turkey later withdrew its claim @thssopoulou, 1997: 87). It may be argued

that Turkey questioned the sovereignty of the telets to show its disconformity with the
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situated in the Eastern Aegean Sea near the Tuckizst. The dispute over the Kardak
rocks raised the issue of grey areas in the Ae@atranassopoulou, 1997: 86). Grey
areas refer to “islets and rocks in the Easternedagvhose status as to sovereignty was
undetermined” (Heraclides, 2010: 209).

The dispute broke out on 26 December 1995 whernTthkish bulk carrier
called Figen Akat ran aground on the rocks. Theatamf the bulk carrier did not want
to be assisted by the Greek authorities sayingtlieaiccident had happened in an area
under the Turkish sovereignty. Therefore, the bedkrier was taken to the nearest
Turkish port by the Greek ships. On 29 Decembeb139rkey issued a memorandum
to Greece through which it stated that the Kardailks were indeed under the Turkish
sovereignty (Kurumahmut, 2000: 109). Greece opptsede memorandum and stated
that the Kardak Rocks were under the Greek sowareiKurumahmut, 2000: 109;
Kut, 2001: 259). Eventually, the issue became publth wide coverage by the media
of both countries. Following that, local authoistifom Greece and journalists from
Turkey arrived in the rocks to place their respextnational flags. Later on, Greece
ordered a contingent of soldiers to the rockillfyet, 1996). On 29 January 1996,
Turkey restated the unquestionable Turkish sovetgigver the Kardak rockilliyet,
1996). In addition to that, Turkey made clear &adiness to negotiate the regime of the
islands and islets in the Aegean Sea together asking for the withdrawal of the
Greek commando force and symbols of sovereigniy fitee rocks (Raftopoulos, 1997:
431). In the face of the apathy of Greece to waldits commando force and symbols
of sovereignty, Turkey ordered its naval forceth® area for patrolling. Greece reacted
to the act of Turkey through dispatching its aduhi#il forces to the area to support its
existing commando force (Valvo, 2000: 117). On ahuhry 1996, Turkey landed a
commando force on the smaller one of the rocks.efwiess, the two countries did not
end up fighting each other mainly because the U8&daas an intermediary to ease the

tension between the two countridil{iyet, 1996).

undetermined status of islands and islets afterdispute over the Kardak Rocks broke out
(Kut, 2001: 260-261).
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However, Greece blocked the forthcoming meeting tioé Turkey-EU
Association Council, and did not fulfil its commigmt to drop its veto against the
releasing of the Fourth Financial Protocol to Tyrkeresponse to the criéfs(Syrigos,
2001: 280). Also, the European Parliament (EP) tatbpa resolution on 04 March 1996
which stated: “...the islet of Imia [Kardak] belongs the Dodecanese group of
islands... and whereas even on Turkish maps froni9#6€s, these islets are shown as
Greek territory” and “Greece's borders are alsd pérthe external borders of the
European Union” (European Parliament, 1996: 1). fidsslution of the EP illustrates
national projection/uploading by Greece of its ol interests to the EU level, as well.
In the end, Turkey and Greece agreed on an “agmrgeofeisentanglement” mediated
by the USA and withdrew gradually their forces frdhe rocks (Raftopoulos, 1997:
431). However, the two countries have not stilleggr on the ownership of the Kardak

Rocks although their “disentanglement” continues.

Concluding Remarks

This chapter attempted to portray the high resigeaf the Aegean dispute in
TFP and GFP and the influence of domestic poliicd veto players on the failure of
the previous attempts at rapprochement betweeneJudnd Greece. To that end,
political and legal dimensions of the dispute haeen discussed in detail with special

reference to the contested provisions of the gongrireaties.

The Europeanization of the Aegean dispute despitehigh resilience in
foreign policies of the two countries is notewortly this respect, it has been pointed
out that resolution of the Aegean dispute is essidior Turkey’s accession to the EU as

**In July 1980, The EC committed itself to reledse Fourth Financial Protocol for the period
of 1982-1986. The Fourth Financial Protocol waspsused by the European Commission
when the military closed down all political parties Turkey in October 1981. However, the
Fourth Financial Protocol could not be releasecheaféer civilian rule was restored in 1983

because Greece has vetoed it to date.
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evidenced by the fact that it was referred to m Bresidency Conclusions of the 1999
Helsinki European Council (European Council, 199Par. 4). Moreover, previous
crises and failed attempts at rapprochement betviegkey and Greece that were
sparked by the two countries’ bilateral differenceger the Aegean have been
mentioned to show how the involvement of the EUthe continuing process of

rapprochement has impacted on the process.

Nonetheless, the dispute over the Kardak rocks desen the last serious
confrontation between the two countries over thgesm. It may be argued that the
dispute over the rocks as well as other incidems the two countries experienced in
their relations thereafter became the stimulus rzehihe continuing process of
rapprochement. The continuing process of rapproehéns important in that it is

Europeanized.
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3. THE EUROPEANIZATION OF TURKEY’'S RELATIONS WITH
GREECE: AN EVALUATION IN VIEW OF THE AEGEAN
DISPUTE

The Europeanization of Turkey’s relations with Geés significant in that it
exemplifies to a great extent the way the EU hfisenced TFP, especially after the
1999 Helsinki European Council. It is also illusitra of the logic of consequences in
the Europeanization of TFP. It is a fact that ctindality mechanism and rational
instrumentality embedded in the EU’s relations wtk third countries is relevant for
the Europeanization of TFP. Nonetheless, it waslieeamoted that rational
instrumentality and norm internalization are nottually exclusive (March and Olsen,
1998: 12). Therefore, the logic of appropriatenes®s/ be applied to explain some
patterns of the Europeanization of TFP althoughk&yris not in a position to fully
internalize the EU’s rules and norms given its daach’.

It is argued that Turkey has been consistentlyunséntal in its approach to
the Europeanization of its relations with Greecker€fore, the logic of consequences
underlies the Europeanization of foreign policyTurkey. Turkey is instrumental in its
approach to Europeanization because it expectsneithbership of the EU in return for
Europeanization. Socialization of Turkey into the’&€ rules and norms is not likely
given that Turkey is not in a position to uploasl riational interests to the EU level. It
only downloads from the EU level. This is mainlychase of the fact that Turkey is not
represented in the EU’s institutions and decisioakimy processes. What the EU
obliges Turkey to fulfil before its accession te@ tBU is decided unanimously by its
Member States. This means that the Member StatdsedtU have the opportunity to
shape the conditions set out by the EU for fulfirnby Turkey through conditionality.
In other words, they are able to upload their mationterests to the EU level.

> Recall Chapter 1.
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The influence of the EU on TFP gained impetus aftexr 1999 Helsinki
European Council. This is mainly because of theé ttaat there was a lack of credibility
with respect to the prospect of full membershipTafkey, especially after the 1997
Luxembourg European Council at which Turkey’'s cdady was not declared. Thus, in
the absence of the carrot of full membership, Turkelieved that it had virtually

insignificant incentives for Europeanization.

The policy of Greece to use the EU as a leveragasigTurkey, among other
things, accounts to some extent for the EU’s degisiot to declare Turkey’s candidacy
at the 1997 Luxembourg European Council. Actuabgession of Greece to the EU in
1981 provided it with the opportunity to use thédaas a weighty leverage against
Turkey giving its full membership aspiratidigTsakaloyannis, 1980: 44; Kavakas,
2000: 147; Aydin, 2000: 132; Hale and Avcl, 2002; Economides, 2005: 484). By
using the EU as a leverage against Turkey, Gresuedaat forcing the country to
concede from its policy towards the Aegean disand the Cyprus issue. Thereby,
Greece expected to benefit from the conditionatiggchanism embedded in the EU’s
relations with the third countries. This means thatkey had to satisfy Greek national
interests to advance its relations with the EU.other words, Greece could veto
Turkey’s relations with the EU to force the countoysatisfy its national interests. For

6 Greece applied for associate membership in 198%aname an associate member of the EU
in 1961. It applied for full membership in 1975tesfseven years of dictatorship. The EU was
particularly concerned with the implications of ession of Greece to the EU on Turkey-Greece
relations. In its January 1976 opinion regardingeasion of Greece, the European Commission
argued that the EU should not be a party to thputs between Turkey and Greece and
therefore bilateral differences between the twontdes should be settled through a pre-
accession period (European Commission, 1976: ljveder, the opinion of the European
Commission was disregarded by the Council of Manstand Greece could accede to the EU in
1981 without going through a pre-accession peribsikaloyannis, 1980: 35). Since then,
Greece used the EU as a leverage against Turkdythumt1999 Helsinki European Council
(Tsakaloyannis, 1980: 44; Kavakas, 2000: 147; Ay@®00: 132; Hale and Avci, 2002: 47;
Economides, 2005: 484).
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instance, Greece was the only Member State thaismgpto the referral of Turkey’s full
membership application to the European Commissownah opinion in 1987, and it
blocked final implementation of the Customs Unicgtvieen the EU and Turkey in
1994 for political reasofi§ In addition, Greece blocked the forthcoming nreetf the
Turkey-EU Association Council, and did not fulfilsicommitment to drop its veto
against the releasing of the Fourth Financial Raltdo Turkey in response to the
Kardak crisis that broke out in early 1996. As ateraof fact, in some cases, the EU
had to make some assurances in line with the QGrag&nal interests to overcome the
Greek veto. As a clear manifestation of its uplogdstrategy, Greece dropped its veto
against the establishment of the Customs Union dmtwi urkey and the EU in March
1995 conditionally only after the EU committed Ifst®o confirm the eligibility of
Southern Cyprus for full membership six monthsrate July 1996 IGC which was to
review the 1992 Maastricht Treaty (Hale, 2000: 23&remis, 2001: 44).

Meanwhile, while Greece used the EU as a leverageey referred to its
military strength to deter Greece as evidencedhbyl©95 casus belli resolution of the
TGNA (Nachmani, 2002: 96). As a consequence, Gréeltethreatened by Turkey
whereas Turkey believed that the prospect of itsniembership was being blocked by
Greece. Therefore, improvement of relations betwhertwo countries seemed mainly
contingent on two conditions: i) relinquishing bye@ce of the use of the EU as a

leverage against Turkey in favour of a more Europeal foreign policy; and ii)

" Recall that relations between the two countriesevedready tense in 1987 and in 1994. As a
matter of fact, Turkey applied for full membership April 1987, i.e. one month after the
second crisis over the delimitation of the conttaéahelf broke out. In its 1989 avis on Turkey,
the European Commission cited economic and pdlisgaation in Turkey and the Aegean
dispute and the Cyprus issue as reasons not tb ataession negotiations immediately
(European Commission, 1989: Par. 7 and Par. 9)pi@ea period of thaw in their relations
subsequent to the ‘Davos Process’ that was initiate 1988, relations between the two
countries were strained again after Greece andh8outCyprus concluded the joint defence
pact in 1993.
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relinquishing by Turkey of referral to its militampight to balance against Greece in

favour of a more Europeanized foreign policy.

In the Europeanization of foreign policy, the EUides and norms become
guiding principles of national foreign policy. Ine case of Turkey, norm internalization
is not likely to happen through socialization daet$ candidate status. Hence, the EU’s
rules and norms had to be promoted through comdility. After experiencing some
crises in their relations following the 1997 Luxewmnby European Council, Greece
concluded that engaging Turkey in EU accessionga®could be a better choice for
the settlement of their bilateral differences. Ithew words, Greece expected that
Europeanization of Turkey through conditionality vl pave the way for the
improvement of their relations (Triantaphyllou, 30B33; Diezet al, 2006: 579;
Tsarouhas, 2009: 50). Greece was well aware offabethat it had a comparative
advantage within the EU given its full membershipother words, Greece was able to
project its national interests to the EU level, anduce resolution of its bilateral

differences with Turkey in line with its nationateérest&.

The continuing process of rapprochement betweekeljuand Greece started
to become Europeanized when Turkey’'s candidacydeatared at the 1999 Helsinki
European Council. This means that it became areisduthe EU when bilateral
differences between Turkey and Greece were reféoredl the 1999 Helsinki European
Council (Keridis, 2001: 18; Kotzias, 2009: 268). ride, post-Helsinki process of

8 Another view is that Greece dropped its veto aidinirkey’s candidacy to achieve its goal of
acceding to the EMU (Nicolaidis, 2001: 251). Fysthilitary expenditures wrought a heavy
burden for the Greek economy at a time when thatcpaimed at achieving full membership
to the EMU (Larrabee, 2001: 236; Dokos and Tsakor2f¥)3: 18). Given that threat
perceptions from Turkey have shaped Greek miligaqgenditures for decades, accession to the
EMU was highly dependent on avoiding arms race Witlhkey (Dokos and Tsakonas, 2003:

18). Arms race would end when the two countriesluesl their bilateral differences.
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rapprochement is not new but unique because of Bbkés involvement in it.
Involvement of the EU rendered the continuing psscef rapprochement stronger
because it provided the respective governmentsoth bountries with arguments to
justify their preference for the settlement of tAegean dispute against domestic
politics and veto players (Qnand Yilmaz, 2008: 130). More importantly, accesgim
the EU became an important carrot for Turkey t@mnede its bilateral differences with
Greece (Oniand Yilmaz, 2008: 130). In a nutshell, Turkey etpdull membership of
the EU by reconciling its bilateral differences lwiGreece whereas Greece hopes to
resolve its bilateral differences with Turkey bygaging the country in EU accession
process (Triantaphyllou, 2005: 333; Detzal, 2006: 579; Tsarouhas, 2009: 50).

3.1. Path towards the Continuing Process of Rapprochemén

The continuing process of rapprochement betweekeljuand Greece and the
Europeanization of Turkey-Greece relations are regpabut interrelated phenomena.
While the continuing process of rapprochement etiwtith the letter of the Turkish
Foreign Minister,ismail Cem to his Greek counterpart, George Papandre March
1999; the Europeanization of Turkey-Greece relatistarted when Greece dropped its
veto against Turkey’'s candidacy to the EU at theddeber 1999 Helsinki European
Council (Keridis, 2001: 18; Kotzias, 2009: 268).

The continuing process of rapprochement betweerlkejuand Greece was
sparked on 24 May 1999 when the Turkish Foreignidtn wrote a letter to invite his
Greek counterpart to embark on talks to improver thiéateral relations. Actually, it
may well have started earlier in 1996 after theisrover the Kardak rocks broke out.
As a matter of fact, Costas Simitis who saw engagiarkey in EU accession process
as a prerequisite for the improvement of relationith Turkey took the leadership of
PASOK in January 1996 (Athanassopoulou, 1997: B8wever, rapprochement did
not materialize until 1999 mainly because of therauparty opposition to

rapprochement in Greece (Rumelili, 2007: 118). Fatance, Cem approached his
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Greek counterpart, Theodoros Pangalos from PASQKrdpprochement earlier in
1998. However, the Greek Foreign Minister did nelaeme the initiative. Therefore,
the continuing process of rapprochement could naditez only with the letter of Cem

to G. Papandreou after the March 1999 Kosovo &fisis

The first incident with potential to mar bilateralations after the 1996 crisis
over the Kardak rocks took place in January 199@mw8outhern Cyprus announced
that it was planning to buy S-300 missiles from aso defend the new airbase on its
soil constructed for the landing of Greek fightérciaft for refuelling and rearming
purposes in line with the joint defence pact codetliin 1993 (Diez, 2002: 146).
Turkey reacted noting that it would destroy themotigh an air strike in case they are
placed on Southern CypruMifliyet, 1997). However, a crisis was prevented from
emerging when Greece and Southern Cyprus decidatstall S-300 missiles not on
Southern Cyprus but on the Greek island of Cretgit{fGA tentative attempt at
improving relations between Turkey and Greece tptace subsequently when the
President of Turkey, Suleyman Demirel and the Priinister of Greece, Costas
Simitis met in Madrid in July 1997 during a NATO etimg to discuss how to lead their
future relations on a peaceful basis (Athanassappul997: 93; Kut, 2001: 263). The
most tangible outcome of the meeting became a gl@okaration which promulgated six

basic principles for the future of Turkey-Greecatiens. These six basic principles are:

i) mutual commitment to peace, security and thetinaimg development of good
neighbourly relations; ii) respect for each othesmvereignty; iii) respect for the
principles of international law and internationgt@ements; iv) respect for each other’s
legitimate, vital interests and concerns in the @@ywhich are of great importance for
their security and national sovereignty; v) comneitinto refrain from unilateral acts on
the basis of mutual respect and willingness to avebpnflicts arising from
misunderstanding; and vi) a commitment to settdpulies by peaceful means based on
mutual consent and without the use of force orahd force (Madrid Declaration,
1997: 1).

9 The March 1999 Kosovo Crisis is qualified as thenate “triggering event” that enabled the

continuing process of rapprochement (Heraclide$02045).
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The joint declaration is important in that it shola®wv the two countries want
to lead their future relations. In other wordgsitllustrative of how Turkey and Greece
view each other and of what they understand froaocgneighbourly relations’. It is
understood from references in the joint declaratmfrespect for other's sovereignty’
that the two countries view the Aegean dispute agvareignty issue. Actually, it may
be argued that the more an issue is associated switbreignty the more difficult
becomes its settlement given that sovereign rights deemed non-negotiable.
Therefore, not realist concerns but the EU’s ruidesl norms should guide foreign

policy for Europeanization.

Furthermore, the emphasis on ‘respect for eachr’stiegitimate vital interests
and concerns in the Aegean’ illustrates that baihk@y and Greece view their vital
interests prejudiced in the Aegean by the actwitiEthe other side. Both of them view
some of what the other side calls its ‘vital inste2 as illegitimate given the emphasis
on the ‘legitimacy of vital interests’. For instandsreece views having a 10-nautical-
mile national airspace for its islands in the Aegea a vital interest. For Turkey, this is

illegitimate.

On the other hand, there is also the issue of tendhacts. It is clear that by
‘unilateral acts’ the two countries refer to the@spective previous activities on the
continental shelf of the Aegean Sea. Actually,tthe countries had already committed
themselves to refrain from unilateral acts at tl8/6L Bern Agreement. This is
illustrative of the fact that principles for thettsement of the Aegean dispute emerged
throughout years.

Lastly, by referring in the joint declaration toetlpeaceful settlement of
disputes on the basis of ‘mutual consent’ and ‘authuse of force or threat of force’,
the two countries may have meant their previouge&pces. Turkey may have referred

by ‘mutual consent’ to the unilateral referral afe@ce to the ICJ the delimitation of the
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continental shelf in 1976. Greece may have refawatle 1995 casus belli resolution of

TGNA by ‘without use of force or threat of force’.

However, the joint declaration was not potent emotm reconcile bilateral
differences mainly because of the incidents thatued. Firstly, relations between
Turkey and Greece and the EU deteriorated followlregconfirmation by the EU of the
eligibility of Southern Cyprus for membership irrlgal997 as it had promised Greece
in 1995 in return for dropping its veto against t@estoms Union with Turkey.
Relations further deteriorated when the EU decldnedcandidacy of Southern Cyprus
at the 1997 Luxembourg European Council (Europeamn€il, 1997: Par. 11). At the
same time, Greece continued its veto on the Fdtirthncial Protocol during the 1997
Luxembourg European Council. Furthermore, whileKéyrhoped for candidacy status
from the 1997 Luxembourg European Council, the Edfioed itself to confirm its
eligibility for membership mainly because of theuntry’s problematic relations with
Greece and Southern Cyprus and its poor humarsrnighord (European Council, 1997:
Par. 31). However, Turkey’s eligibility for full nngbership had already been confirmed
in the 1989 Commission avis on Turkey (European @@sion, 1989: Par. 13). The
1997 Luxembourg European Council repeated the olsvamd therefore did not satisfy
Turkey. Turkey-EU relations were strained to theéeek that Turkey threatened the
Union with suspending political relations (Hale aweti, 2002: 41).

Although Turkey’'s candidacy was not declared at 1897 Luxembourg
European Council, the European Commission issuedrapean Strategy for Turkey in
March 1998 “to prepare Turkey for accession by ding it closer to the European
Union in every field” (European Union, 1998a: 1) That end, it is stated in the
Strategy that the possibilities afforded by the 39%nkara Agreement should be
developed, the Customs Union between the EU ankeVyushould be intensified, the
financial cooperation should be implemented andkd@yis participation in certain
programmes and certain agencies should be asdtwedpgean Commission, 1998a: 1).
In addition, Turkey was invited to the upcoming Hamopean Meeting (European

Commission, 1998a: 1). However, to show its disapair of not being declared a
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candidate and of candidacy of Southern Cyprus ¢oBb, Turkey did not attend the
March 1998 Pan-European Meeting that was held mdba, the UK.

Secondly, the capture of Abdullah Ocalan in Felyd£99, the leader of the
terrorist organization Kurdish Workers’ Party (PK¥hich has been waging separatist
terrorist attacks against Turkey since 1984, witeraek Cypriot passport on his way to
the airport in Nairobi, Kenya upon leaving the Greenbassy after being provided with
shelter endangered bilateral relations seriouslye Ocalan affair had significant
domestic implications both in Turkey and Greece. @satter of fact, Simitis was
facing a great pressure to resign because of thaegement of the Greek government in
such an affair. However, the Greek Prime Minist&t dot resign but dismissed
Pangalos and Ministers of Internal Affairs and Rul@rder for their involvement in
such an affair. Dismissal of the Greek Foreign Btei had particular resonance for
Turkey-Greece relations as G. Papandreou, altefigek Foreign Minister known for
his willingness to improve Turkey-Greece relatidvecame the new Greek Foreign
Minister (Oni, 2003: 171). Domestic implications of the Ocal#fainin Turkey were
notable, too. Sileyman Demirel criticized Greeceshig. The Turkish President even
pointed to the Turkey’s right of self-defenddil{iyet, 1999). In response, Greece put its
troops on alert along its border with Turkey (Kendsay, 2007: 38). Fortunately, the
two countries did not end up fighting. NonetheleBsrkey did not rely on military
means but diplomacy, and complained about thefa@teece before the UN via a letter
(Milliyet, 1999a). On the other hand, rise of G. Papandi@freign ministry marked a
new beginning in Turkey-Greece relations as boghriew Greek Foreign Minister and
his Turkish counterpart were willing to foster gooeighbourly relations (Ogi 2003:
171).

Willingness of the two Foreign Ministers for gooctighbourly relations
converged when the Kosovo crisis broke out in M&t®B9. The 1999 Kosovo crisis
concerned both countries given their geographicakipity to the region (Nachmani,
2002: 116; Oni and Yilmaz, 2008: 127). Such proximity made tharmerable to the

consequences of the crisis. The 1999 Kosovo dgdisiportant in that it provided the
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two Foreign Ministers with intense contacts on howooperate on the consequences
of the crisis. These contacts led to a rapport eeiwthe two statesmen (Heraclides,
2010: 145). Thereafter, they came to the conclughan they would better cooperate

with each other than confront to resolve theirtbilal differences.

The first step came from the Turkish Foreign Mieisttho wrote a letter to his
Greek counterpart on 24 May 1999 to “share somevsvien ways in which to
ameliorate bilateral relations” (Letter from Mr laih Cem, Foreign Minister of the
Republic of Turkey, to Mr George Papandreou, Faordijnister of the Republic of
Greece, 24 May 1999). In his letter, the Turkislnelgn Minister proposed to conclude
an agreement to combat terrorism in addition tcettging a plan to reconcile bilateral
differences between the two countries through tegpto all peaceful means referred
to in the UN Charter (Letter from Mr Ismail Cem,rEmn Minister of the Republic of
Turkey, to Mr George Papandreou, Foreign Ministeahe Republic of Greece, 24 May
1999). In the letter, it was implied that Greecel ha detach itself from supporting

terrorism if it desired to improve its relationstiwirurkey.

Actually, Turkey expected certain benefits from nmpng its relations with
Greece, e.g. to “limit the danger of a crisis i tAegean” and “put international
pressure on Greece to abandon its veto againsteysricandidacy to the EU”
(Heraclides, 2010: 145). This means that fostegogd neighbourly relations was
viewed as necessary to prevent future crises framrgng in the Aegean and to

overcome the Greek veto against Turkey’s candidacy.

In response to the letter, G. Papandreou calledThikish counterpart to
congratulate his second-term in office as Foreignidter under the new government in

power since May 1999and asked for some time before an official replythte letter

*® The new government was of a coalition compose®earhocratic Left Party (DSP) under
Billent Ecevit, Nationalist Action Party (MHP) undeevlet Bahceli and ANAP under Mesut

Yilmaz.
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(Harriyet, 1999a). The June 1999 Cologne European Council eswt/ before G.
Papandreou officially replied. Whether Greece wauddtinue its veto against Turkey’s
candidacy was on the top of the agenda of the 1886gne European Council (Ker-
Lindsay, 2007: 47). Actually, Turkey expected Geeelcop its veto in the face of the
recent developments in their relations. Howevespiin became clear that Greece was
not in a position to drop its veto on the grourfu fTurkey had not still agreed to refer
the delimitation of the continental shelf to thelIKer-Lindsay, 2007: 48). In the face
of the stance of Greece, the EU committed itselfeiiew the prospect of Turkey’'s
candidacy at the 1999 Helsinki European Councilrggean Council, 1999: par. 59).
Meanwhile, G. Papandreou clarified that Greece dadt have opposed to Turkey’'s
candidacy in case it had fulfilled the same craeapplied to all other Candidate States
(Athens News Agency999). It was the first sign of the fact that &e no longer
wanted to use the EU as a leverage against Tudkagttieve its national interests.

Meanwhile, the Greek Foreign Minister officiallypted to the letter ofsmail
Cem on 25 June 1999. G. Papandreou invited Turkegitiate dialogue on issues of
low political significance like tourism, environmigrculture, organized crime, trade,
regional issues and energy transfer lines (LettanfMr George Papandreou, Foreign
Minister of the Republic of Greece, to Mr Ismailr@e~oreign Minister of the Republic
of Turkey, 25 June 1999). Turkey welcomed the tetBmon afterwards, The Turkish
Foreign Ministry announced a meeting between tleeRareign Ministers in New York
at a UN Secretary-General sponsored meeting oveownon 30 June 1999 (Bertrand,
2003: 3). The two Foreign Ministers met as schedjud@d agreed to hold meetings for
dialogue and sign bilateral agreements on cooperain the issues specified in the
letter of Papandreou (Heraclides, 2010: 146). Adioglly, delegations from the two
countries started to hold bilateral talks to fosteoperation on the aforementioned
issues of low political significance. Subsequent the talks between the two
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delegations, Foreign Ministers of the two countsa&ged several bilateral agreements

on cooperatiott.

There happened an earthquake measuring 7.4 oneRistdle on 1August
1999 inizmit, Turkey. Soon after the disaster, the Greeteigo Minister called his
Turkish counterpart to offer assistance. It was fitst call Turkey receivedAthens
News Agency]l999a). Turkey was particularly in need of spesialin rescuing given
the magnitude of the disaster. Thus, the Greekueesgam was dispatched to Turkey
together with a number of doctors, nurses, seisgst® and fire fighting planes
(Harriyet, 1999). On the other hand, Turkey offered its asst# to Greece when an
earthquake measuring 5.6 on the Richter scalethgs on Beptember 1999. Turkey
dispatched its rescue team to Greece. It was tbietitne that the Turkish rescue team
was dispatched abroadMifliyet, 1999b). It is noteworthy that the process of
rapprochement was legitimized on the eyes of tHaipgiven the mutual sympathy
developed after the disasters (Nicolaidis, 2002; 25arrabee and Lesser, 2003: 86).

°! For instance, five cooperation agreements weraesign November 2001 in areas like
culture, environment and academic cooperationdtiit@n, a cooperation agreement on issues
like terrorism, organized crime, drug traffickingdiillegal immigration came into force in July
2001. Another agreement was signed in March 2002utiel a natural gas pipeline to supply
natural gas from the Caspian Sea to Greece thrdugkey. Construction of the natural gas
pipeline was finalized in 2006. For the EU, the stamction of the pipeline is a symbolic move
as “it is a physical link between the two countri€European Commission, 2002: 44).
Furthermore, a Memorandum of Understanding for élséablishment of a Joint Disaster
Response Unit under the UN was signed in Septer2@@2. Another agreement on double
taxation was signed in December 2002. Furthermendigh Level Cooperation Council was
established and further agreements on cooperatidhei fields of border controls, diplomatic
missions, standardization, investments, forestryirenment, energy and climate change,
education, science technology, communication, aleégmigration and culture and tourism
were signed between the two countries in May 20h@mthe Turkish Prime Minister Recep

Tayyip Erdg@an visited Athens (Ministry of Foreign Affairs ofr€ce, 2010: 1)
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This is evidenced by the increasing civil-socieiglaue between Turkey and Gre¥ce
(Rumelili, 2007: 117).

The process of rapprochement acquired a new dimenafter the 1999
Helsinki European Council. At the 1999 Helsinki &pean Council, accession of
Turkey was tied, among other things, to the resmiubf its bilateral differences with

Greece. Therefore, the process of rapprochemetgdt®m become Europeanized.

3.2. The Europeanization of the Rapprochement

At the 1999 Cologne European Council, the EU coneaittself to review the
prospect of candidacy of Turkey at the 1999 Helsthkopean Council. Therefore, the
issue of Turkey’s candidacy came to the fore asl®@9 Helsinki European Council

loomed large on the horizon.

In the meantime, there was an emerging consengugvine Greek Foreign
Ministry to drop the Greek veto against Turkey'sididacy. However, Greece hoped a
gesture from Turkey in return for dropping its véfdhens News Agenc$999b). To
that end, the Greek Prime Minister, Costas Simitiste to his Turkish counterpart,
Bllent Ecevit to reiterate the quest of Greece dogesture Athens News Agency
1999b). By a gesture, the Greek Prime Minister imaye referred to the reopening of
the theological school at Heybeliada in Istanbult@rthe lifting of the casus belli
resolution of the TGNA (Ker-Lindsay, 2007: 85). Qhe one side, the Greek
government was particularly concerned with a gesftrm Turkey because Simitis was

afraid of risking victory prospects of PASOK at thpcoming general elections (Ker-

>2 Civil-society dialogue between Turkey and Greees Vimited before 1999. It increased after
1999, and was supported by the EU, as well. In 2@6€ EU devised the Civil Society
Development Programme to strengthen civil soci@lodue (Birden and Rumelili, 2009: 322).
The Programme had two components called Local Gniteatives and Greek-Turkish Civic

Dialogue. The Civil Society Development Programmpgired in 2005.
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Lindsay, 2007: 95). In other words, in the viewtld Greek Prime Minister, a gesture
from Turkey would increase the public support farrkey’s candidacy. On the other
hand, Greece feared alienating Turkey, and endemggéhe continuing process of
rapprochement and the Europeanization of the cpuhtough vetoing its candidacy
(Ker-Lindsay, 2007: 95). In addition, Greece expdatertain benefits from dropping its
veto. The first gain would be to make Turkey agteeproceed to the ICJ for the
delimitation of the continental shelf (Aksu, 200406; Triantaphyllou, 2005: 337;

Economides, 2005: 484-485). The second gain woelddbguarantee accession of
Southern Cyprus to the EU irrespective of the rgsm of the Cyprus issue (Aksu,

2004: 106; Triantaphyllou, 2005: 337; Economide803 484-485). Thus, Greece
conditioned dropping its veto on assurances froemEk for its cause regarding the

Aegean dispute and the Cyprus issue.

The 1999 Helsinki European Council convened on Il€cdinber 1999.
Turkey’s candidacy was declared although it didoftdr a gesture. Greece did not veto
Turkey's candidacy because it could upload its amati interests to the EU level
through the Presidency Conclusions of the 1999 iktél€uropean Councif (Aksu,
2004: 106; Triantaphyllou, 2005: 337; Economide¥)® 484-485). This means that
Greece prioritized improvement of relations withrkey to the extent of disregarding
domestic implications of dropping its veto. Greenast have considered long-term
benefits of improved relations with Turkey. As attemof fact, after Greece lifted its
veto, bilateral differences between the two coestturned into an issue of the EU and
the accession of the Southern Cyprus to the EU seasired at the 1999 Helsinki
European Council (Keridis, 2001: 18; Kotzias, 20D88).

> Apart from that, the harsh reaction of Turkey te fresidency Conclusions of the 1997
Luxembourg European Council, the rise to power grr@any in 1998 of Social Democrat
Gerhard Schroder who favoured Turkey’s accessiothéoEU and the vocal support of the
President of the USA Bill Clinton during an Orgaatipn for Security and Cooperation in
Europe (OSCE) meeting that was held in Novembe® 183stanbul were also influential in the

EU’s decision to declare Turkey’'s candidacy att889 Helsinki European Council.
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Greece could upload its interests regarding theeAegdispute and Cyprus
issue into the Presidency Conclusions of the 198Birki European Council (Aksu,
2004: 106; Triantaphyllou, 2005: 337; Economid€X)3® 484-485). Paragraph 4 stated:

The European Council reaffirms the inclusive natoféhe accession process, which
now comprises 13 candidate States within a sirgladwork. The candidate States are
participating in the accession process on an egoéihg. They must share the values
and objectives of the European Union as set ouhénTreaties. In this respect the
European Council stresses the principle of peaaefiilement of disputes in accordance
with the United Nations Charter and urges candidites to make every effort to
resolve any outstanding border disputes and o#tated issues. Failing this they should
within a reasonable time bring the dispute to the Intenak Court of Justice. The
European Council will review the situation relatibg any outstanding disputes, in
particular concerning the repercussions on the sstme process and in order to
promote their settlement through the Internatiddaiirt of Justice, at the latest by the
end of 2004. Moreover, the European Council re¢hli$ compliance with the political
criteria laid down at the Copenhagen European dbisna prerequisite for the opening
of accession negotiations and that compliance walitthe Copenhagen criteria is the
basis for accession to the Union (European Coute8i9a: Par. 4).

The EU may have emphasized the equality of all @mtel States in the
aforementioned Paragraph to strengthen the crdgibfl EU membership for Turkey
given that Turkey had already felt discriminatedewlits candidacy was not declared at
the 1997 Luxembourg European Council. Peacefulesedint of border disputes was
referred to as one of the EU’s values that mugsiebpected to accede to the EU. Thus,
the referral of border disputes to the ICJ becar@®@mmunity principle of the EU with
the 1999 Helsinki European Council (Rumelili, 20085). Whether referral of border
disputes to the ICJ would be referred to in thesidency Conclusions of the 1999
Helsinki European Council without input from Gredsecontested. By the peaceful
settlement of border disputes, the EU meant thénoalst set out in the UN Charter. In
the UN Charter, negotiation, enquiry, mediationnahbation, arbitration, judicial
settlement, resort to regional agencies or arraegésn or other peaceful means are

stipulated as means to settle disputes peacetulyGharter, Article 33.1).

In the Presidency Conclusions of the 1999 Helsifwiopean Council, the EU

reached a compromise between the respective vieWwsrkey and Greece on how to
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resolve the Aegean dispute. As a matter of facai$ stated that referral of bilateral
differences to the ICJ must be preceded by otheanmdo settle bilateral disputes
peacefully. However, to prevent the talks fromife] the EU invited the two countries
to refer their bilateral differences to the ICJ2804. The possibility of referral to the
ICJ for adjudication may have made the two coustaéhere to bilateral talks more. In
other words, the future ruling of the ICJ may natidy the either side in case the
dispute is referred to the ICJ for adjudicationerdiore, Turkey and Greece may have

preferred to continue their talks to resolve thgdan dispute along their interests.

In addition, Paragraph 9.b enabled accession oth8ou Cyprus to the EU

irrespective of a final settlement of the Cyprisies Paragraph 9.b stated:

The European Council underlines that a politic#tlesment will facilitate the accession

of Cyprus to the European Union. If no settlemeag heen reached by the completion
of accession negotiations, the Council’'s decisioraccession will be made without the
above being a precondition. In this the Council teike account of all relevant factors
(European Council, 1999a: Par. 9.b).

The aforementioned Paragraphs illustrate natiomajegtion/uploading by
Greece to the EU level of its national interestsaturn for dropping its veto against
Turkey’'s candidacy. On the Aegean dispute, Greexddcupload its preference for
adjudication. To create time pressure on Turkeg,yisar 2004 was set as a time limit
for negotiations. On the Cyprus issue, Greece cgulsrantee accession of Southern
Cyprus to the EU irrespective of a final settlement

3.3. Turkey-Greece Relations in the Post-Helsinki Period

The Europeanization of Turkey increased notablgrathe 1999 Helsinki
European Council. As a matter of fact, Turkey hadeet sufficiently the Copenhagen
political criteria to qualify for the launching @itcession negotiations as stipulated at
the 1999 Helsinki European Council (European Cdurid99a: Par. 4). Thus, the

prospect of launching accession negotiations waisngortant incentive for Turkey to
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Europeanize its domestic and foreign policy antitintsonal arrangements (Ozer, 2012:
51). Accordingly, Turkey adopted several measureslign with the Copenhagen
political criteria between 2001 and 264vleanwhile, the 2002 Copenhagen European
Council convened on 12 and 13 December 2002. Tl Zopenhagen European
Council is important in that it increased the cbddy of full membership for Turkey.

As a matter of fact, it stated:

If the European Council in December 2004, on thesishaof a report and a
recommendation from the Commission, decides thakejufulfils the Copenhagen
political criteria, the European Union will opencassion negotiations with Turkey
without delay (European Council, 2002: Par. 19).

Democratization of Turkey was important for the moyement of Turkey-
Greece relations, as well. Compliance with the @bpgen political criteria paved the
way for the civilianization of foreign policy in Tkey, i.e. the decline of the military’s
influence in TFP (Miftiler-Bag and Girsoy, 20094;30suzlu; 2010: 661; Ozcan,
2010: 25). Thus, the post-Helsinki period witnestather improvement of relations
between Turkey and Greece. Cooperation betweetwiheountries increased notably.
For instance, A Task Force on the EU was estaldisipen a suggestion by Greece in
January 2000 to assist Turkish officials in EU mffdHeraclides, 2002: 24). Seminars
were organized both in Turkey and Greece on custadmsinistration, financial and
agricultural matters, police cooperation and issugated to the transposition of the

EU’s acquis into national legislation in the samerigd (Heraclides, 2002: 24).

> The first constitutional amendments were introduite2001 and the second in 2004. Three
harmonization packages were adopted in 2002. Faundnization packages were adopted in
2003 and two in 2004. They dealt mainly with therséning of detention periods prior to trials,
abolishing capital punishment, eschewing dissatutibpolitical parties, expanding freedom of
association and expression, civilianizing NSC, iowong the state of human rights and minority
rights and strengthening gender equality (Aydindpiiand Keyman, 2004: 15). The process of
Europeanization decelerated after 2005 becausgrdispect of full membership lost credibility.
Nonetheless, some constitutional amendments we@dirced in 2007. Another constitutional

amendment was introduced by referendum in 2010.
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Furthermore, Turkey participated in Dynamic Mix PO&ercise of NATO which took
place in Greece in May-June 2000. For the firstetimfter Turkey's military
intervention in Cyprus in 1974, Turkish troops amditary aircraft were in Greece

(European Commission, 2000: 67).

Tensions between the two countries reduced sigmfig in the same period
(Larrabee, 2001: 237). For instance, in the sunwh@001, a Turkish vessel decided to
embark on a seismological survey in the continestialf of the Aegean Sea, but it was
cancelled after consultations between G. PapandredCem (Tsarouhas, 2009: 52). In
addition, bilateral contacts between the two coestincreased. For instance, the Greek
Foreign Minister, G. Papandreou paid an officigitio Turkey on 19 January 2000. It
was the first time in 38 years that a Greek Ford¥tinister officially visited Ankara
(Milliyet, 2000a). The Turkish Foreign Ministdismail Cem visited Greece officially
one month after his Greek counterpart’s visit takeéy. It was the first time that a
Turkish Foreign Minister visited Athens officialig 40 years Milliyet, 2000b).

Furthermore, the two countries have engaged intadp@BMs since October
2000. They agreed to develop three sorts of CBMEBMs within the framework of
the 1988 Papoulias-Yilmaz Memorandum of Understaqdii) Tension Reduction

Measures; and iii) measures of good neighbourlifeigaclides, 2002: 24). These

* |t is noteworthy that political cooperation spatkeconomic cooperation between the two
countries (Papadopoulos, 2009: 289). Accordingh® Turkish Statistical Institute (TiK),
Turkey exported goods worth €330m to Greece in 88K, 1998). These exports amounted
to €1.02bn in 2012 (TiK, 2012). At the same time, imports from Greeceemgorth €288m in
1998 (TUK, 1998). These imports amounted to €2.46bn in JU1HK, 2012). In addition, the
number of Greek visitors to Turkey stood at 168.873998 (TUK, 1998a). This number
amounted to 702.017 in 2011 (1K) 2011). It is believed that increased economigperation
between the two countries would strengthen the imoimg process of rapprochement
(Papadopoulos, 2009: 289).
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CBMs are predominantly military in nature. They ludge, among other things,
commitments by the two countries to reduce the rarmbize and scope of their
respective exercises in the high seas of the Ae§ean to notify the time schedule of
national exercises for the following year; to figarmed over the Aegean Sea; to set up
a direct telephone line between their Ministries Fafreign Affairs; to implement
exchanges between military academies and militagpitals; and to clear landmines
along the Maritsa (Merig) river (Tsakonas, 20015-166; European Commission,
2001: 31; 2003: 53).

It was earlier noted that the continuing process  rapprochement was
strengthened in two ways by the EU’s involvementitinFirstly, the carrot of full
membership became an important carrot for Turkegdiwere to its commitments (@Qni
and Yilmaz, 2008: 130). Secondly, both governmewoisid capitalize on the EU to
justify their preference for rapprochement andlisettbilateral differences (Omiand
Yilmaz, 2008: 130). Therefore, the process of ragpement did not come to a halt
when different political parties came to power iaorkey and Greece. For instance,
Justice and Development Party (AKP) led by the iBlrlPrime Minister Recep Tayyip
Erdozan came to power in November 2002 in Turkey. Theopeanization of Turkey
and improvement of its relations with Greece cardoh thereafter because the new

government prioritized accession of Turkey to the E

On the other hand, the ND led by the Greek Primeidter Kostas Karamanlis
came to power in March 2004 in Greece. The procésspprochement continued
under the new government, as well. The Turkish Eridtinister officially visited
Athens six months after K. Karamanlis came to poviewas the first time that a
Turkish Prime Minister visited Athens officially raie 1988 $abah 2004). 1t is
noteworthy that during the visit of Erglan, K. Karamanlis reiterated: “Turkey’s
continued engagement in EU accession process i®c&se best hope for the
normalization of relations” (Ker-Lindsay, 2007: 308he Greek Prime Minister visited
Turkey officially in November 2008 for the firstee in 49 yearsRadikal 2008).
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Improvements in Turkey-Greece relations have beeferred to in the
respective annual Progress Reports of the Europeammission on Turkey, APDs and
National Programmes for the Adoption of Acquis (NBHAas well as Presidency
Conclusions of the European Councils. For instamcthe first NPAA of Turkey which
was adopted in 2001, it was assuretirkey will continue to undertake initiatives and
efforts towards the settlement of bilateral proldemith Greece through dialogue”
(NPAA, 2001: Introduction). Thus, Turkey referreddialogue as the main instrument
for the resolution of its bilateral differences lWwiGreece. Furthermore, in the APD of

Turkey, under Short Term Priorities for Politicabldgue, it is stated that Turkey must:

pursue further efforts to resolve any outstandioagiér disputes in conformity with the
principle of peaceful settlement of disputes in oadance with the UN Charter
including, if necessary, jurisdiction of the Intational Court of Justice and
unequivocally commit to good neighbourly relatioastdress any sources of friction
with neighbours; and refrain from any threat oi@actvhich could adversely affect the
process of peaceful settlement of border dispuigouncil of the European Union,
2008: 10).

This means that for the improvement of Turkey-Geeestations: i) the option
of proceeding to the ICJ in case bilateral talkkdlaould not be excluded,; ii) bilateral
differences between the two countries must be vedgbeacefully; and iii) use of force

or threat of using force must be avoitfed

The year 2004 was important in that it was the timmét set out by the EU at
the 1999 Helsinki European Council for bilaterdksaover the Aegean. The Aegean
dispute has not been resolved to date althoughdeatpry talks’ continue. However,

Greece did not push for proceeding to the ICJ 42@reece may have believed that

*® The same was stated verbatim in the 2005 Negmgicframework Document of Turkey

(Council of the European Union, 2005a: Par. 6).

" By threat of using force, the EU referred to tf893 casus belli resolution of the TGNA
(European Commission, 2009: 32).
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accession to the EU would be a stronger incentore Tiurkey than time pressure
(Rumelili, 2008: 105). In line with that, at the@DBrussels European Council, the EU

did not call on Turkey to proceed necessarily ®IthJ but stated:

The European Council, while underlining the needuftequivocal commitment to good
neighbourly relations welcomed the improvement inrkey's relations with its
neighbours and its readiness to continue to wotk wWie Member States concerned
towards resolution of outstanding border disputesdnformity with the principle of
peaceful settlement of disputes in accordance with United Nations Charter. In
accordance with its previous conclusions, notabbs¢ of Helsinki on this matter, the
European Council reviewed the situation relatingutstanding disputes and welcomed
the exploratory contacts to this end. In this catioe it reaffirmed its view that
unresolved disputes having repercussions on thesaion process should if necessary
be brought to the International Court of Justice dettlement. The European Council
will be kept informed of progress achieved whichwill review as appropriate
(European Council, Par. 20).

Thus, the EU confined itself to welcoming the imyments in Turkey-Greece
relations. The December 2004 Brussels European @cosnalso important in that it
paved the way for the launching of accession nagotis on 3 October 2005 (European
Council, 2004: Par. 29). The Europeanization ofkéyrslowed down subsequent to the
launching of accession negotiations to the extkeat the post-2005 period is called
“stalled Europeanization” of Turkey (Balkir and @tiyn, 2010: 42). This is mainly
because of the fact that full membership of thed@dame a less credible objective for

Turkey thereatfter.

On the part of Turkey, several reasons underlieldle of credibility of full
membership of the EU. First of all, the emergematiee stance in some of the Member
States of the EU, e.g. Austria, France, the Nethdd and Denmark on Turkey’'s
accession and the country’s Europeanness causedofosredibility (Muftuler-Bag,
2008: 67; Sedelmeier, 2010: 424). In this regards Mrgues that the case of the
Europeanization of Turkey’s identity is differembin the cases of the CEECs, Malta,
Southern Cyprus and the Western Balkans becaube déct that “Turkey’s candidacy
and accession to the EU is not justified but cdetesn the ground of Europeanness”
(Nas, 2012: 25). In addition, the public opiniorthe EU has been increasingly against
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full membership of Turkey on the pretext that Tyrkis different culturally and
religiously (Ozer, 2012: 60). Thus, privileged parship which is more than
association but less than full membership caméeddre as an alternative to Turkey’'s
accession to the EU. Also, accession of Southepru@yto the EU in 2004 without a
final settlement, and suspension of accession ra@ots on the eight chapters of the
EU’s acquis in 2006 because Turkey does not apmyQustoms Union to Southern
Cyprus resulted in further loss of credibility g@Ilu, 2008: 4; Dinan, 2010: 490).
Moreover, the ambivalent language of the 2005 Natioty Framework Document on
Turkey’s accession reduced credibility of full mesrghip as a reward (Ozer, 2012: 60).
It states:

These negotiations are an open-ended process, utvwnee of which cannot be
guaranteed beforehand. While having full regar@ltdCopenhagen criteria, including
the absorption capacity of the Union, if Turkeyh@ in a position to assume in full all
the obligations of membership it must be ensuradl Turkey is fully anchored in the

European structures through the strongest possibiel (Council of the European
Union, 2005a: Par. 9).

Actually, references in the aforementioned Pardgtapanchoring “Turkey in
the European structures through the strongest ljesbbond” and to the “absorption
capacity of the Union” have overtones of privilegetnership which is not preferred
by Turkey (Council of the European Union, 2005ar. Pa Osuzlu, 2008: 13; Ozer,
2012: 61). In addition, slowing down of the procedsEuropeanization has had
ramifications for the Europeanization of TFP, adlwiéhe lack of the credibility of full
membership for Turkey decreased the influence &b on TFP especially after 2008
(Terzi, 2012: 205). For instance, while Turkey aéd itself with 98 per cent of the
EU's CFSP statements in 2007, it aligned with o#8 per cent of them in 2011
(European Commission, 2007: 74; 2011: 106).
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Concluding Remarks

This chapter attempted to portray the Europeamizatf foreign policy in
Turkey with special reference to the country’s tielas with Greece in view of the
Aegean dispute from the perspective of rationakahmstitutionalism. To that end, the
Europeanization of the continuing process of rapgpement at the 1999 Helsinki
European Council, and Turkey-Greece relations enptbst-Helsinki period have been

evaluated.

In this respect, it has been argued that rationatrumentality underlies
Turkey’'s quest for fostering good neighbourly relas with Greece, i.e. the
Europeanization of Turkey's relations with GreeRationalist approach of Turkey is
evidenced by the fact that Turkey hoped to overctineeveto of Greece against its
candidacy through rapprochement (Heraclides, 2048). However, Turkey continues
to foster good neighbourly relations with Greederathe latter dropped its veto. This is
mainly because accession of Turkey to the EU wed, among other things, to the
improvement of the country’s relations with Greeatethe 1999 Helsinki European
Council (European Council, 1999a: Par. 4). This msethat while Turkey hoped to
overcome the veto of Greece against its candida@ugh initiating rapprochement, it
aims at achieving full membership of the EU throufilrther fostering good

neighbourly relations with it.

On the other hand, it has been related that thegeanization of Turkey has
decelerated because the prospect of full membelstsdost credibility after accession
negotiations started on 3 October 2005. Slowing rdowof the process of
Europeanization may have implications for the aartig process of rapprochement
between Turkey and Greece, as well. Because aonessiTurkey was tied, among
other things, to the resolution of its bilateraffeliences with Greece at the 1999
Helsinki European Council, the loss of credibildf the prospect of full membership

may decrease Turkey’s quest for fostering goodhiigrly relations with Greece.

112



Actually, because full membership of the EU is ealunotably, adoption costs
stemming from the Europeanization process have desragarded to some extent in
Turkey, especially when the credibility of the gest of full membership was high.
This means that Turkey had to undergo some adopiists when fulfilling certain
conditions set out by the EU for its accession.sTikimainly because Turkey had to
engage in the settlement of the issues of higlieese in TFP and introduce reforms on
other sensitive issues. While the promise of fubnmibership as a reward in return
encourages Turkey to accelerate EU accession @abesdecrease in the credibility of
the prospect of full membership due to the afordioeed reasons results in the
slowing down of the Europeanization process. Thay wause Turkey’'s alienation and
impair Turkey’s identification with the EU. In adihin, Turkey may even start to
consider the EU’s demands as illegitimate in thegéy term if the credibility of the
prospect of full membership continues to decrease.
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CONCLUSION

In this thesis, the Europeanization of foreign @plin Turkey has been
evaluated from the viewpoint of rational-choicetitngionalism. The main argument of
the thesis has been that rational instrumentaligedies the Europeanization of TFP
because Turkey expects that it is rewarded full bexship of the EU in return for
Europeanization. In other words, Turkey is not exge to get fully socialized into and
internalize the EU’s rules and norms. Thereforetk&@y's compliance with the EU’s
rules and norms may vary across issues and overitinine with its fixed interests.
Actually, the Candidate States cannot get fullyjam@ed because they do not decide on
the EU’s rules and norms but they have to adophifiehus, it has been concluded that
socialization is more relevant for the Member S$taibthe EU because it is easier for

them to internalize the rules and norms that theyniselves construct.

To substantiate the argument of the thesis furdreigverall assessment of the
Europeanization of TFP has been made with referencerkey’s i) alignment with the
EU’s foreign and security policy; ii) relations Wwitits neighbours and broader
neighbourhood; iii) alignment with the EU’s position non-proliferation of WMD and
fight against terrorism; iv) activities to promotiee EU’s rules and norms in other
international organizations; v) contributions t@ t6SDP. In addition to that, changes
introduced to the country’s administrative struetur responsible for foreign
policymaking have been discussed with a view toouadng the influence of the EU on

TFP in general.

In this respect, it has been concluded that thefaanization of TFP increased
notably after the 1999 Helsinki European Councilowdver, the process of
Europeanization decelerated after the credibilftthe prospect of full membership has
decreased after accession negotiations started @et@ber 2005. The relationship
between the credibility of the prospect of full mesmship and the pace of Turkey’'s

Europeanization illustrates the rationalist apphoat Turkey to Europeanization. This
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means that Turkey’'s quest for Europeanization dsae when it has the impression
that full membership may not be rewarded even alieconditions for accession are

met.

Moreover, both legal and political aspects of theg@an dispute which is an
issue of high resilience for both countries havernbdiscussed in detail in the thesis.
The Aegean dispute is an important issue in TuikByrelations, as well. As a matter
of fact, it was stated in the Presidency Conclusioh the 1999 Helsinki European
Council that it should be resolved peacefully (B@an Council, 1999a: Par. 4).
Therefore, Turkey's quest for improving its relagsowith Greece, especially in the
context of the Aegean dispute can be explainedéydct that it was referred to in the
Presidency Conclusions of the 1999 Helsinki Eurap&ouncil as essential for
Turkey's accession to the EU. In other words, thedet out peaceful resolution of the
Aegean dispute as one of the conditions that TuHaey/to fulfil before its accession.
Hence, full membership of the EU is an importamemtive for Turkey to reconcile its
bilateral differences with Greece (Qrind Yilmaz, 2008: 130).

In this regard, the main theme of this thesis hesnkthe Europeanization of
TFP after the 1999 Helsinki European Council witfe@al reference to Turkey’'s
relations with Greece in view of the Aegean displites noteworthy that after the 1997
Luxembourg European Council, Turkey came to theckemion that it had to improve
its relations with Greece to achieve full membegrsbf the EU given the fact that
Greece used the EU as leverage against Turkey tn&il1999 Helsinki European
Council (Tsakaloyannis, 1980: 44; Kavakas, 20007; 14ydin, 2000: 132; Hale and
Avci, 2002: 47; Economides, 2005: 484). Hence, &wtreece relations became
Europeanized at the 1999 Helsinki European Couremhuse their bilateral differences
were referred to in the Presidency Conclusion$hefit999 Helsinki European Council
(European Council, 1999a: Par. 4). This means lillateral differences between the
two countries turned into an issue of the EU ugmnEuropeanization of their relations
(Triantaphyllou, 2001: 69; Aybet, 2009: 151).

115



The Presidency Conclusions of the 1999 Helsinkbgaan Council exemplify
well national projection/uploading by Greece of rigtional interests to the EU level.
For instance, Greece could guarantee accessionooth&n Cyprus to the EU
irrespective of a final settlement and could indtle2EU to introduce referral of border
disputes to the ICJ as a condition for accessian Torkey (Aksu, 2004: 106;
Triantaphyllou, 2005: 337; Economides, 2005: 488)48he relationship between the
peaceful resolution of the Aegean dispute and ty@ issue and Turkey’'s accession
to the EU explains the rationality that is embedoted@urkey’s quest for fostering good
neighbourly relations. In other words, the Europzation of TFP in the context of the
Aegean dispute and Cyprus issue can be explaigethifact that Turkey is required to
foster good neighbourly relations and ensure peace$olution of the border disputes

to accede to the EU.

Furthermore, on the relationship between the caittinof the process of
rapprochement and declaration by the EU of Turkegsdidacy at the 1999 Helsinki
European Council, it has been said that the coimignyprocess of rapprochement
between the two countries may have failed if Turkkepndidacy had not been declared
at the 1999 Helsinki European Council. This is myabecause of the fact that Turkey
expected to eliminate the veto of Greece agaisstandidacy through rapprochement
(Heraclides, 2010: 145). Therefore, rapprochemetit Greece would have meant less
to Turkey if its candidacy had not been declareith@t1 999 Helsinki European Council.
In the same vein, it can be concluded that the Aeghspute could be Europeanized
despite its high resilience in TFP and GFP owinght® size of expected rewards and

gains.

Overall, it has been concluded that rational imagntality underlies the
Europeanization of TFP. This means that the Eumipatdon of both domestic and
foreign policy fields in Turkey is conditional togaeat extent on the credibility of the
prospect of full membership. As a corollary, thedpeanization of Turkey slows down
if the prospect of full membership becomes lesslibte. Yet, whether cooperation

between Turkey and Greece would continue if thespeot of full membership further
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lost credibility is a challenging question. As oyt Ker-Lindsay, the two countries may

prefer to continue cooperation in the absence akdible full membership prospect if

they value tangible benefits that they obtained caaperation in the last decade and
this can especially be the case if Turkey disassedi fostering good neighbourly

relations with Greece from accession to the EU {Kedsay, 2012: 1).

Recently, the two countries seem willing to conéireooperation despite the
loss of credibility of the prospect of full membleis and the continuing Greek debt
crisis that broke out at the end of 2009. As a enaif fact, a High Level Cooperation
Council was established and further agreementsooperation in the fields of border
controls, diplomatic missions, standardization, estments, forestry, environment,
energy and climate change, education, science édmiyy communication, illegal
immigration and culture and tourism were signedvieen the two countries when the
Turkish Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Efghn visited Athens in May 2010 (Ministry of
Foreign Affairs of Greece, 2010: 1). In additiontbat, ‘exploratory talks’ between the
two countries continue, but they are not made puBlhe 54 round of ‘exploratory
talks’ was held in January 2013 in Greece. It idiebed that they progress
satisfactorily. If this had not been the case, tBeece would have most probably
called on the EU to invite Turkey to agree to refer

It is still early to answer the question of whethalations between Turkey and
Greece would be normalized by the continuing prece$ rapprochement and
Europeanization. This can only be possible if thetinuing process of rapprochement
further progresses and cooperation between thedwotries is no longer limited to the
issues of low political significance. In additiofull socialization of Turkey into the
EU’s norms and rules subsequent to its accessionfawlitate the emergence of a
relationship with Greece similar to that betweeranee and Germany that was
desecuritized despite their conflict-ridden pastcréased cooperation and
interdependence triggered by the EU between FrandeGermany may this time work

for Turkey and Greece.
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