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ABSTRACT

Dynamics of Youth Euroscepticism
Kiiciikural, Onder
M.Sc., Department of Sociology
Supervisor: Dr. Mustafa Sen

December 2005, 138 pages

The aim of this thesis is to describe the dominant features of Euroscepticism in
Turkish context and to understand its main dynamics with special reference to a
particular group, the youth in Turkey. A field research was conducted in order to
understand youth’s EU support. The field research involved a combination of
qualitative and quantitative techniques in order to attain multi-layered perspectives
on Euroscepticism. The research is representative at a country-scale and the
participants were 4542 senior students of high schools in twelve cities of Turkey.
One of the striking findings of the research was the high percentage of Euro-
optimists when the survey was applied and the dominance of Eurosceptic discourse
during one to one and group interviews.

According to the research results two strands appear to be dominant in
youth’s Euroscepticism. The first is moral degeneration discourse that is articulated
by a threat perception to Turkey’s culture and lifestyle. The second one is nationalist
discourse that is expressed by threat perception to the unity and integrity of the
nation and the state. Considering the main motivation of the youth in their
appropriation of these two discourses I argued that the identity theories provide

plausible explanations for the understanding of this phenomenon. The identity is
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formed around the “we” concepts that are mainly derived from Turkish nationalism
and culture. Besides, the Turkish state’s founding principles and the atmosphere

created during the 80’s and onwards seems to contribute to this construction.

Keywords: Euroscepticism, youth, European Union, public opinion



07/
Genglerdeki Avrupa Birligi Karsitliginin Dinamikleri
Kiiciikural, Onder
Yiiksek Lisans, Sosyoloji Boliimii
Tez Yoneticisi: Dr. Mustafa Sen

Aralik 2005, 138 sayfa

Bu tez calismasi, Tirkiye’deki Avrupa Birligi (AB) karsiti sdylemin 6ne
cikan ozelliklerini lise 6grencileri ile yapilan bir alan arastirmasi iizerinden anlamay1
ve genglerdeki AB karsiti tutumlarin temel dinamiklerini ortaya koymayi
hedeflemektedir. Bu baglamda calisma, gencglerin Tiirkiye’nin AB’ye tam iiyelik
siireci konusundaki tutumlarini anlamak amaciyla yapilan bir alan aragtirmasinin
verilerine dayanmaktadir. Bu alan aragtirmasinda derinlemesine goriisme ve odak
grup goriismesi gibi niteliksel arastirma yontemleri, anket uygulamasi gibi niceliksel
arastirma yontemleri ile bir arada kullanilmistir. Arastirma Tiirkiye’yi temsil eden bir
orneklem tizerinde gerceklestirilmis olup 12 ilden 4542 lise son smif 0grencisini
kapsamigtir. Arastirmanin ilging bulgularindan biri de anket sonuglarinin yiiksek
diizeyde AB destegine isaret etmesi, buna karsin AB karsiti duygularin daha ¢ok
odak grup ve yiiz ylize goriismelerde belirgin olarak ortaya ¢ikmasidir.

Arastirma sonuglar1 gencglerin AB karsithiginda iki egilimin one ¢iktigini
gostermektedir. Bunlardan ilki, “AB’nin Tiirkiye’ nin kiiltiiriine ve yasam tarzina bir
tehdit olusturdugu” algisi ¢cer¢evesinde ifade edilen ahlaki yozlagma séylemi, ikincisi,
“AB’nin, devletin ve milletin birlik ve biitiinliigline yonelik tehdit olusturdugu” algisi

etrafinda sekillenen milliyet¢i séylemdir. Bu iki sdylemin anlagilmasinda ve
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aciklanmasinda kimlik yaklasimi daha etkin ve verimli bir kavramsal gerceve
sunmaktadir. Bu baglamda genclerin AB karsithgimin 6zellikle geleneksel 6gelerden
beslenen, kiiltiirelist, reaksiyoner, dislayicit ve biz-onlar ikiligine dayanan bir Tiirk
Milliyet¢iligi cercevesinde sekillendigi gozlemlenmistir. AB karsitt bu kimlik
olusumunda Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti Devleti’nin kurucu ilkelerinin ve 1980 Darbesi
sonrasinda ortaya ¢ikarilan ve Tiirk-Islam sentezi fikrine dayanan egitim anlayiginin

biiylik bir rolii oldugu anlagilmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Avrupa Birligi karsitligi, genclik, Avrupa Birligi, kamuoyu.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The public support for the European Union (EU) became a topic that attracted
scholarly interest particularly with EU’s political integration attempts which were
emphasised in the Maastricht Treaty in 1993, where the name of the European
Community was changed into the European Union, while the creation of political
union aimed opening out as well as greater depth in terms of integration (Carey,
2002). The enlargement of the EU to include the Central and Eastern European
(CEE) countries increased the concerns among the European member states and
candidate state citizens about the nature of the European integration.

The emphasis on political integration became more salient as it coincided
with the rise of the Eurosceptic discourse all over Europe. Hooghe (2003) points out
that EU is an elite led project, and there is huge discrepancy between public and elite
opinion, which is perceived as a democratic deficit in the EU. According to him
European integration is not the dream of the people but that of the elites.
Consequently further integration, which beside economic issues aims at the
deepening as well as the enlargement of the Union, bring about the clash between
elite and public opinion. As legitimacy is the sine qua non of democracy and it is
measured through the approval of elite’s actions by the common citizens. This
explains the eagerness of the researchers studying this issue to find out the

determining factors of one’s willingness of support for ‘further integration’ and



enlargement of the European Union. Or conversely, to find out the dynamics of one’s
discontent with further integration.

The stances of the people of member states about the European Union have
been tested and the considerable part of the accumulated literature is reserved to the
member state citizens’ attitude towards the EU. Nevertheless, the research has not
been confined to the societies of member state countries and the question of whether
the candidate countries’ citizens are willing to see their country as member of
European Union or not has been at the centre of attention as well.

In the Helsinki summit of 1999 Turkey was officially accepted as a candidate
country to join the European Union. As the prospect membership of the EU becomes
a reality polarization towards either EU-support or Euroscepticism increases
(Kazimierz and Shabad, 2003). Taking this into account, this thesis aims to describe
the dominant features of Euroscepticism in Turkish context and to understand its
main dynamics with special reference to a particular group, the youth in Turkey.

The data for this study was gathered by the research project “Turkish Youth
Speaks Up: Youth’s Opinion on Turkey’s EU Accession and Membership Process”,
which was financed by the Horizons and Mosaic Program of European Commission
Delegation to Turkey. The project was commissioned to the Turkish Social Science
Association and was conducted by a team of researchers of which I am a part,
working in ‘Yasama Dair Vakif® (Lifeworld Foundation). In this study I focus
particularly on Euroscepticism because the extra-ordinary prevalence of Eurosceptic
discourse in in-depth interviews and focus groups seems to be in complete
contradiction to the high percentages of EU approval in the survey results.

Some of the questions that I discuss in the thesis are: Why do some section of

Turkish youth say ‘no’ to EU? What are the motivations behind their opposition?
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What are the main characteristics of scepticism towards the European Union? What
are the characteristics of the discourse of Euroscepticism that is articulated by the
youth? How do they perceive the on going process of European integration and
related adjustments on the way to the EU?

When we consider the scholarly attempts at determining the factors for the
EU support and in understanding the motivations behind the Euroscepticism, we see
that there have emerged several camps in the field. The first camp of scholars
discerns the utilitarian calculations of individuals and discusses losers and winners of
the changes caused by the EU (Gabel, 1998; Henderson, 2001). A second group of
scholars propose the cognitive mobilisation approach arguing that individual’s level
of knowledge about the EU and interest in political issues are decisive factors in
taking a side on the EU issue (Inglehart, 1970; Janssen, 1991). A third group of
scholars (Kazimierz and Shabad, 2003; Ehin, 2001) lend particular attention to
individual characteristics and they consider the EU as the community of values such
as liberalism, free market economy and democracy. Consequently depending on how
a person identifies with these values, one also supports the EU. Yet another approach
has been to focus on the effect of national identity. Researchers argued that the
stronger it is the more one assumes anti—-EU stance (Carey, 2002; Christin and
Trechsel, 2002; McLaren, 2002; Kritzinger, 2003). In addition, they found evidence
that perceived threat to national institutions, identity or culture and religion brings
about Euroscepticism. For example, anti-immigrant sentiments also strongly effects
ones decision to support the EU (Vreese and Boomgaarden, 2005).

Europe is a huge geography and it bears great cultural, social, and economic
diversity. And consequently, it is not possible to find an all-encompassing

explanation for the diversity in opinions. Such an aim would be a mistake from the
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start. However, I think that each approach tells part of the truth, and none of them
can claim superiority over the others. All the variables that are intensively studied in
these standpoints matter for understanding the EU support and Euroscepticism. But
how they matter depends on both characteristics of the groups and individuals under
study, historical, cultural and social predispositions of the nation-state where the
study is conducted.

The cynic attitude towards the European Union can be interpreted as a
position that has to do with once affiliation/liking or disliking the idea of Europe and
Europeans. In the Turkish context, Carkoglu, one of the prominent researchers in the
study of public support of the EU in Turkey, measured ‘Euroscepticism’ while
defining it along the liking/disliking the Europeans line of thought. Consequently, in
order to assess one’s ‘Eurosceptic’ stance Carkoglu asked questions on EU’s
eligibility to solve the conflicts in the Aegean and Cyprus, whether one supports
having Europeans work in Turkey, willingness of having one’s daughter married to a
European, and having European neighbours. And in compliance with the
expectations, he found out that the ‘Eurosceptics’ are less likely to support Turkey’s
EU membership (Carkoglu, 2003:181). However, these questions show that
Carkoglu’s concept of Euroscepticism is different from the widely shared definition
of Euroscepticism. In the studies conducted out in European context, Euroscepticism
is simply defined as “the idea of contingent or qualified opposition” which
incorporates also “outright and unqualified opposition to the process of European
integration” (Taggart and Szczerbiak, 2004:3). This definition emphasises ones
negative attitude towards the EU or the ongoing project of European integration.
Basically, questions like having ones daughter marry with European, or willingness

to have a European neighbour tap into a different realm. They could assess one’s
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affiliation or interest in ‘Europe’ or ‘Europeans’ or one’s attitudes towards other
cultures. However, we cannot directly utilise the answers of these questions to label
someone as ‘Eurosceptic’. Besides, these questions implicitly bear the idea that
Turkey is outside of Europe. To ask them in EU member or candidate countries
would be ridiculous and incompatible in the European setting. However, as the
research findings show that this questions taps into important realm, and they are
proved to be meaningful in the Turkish context. Furthermore, I can argue that this
constitutes one of the main dynamics of Turkish Euroscepticism. Nevertheless, the
ambiguous feelings that revolve around the definition of Euroscepticism should not
deceive the researchers. In order to achieve parsimony with the body of literature
existing on the issue I will adopt the common definition of Euroscepticism in the
literature. The variable identified by Carkoglu is not an independent variable in
explaining Euroscepticism but rather and intervening variable' and as such I will take
it in consideration in forth chapter while discussing the underlying peculiar

motivations of youth Euroscepticism in Turkish context.

1.1 Method of the Study

In the field research, qualitative and quantitative techniques were utilized in
combination. Qualitative techniques include the conduction of in-depth interviews
and focus group discussions while the quantitative technique involves survey
implementation. At the beginning 30 in-depth interviews were conducted in order to
discover the peculiarities and characteristics of the subject matter of the targeted

population. The questionnaire was prepared with the help of the data collected during

' An intervening variable is defined as one that links between the independent and the dependent variable.
Intervening variables point out the causal sequences or chains, thus explaining the causal process of a
phenomenon (Losh, 2001).
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this initial phase. The questionnaire included questions regarding the youths
demographical and socio-economical profiles, general problems of Turkey and the
youth, identity and the perception of the “other”, Turkey’s place in the world and
international affairs, attitude towards the EU accession and membership process,
level of information on the EU and lastly needs, desires, preferences and
expectations regarding Turkey’s foreign policy and the EU.

In the last phase of the field research that is after the implementation of the
survey a combination of focus groups and in-depth interviews were also conducted in
order to deepen and re-evaluate the research findings. The qualitative technique
enabled the assessment of the issue and the exploration of unknown and colorful
peculiarities that can not be captured through quantitative techniques.

The target group of this research was composed of the senior students in the
high schools across Turkey. The rationale behind the specific decision to focus on
the high-school senior population was the great diversity in the student and school
profiles. The target group had all it takes to represent the larger sections of the
society at a smaller scale. Retrospectively, carrying out a survey on youth and
focusing high school rather than university population offers a better alternative to
reach socially, culturally and economically different strata, as a larger section of the
population attends secondary school. Moreover, working with high school
participants has practical advantages such as the readiness to cooperate and ease of
reach.

The seniors (third year) of high schools students were born between 1987 and
1988. The population of the senior high school students in Turkey is 749.989. Out of
this population 320.529 (42, 73%) of the students are females, and 429.460 (57,

26%) are males (MEB, 2005). The students were selected equally from five different
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types of high school. These types are: the regular public high schools; Anatolian
high schools; private schools, occupational high schools and the schools for
preachers and religious leaders (IHL).

The following table shows the distribution of these high schools types as well
as the distribution according to their gender of students that attend these schools. In
total 93.05 % of the people in this age group attend one of these secondary education
schools. As Table 1.1 shows students are not distributed equally in each school type,
nevertheless the aim of the research was to explore the attitudes towards EU based

on school types so equal numbered samples were picked from each school.

Table 1. 1. Number of Schools and Students that are included in the Survey

School Type Number of Females  Males Total % of the
Schools Number of students
Students in total

Public High Schools 1.663 642.664 725.118 1.367.782 45
Anatolian High 443 89.978 101.953 191.931 6,31
Schools

Occupational High  3.870 415,339 687.055 1.102.394 36,26
Schools

IHL Schools 452 44.492 52.359 96.851 3,18
Private Schools 630 31.499 38.664 70.163 2,30
Total of all 6861 1.306.408 1.733.041  3.039.449
secondary schools 100

Ministry of National Education, Research and Coordination Board Presidency (2005)

The survey was conducted in 12 cities to ensure the representativeness of the
results for Turkey by using the NUTS System (Nomenclature of Territorial Units for
Statistics), known as the Turkish statistical classification system for territorial units.
This is accepted as the official classification system following the 2002/4720

numbered decision of the Council of Ministers. The 12 cities corresponding to 12



regions were selected randomly. The selected cities are: Istanbul, Balikesir, Izmir,
Bursa, Ankara, Adana, Kayseri, Samsun, Trabzon, Erzurum, Malatya and Gaziantep.

From each city, five schools from the different types were selected. In the
sample design the sole selection criterion for each high school was its population.
The most crowded three high schools among its type were selected from each city.
Then, one of the schools was defined randomly as the target and the other two
schools remained as backup. The plan was to reach at least 70 students in each
school; therefore the minimum number would be 4200 students in 60 schools all over
Turkey.

The students in the classroom setting filled in the questionnaires with the
direction of survey implementers. The questionnaire was distributed to all the class
during each implementation. The classes were randomly selected to reach 70
students, and their number varied from 2 to 5 in each school. Because of the huge
fluctuation in the population of each class, we end up with 4545 questionnaires at the
end of the survey implementation. Impressively, only 3 questionnaires were
discarded because they were not properly filled in. The distribution of the

participants according to the cities and the school types is in Appendix I.

1.2 Organization of the Thesis

The following chapter focuses on the discussion of public support and
Euroscepticism in the literature. This is an attempt to pinpoint the main
characteristics of public support as it is discussed in the literature in Europe. Four
approaches, namely, utilitarian, approach, cognitive mobilisation and values
approach, domestic politics approach and lastly identity approach are discussed at

length to understand the basic building blocs of the EU support. As I noted above the
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literature review showed that the issue is complex and it is not possible to come up
with a prescription that would be valid for the entirety of Europe, including member
states and the candidate states. The historical, social and cultural predisposition of
the society and characteristics of individuals play crucial role in determination of
public support.

The third chapter is reserved to the discussion of the background of EU-
Turkey relations with special reference to the elite’s opinion towards the EU through
out the history. The EU-Turkey relations are full of with ups and downs that can be
characterised by integration and de-integration periods and they depend on national
and international political and economical climate. The opinions of the elite with
respect to the EU and characteristics of elite Euroscepticism shows that they are
mainly motivated by the national interest discourse that can be characterised by soft
type of Euroscepticism. The practice of the EU rather then the idea of it is mainly
criticised, this is in line with Turkey’s age old Westernisation policies. Besides this
points signals a divergence with public opinion, that stress fear of moral degeneration
of the society besides nationalist concerns.

In the fourth chapter I will present the results of the field research. The main
emphasis is put on the exploration and discovery of the youth’s Eurosceptic
discourses and hence special focus is put on the revelations of the qualitative data.
The results are presented in such a manner that quantitative and qualitative data
blend together in order to reach a deeper understanding of the subject matter. Two
pillars of Euroscepticism become manifested among the youth one is related to fear
of threat to national unity and is expressed through nationalist discourse, while the
other is fear of threat to Turkish culture and is expressed in moral degeneration

discourse. The results showed that identity theory provides us with a stronger
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explanatory tool to understand youth Euroscepticism in Turkey. In the discussion of
the two discourses I tried to shed light on the peculiarities of Turkish context and the
political sphere in explaining the youth Euroscepticism. Finally, I conclude the thesis
by discussing the contributions that this thesis makes to the literature and the possible

paths that can be followed by taking into consideration the findings of this thesis.
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CHAPTER 2

PUBLIC OPINION AND EUROSCEPTICISM

Public opinion plays a significant role in measuring the legitimacy of a country’s
government’s actions. In the case of countries that are actual members of the EU or
that are about to join such a supranational organization, public opinion has a crucial
role in shaping the scope and the pace of the integration. We can count several
reasons as to why public opinion matters for EU member or candidate countries.
Firstly, in the liberal democracies the governments should rely on the popular
consent of their performance in order to acquire legitimacy and stay influential in the
political arena. “Legitimacy builds upon principles of the authorisation of power-
holders, responsiveness in the exercise of power and accountability” (Scharpf cited
in Vreese and Boomgaarden, 2005:60). The lack of legitimacy is the signal of
democratic deficit and this opposes the founding principles of the EU. Secondly, in
line with the first consideration, the issue of EU membership is crucial in partisan
debates and electoral appeals, therefore parties have to take the elections and the
popular vote into account. Peculiar to the case of Central and Eastern European
(CEE) countries is the fact that EU support signifies a mentality change. Support of
EU integration means the approval of the systematic change towards democracy and
an open market economy, therefore EU support goes hand in hand with legitimacy of
drastic change in these countries, hence showing the level of the adoption to
capitalism and democracy in the country (Kazimierz and Shabad, 2003: 504). The

last but not the least, it should be noted that all the candidate countries hold a
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referendum in order to decide about the accession and the final decision of joining
the Union based on the result the referendum.

Although joining the Union requires a shift in the Turkish mentality and
political culture as well, we see that this change is different from that of the CEE
countries because in the case of Turkey, it does not show the adoption of values
related to free market economy but rather it is related to affiliation to democracy and
toleration of differences.

Despite the importance of the public opinion, it is interesting to note that
most of the studies that were conducting after 90’s on the CEE countries focus
primarily on reporting aggregated survey results and almost none of them analyses
the dynamics and determinants of public opinion in depth (Ehin, 2001: 32). After
Ehin’s article, some researchers’ interest on this issue increased, yet the sole topic of
interest was on the relationship between party preference and the public opinion,
while other interacting variables have been attributed a secondary position. However,
the newly emerging literature also shows a deepening of scholarly interests on the
subject matter. Some of the concepts and focus points that have attracted the
attention of the scholars are identity, perception of threats to national and cultural
integrity, or the relation between anti-immigration sentiments on EU support (Vreese
and Boomgaarden, 2005; Kritzinger, 2003; Carey, 2002; Cristin and Trechsel 2002;
McLaren, 2002).

In this chapter I will focus on the dynamics of public support for and against
the European Union, and a special attention will be paid to the factors that contribute
to Euroscepticism. I begin by covering the literature on Euroscepticism and consider
the categories through which this concept has been understood. Then I outline four

approaches that have been adopted in the literature and explain citizens’ support or

12



lack of it for the EU. In doing this I will focus on the determining factors of EU

support that scholars have identified in their attempts of explaining Euroscepticism.

2.1. Euroscepticism: Theories and Approaches
The debate over Euroscepticism grew especially after the Maastricht Treaty, which
entered into force in 1993 and changed the name of the European Economic
Community into European Union. This change in name showed that the already
supranational organization was not only an economic association but also a political
one. In Maastricht Treaty, after the fall of Berlin Wall, newly independent states of
Central and Eastern Europe were added to the list of candidate countries (Miiftiiler-
Bag, 2001: 48). The referenda that were held in those years show that further
integration attempts of EU were not welcome by the people of member states®.
Taggart and Szczerbiak (2004:3) define Euroscepticism as “the idea of
contingent or qualified opposition” which incorporates also “outright and unqualified
opposition to the process of European integration.” One of the strengths of this
definition is that it is valid not only for EU member countries but also for CEE
countries and candidate countries in general. Taggart and Szczerbiak (2002:7-8)
emphasize that, “if someone supports the EU as it currently exists and oppose any
further integration, then they are effectively Eurosceptic because this is at odds with
what is the dominant mode of integration that is going on.” The scepticism of the
people emanates from the unforeseeable consequences of an ever-closer European

integration process. The sceptic view mainly questions the risk taken by the attempt

? Danish rejection of Maastich Treaty in 1992, Irish failure to ratify the Nice Treaty in 2001 can be seen
popular rejection of further integration (Fidrmuc and Doyle, 2005). Liesbet Hooghe argue that there is a
huge discrepancy between elite and public opinion, according to him European integration is an elite led
project, public at large oppose the further integration (Hooghe, 2003:282).
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of abandoning the already existing legitimised nation state in favour of the uncertain
future advantages of integration (Beichelt, 2004:1).

The common question to measure the EU support is to ask the participants the
following question: ‘if a referendum took place tomorrow on joining the EU, how
would you vote: in favour or against. Those who report negative answers to this
question are classified as Eurosceptics. In addition, most of the researchers in this
subject utilises the data obtained from the European Commission’s Eurobarometer
Surveys °.

Euroscepticism comes basically in two shapes, Taggart and Szczerbiak
differentiate hard and soft version of Euroscepticism. Hard Euroscepticism implies
outright rejection of the entire project of European political and economic integration
and opposition to ones country’s joining or remaining a member of the EU. The
major argument of the hard Eurosceptics is that EU offends deeply held values or
that it is the embodiment of negative values (Taggart and Szczerbiak, 2004:3). The
soft Euroscepticism, on the other hand, involves contingent or qualified opposition to
European integration. It may be in two forms: policy Euroscepticism and national
interest Euroscepticism. Policy Euroscepticism is the one that is directed against
measures and policies of the EU. Opposition to Euro, as it was the case in Denmark,
Britain and Sweden may be examples of this kind of Euroscepticism. National
interest Euroscepticism involves one’s discourse of defending or standing up for the
national interest especially in the agenda of EU related debates (Taggart and

Szczerbiak, 2004:4).

* Eurobarometer Surveys assess public opinion on the EU and monitors people perspective regularly. The
surveys have been conducted every six months since 1973 in all member states. Some eurobarometer
surveys are also conducted in candidate countries as well. The First survey conducted in Turkey is
“Candidate Countries Eurobarometer” (CCEB) in October / Nowember 2003 and second is “Eurobarometer
62” Autumn 2004.
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The terminology coined by Taggart and Szczerbiak in 2001 was challenged
by Kopecky and Mudde in 2002, as the latter came up with a different distinction
other then “hard” and “soft” conceptualisation of Euroscepticism. They proposed
‘diffused’ and “specific” support for European integration. By diffused support they
mean the support for general ideas of European integration, while by specific support
they mean support for specific practice of FEuropean Union. The first
conceptualisation differentiates the ‘Europhiles and Europhobes’. Europhiles like the
idea of European integration and pooled sovereignty, whereas Europhobes totally
rejects the idea of integration and are sceptic about the loss of national sovereignty.
The second conceptualisation separates EU-optimists and EU-pessimists. It denotes
optimism of the direction of the developing EU or pessimism of the way it develops.
The euro-pessimists are not necessarily rejecting the EU integration but they propose
different formula to further integration (Kopecky and Mudde, 2002:301-302).

Similarly, Beichelt opposes the Taggart and Szczerbiak’s distinction of hard
and soft version of Euroscepticism, he argues that the magnitude of the
Euroscepticism is not crucial but the quality of it matters. Instead of their distinction
he proposes the distinction of Euroscepticists and EU scepticists. Euroscepticists are
those who do not like the idea too much integration into a supranational structure,
consequently they also oppose the integration practices. On the other hand EU
scepticists are those who do not object the idea of integration but disfavour the way
the integration is organised by the EU. He acknowledges that in both of the stances
various degrees of scepticisms towards integration are possible, either soft or hard
(Beichelt, 2004:4-5).

Lubbers and Scheepers come up with yet another distinction, for them

instrumental versus political Euroscepticism can be differentiated. The first type of
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Euroscepticism derives from the perceived gains or loss from EU integration, while
the political Euroscepticism derives from the hesitancy that to what extend the
policies should be decided on the European level. Political Eurosceptics believe in
the strength of the national level decision-making (Lubbers and Scheepers,
2005:224).

When we think of ‘political Eurosceptics’/ ‘Euroscepticists’ / ‘hard
Eurosceptics’ / ‘Europhobes’, they all assess the EU by way of their existing set of
ideas. Hence, they oppose the EU because they see a close relationship between EU
and their previously identified foe: as it is capitalism for communists, socialism for
the right, bureaucracy for populists, supranationalism for nationalists or, neo-
liberalism for socialists. For ‘soft’, ‘instrumental’, Euro-pessimists or ‘EU-sceptics’
the prospect of EU is doubtful especially when it disturbs interests, policies or issues
that they support. However, for the Euro-enthusiasts / Europhiles / Euro-optimists,
this is not the case and they support the EU by arguing for solidarity or international
cooperation. While the Europhiles support the EU and its integration as a good in
itself, Eurosceptics oppose it by referring the already existing and properly identified
demons (Taggart and Szczerbiak, 2002:8). It is possible to argue that these
references to imagined realities that embody a language of threatened national
interest, and are very remindful of conspiracy theories make the Eurosceptic
arguments very appealing.

I will focus only on the terms that denote Euroscepticism rather Europhilia as
in this thesis I am analysing the Eurosceptic discourses. Despite the great number of
concepts that have been thrown in, give the impression that scholars are once again
in a hair-splitting debate. By taking into consideration the way they have been

formulated I don’t see much difference between Kopecky and Mudde’s Euro-

16



pessimists and Beichelt’s EU scepticists as both concepts signify the group that
doesn’t like the present formula of integration, but is not against integration as such.
The same is true for these scholars’ respective concepts of Europhobes and
Euroscepticists, as the reference is to the group that totally rejects the integration and
its practice. I agree with Taggart and Szczerbiak’s definition that the group
criticizing the current formula of integration is soft Eurosceptic and the group that
comes with an outright rejection is hard Eurosceptics. On the other hand, Lubbers
and Scheepers’ definition of instrumental and political Euroscepticism seems to add
a new dimension to the debate as they go beyond the formula of present state of
integration and national interests. While I utilise Taggart and Szczerbiak distinction
to analyse the attitudes of political actors and intellectuals, Lubbers and Scheepers’

concepts will come handy in analysing the youth discurses.

2.2. Dynamics and Determinants of EU Support and Euroscepticism

I will review the literature with regard to public opinion on the issue of EU
membership by focusing on the factors that have been pointed out as influential in
promoting either positive or negative opinions with regard to the association of one’s
country with the EU. Four approaches dominate theoretical and empirical
explanations of citizens’ support for European integration or Euroscepticism. Each
approach tests the effect of different independent variables and their capability of
explaining part of the EU support. In addition, these variables assess the effect of EU
relations but they are not encompassing and sole predictors of EU support,
nevertheless they are meaningful in their own context. The dynamics of EU support

and Euroscepticism differs in EU member or CEE countries. Nevertheless the
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promise of a common future in the EU makes space for a lot of commonalities as

well.

2.2.1. The Utilitarian Approach

I will begin with the utilitarian approach. This approach gives priority to the
calculation of expected economic gains and losses through EU membership.
Individuals perceive the EU membership either as an opportunity or as an
unfortunate circumstance. Through this approach the relative losers and the winners
of EU membership are defined. The underlying assumption is that individuals are
making utilitarian calculations of the costs and benefits of EU membership.
Therefore, those who think that the EU membership is serving to their interest would
support the EU, while those who perceive it as disadvantageous to their own benefit
would disapprove of the EU membership (Gabel, 1998:36).

At the micro level analysis both socio-economic determinants and subjective
economical conditions play important role in ones calculations of cost/benefit.
Highly educated and higher socioeconomic status participants were more likely to
support the EU, because in most of the cases they were the first to gain from the EU
integration (Gabel, 1998:51-52). Similarly, Kazimierz and Shabad (2003) based on
Polish data argued that social class is one of the determining factors of EU Support.
According to them, those who had already found a way of gaining from market
economy and were expecting further gains from integration were more supportive of
the EU integration. Groups like managers and experts or professionals have already
benefited in Poland as a result of transition from state socialism to free market
economy; therefore they were strong supporters of EU. On the other hand, such

social groups as farmers, white colour employees in the public sector and labours
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were harmed during the economic transition and therefore, they tended to oppose EU
integration. Likewise, Gabel (cited in Ehin, 2001: 35) differentiated the individuals
according to their occupational status, and found that lower waged manual workers,
that is unskilled workers tended to oppose EU integration, while skilled professionals
with high income were more supportive of EU membership. In the same way,
Henderson (2001) in her research in the Slovak Republic found that doubts about EU
membership were “a reflection of general resistance to modernisation and post-
communist economic reform”. She also argued that this attitude was more prevalent
among demographic groups which suffered through the transition period such as the
elderly, the less educated, the more rural and the more conservative (Henderson,
2001:4). Tucker, Pacek, and Berinsky (2002) made a similar argument in their paper
on transitional “winners” and “losers”.

However, Ehin (2001) while analysing his own findings argued that this was
mostly the case for Western Europe, and that this explanation was too narrow for
CEE countries, since other factors come into play in their case. Besides, in the CEE
countries the unemployed or the non-labours also supported the EU, although they
did not have any competitive advantage in the market. Their support was based in the
belief that the EU embodies the regulative and redistributive norms of European
welfare state.

At the macro level analysis, according to Ehin (2001: 34) individuals’
calculate national returns from the EU budget or take into consideration their
country’s level of trade while formulating opinion on EU membership. Fidrmuc and
Doyle extended this finding to all the economic indicators of a country. According to
them high growth rate, low inflation and low employment in the country may also

predict the grater support for further EU integration (Fidrmuc and Doyle, 2004:6).
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The new trend that Papagiannidis pointed out in Greece can be the example of public
consideration of macro level determinants. He sustained that the Greek public
opinion is under a downward shift with respect to EU support because of EU’s
agricultural policies, price-support mechanisms and its structural funds
(Papagiannidis, 2005). This is because the EU decided to revise its policy with regard

to the benefits of EU member states.

2.2.2 Cognitive Mobilisation and Values Approach

The utilitarian approach tacitly assumes that individuals are aware and
knowledgeable about the possible gains or losses of EU integration. However,
several scholars argue that this is not the case for most of the individuals. Their
approach is called cognitive mobilisation approach and it pays explicit attention to
the individual’s knowledge about the European integration process. Inglehart in the
1970’s argued that increased level of information predicts increased support for
European integration. Regarding this approach it is assumed that as one’s level of
information on the EU increases they feel less threatened by the EU (Inglehart,
1970:47; Janssen, 1991:67). Another important basis for knowledge is one’s interest
to political issues and frequency of engaging in political discussions. In line with the
knowledge hypothesis, researchers found that political interest is positively
correlated with EU support (Kazimierz and Shabad, 2003).

However, some researchers object to this assumption and propose that the
increased level of information may also lead in negative evaluations of EU
integration. Fridrmuc and Doyle (2004:32) found an alternative pattern with respect
to cognitive mobilisation. According to these researchers greater the knowledge of

the EU, the more one can clearly define either positive or negative opinions on the
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EU, whereas the respondents with less knowledge are more likely to posses a
moderate positive or negative attitude towards the EU.

Some scholars in this approach argue that the EU is a community of values.
Values related to free market/capitalism and democracy are the key values of
differentiation between Central and Eastern, and Western Europe. The iron curtain
dividing the two parts of Europe for almost fifty years was not only of military and
economic significance, it was also a separation of political and social systems. On
each side children were socialised and educated by the norms and standards of the
respective part’s political ideology (Maier and Rosenmayr, 2000:217). In Eastern and
Central Europe, the EU integration has been equated with democratic transition and
transition to market economy (Kazimierz and Shabad, 2003). The items prepared to
measure the effect of one’s affiliation to democracy were prepared by considering
the crucial principles of liberal democracy such as protection of minority rights,
necessity and legitimacy of political opposition, electoral accountability. Similarly,
one’s affiliation to capitalism is measured by assumed attitudes towards main
characteristics of free market economy such as the existence of a substantial
privatised sector in the economy and liberalised labour and consumer market
(Kazimierz and Shabad, 2003:521).

Kazimierz and Shabad (2003) came to two crucial conclusions on their
analysis of pro-democratic and pro-capitalist values. Firstly, they found that they
have statistically significant direct effect on EU support that is the results of logistic
regression analysis displayed that effects of other variables, such as class, are washed
out in the most of the cases. Secondly, Kazimierz and Shabad’s longitudinal study
showed that pro-democrats and pro-capitalists were also significantly more likely to

maintain their Euro-enthusiasm through time. On the other hand, fluctuations were
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more likely to be observed in anti-democrats and anti-capitalists attitudes (Kazimierz
and Shabad, 2003: 531).

Ehin’s research (2001) revealed contradictory results. He rejected the
hypothesis that “the stronger the identification with democratic norms, the greater the
likelihood of supporting EU membership” in Baltic countries. Yet interestingly
enough, he found evidence for the opposite in the sub-sample of Lithuanians, where
statistically significant positive relation were found between authoritarian values and
support for EU membership

Some researchers (cf. Jansen, Anderson & Reichert, Gabel, Cited in Ehin,
2001:35) also looked for relationship between cosmopolitan and post-materialist
political values that were created especially after Second World War in Europe and
support for European integration. Assuming that youth, better educated and highly
paid individuals hold more post-materialistic attitudes, researchers failed to find any
relationship either for post-materialistic values relation to age and the support of

European Union.

2.2.3. Domestic Politics Approach

According to this approach, it is domestic politics rather than individual’s calculated
behaviour that plays a crucial role in one’s formulation of decision to support EU
integration. When one assesses the domestic politics, some of the determining factors
are party position, party preference, and being satisfied with the incumbent
government. Kazimierz and Shabad (2003: 506-507) sustain that these factors play
the most significant and direct role in the determination of attitudes towards the EU.
If we take into consideration the limited knowledge that they have about European

integration, it makes sense for citizens to formulate their views through
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intermediaries in the national political realm, such as political parties or the
incumbent government (Vreese and Boomgaarden, 2005:62).

Due to its importance in effecting the public opinion party position related to
the Euroscepticism has been intensely studied in EU member countries as well as in
CEE countries. However, before analysing the effect of party preference on EU
support, it is worth here to talk about the features of parties’ positions with respect to

the EU.

According to Taggart and Szczerbiak Euroscepticism comes from the
opposite ends of the left and right spectrum. It brings together unusual coalitions and
convergences of ideological forces (Szczerbiak and Taggart, 2000:5). We see that
this statement is true in the Turkish context as well; one such convergence is the
similar attitudes towards EU among Labour Party and Nationalist Action Party
supporters. These two parties were the great antagonists and their respectively
opposing views dominated the political scene during the 1970s, and even escalated to
street fights and death of their members. During those times one could hardly
imagine that these groups would share the same ideological standpoint on any issue
(Baskan, 2005: 53). I will talk in detail about the positions of the right and the left
wing in Turkey with regard to the EU in the next chapter. The crucial lesson that
Taggart and Szczerbiak draw from these “unusual” experiences is that thinking about
Euroscepticism in term of its place in the political spectrum is fruitless because
“...from communist parties on the far left, through Social Democratic, liberal,
agrarian, Christian Democratic, conservative and nationalist and populist parties on
the far right, Euroscepticism transcends the left-right spectrum” (Taggart and

Szczerbiak, 2004:14).
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However, if we think of the position of a political party in terms of its
location in the centre or periphery, then we notice that parties in the periphery of the
spectrum be that either left or right are more likely to be Eurosceptic, while central
parties are not. Central parties bear high cost if they assume Eurosceptic stance,
because they will be the parties that will be directly involved in negotiations during
the accession process, and in general there’s consensus about the benefits of the EU
(Taggart and Szczerbiak, 2004:5). Given that this is the case a Eurosceptic stance
would affect negatively a party’s voting base. In order to justify the Eurosceptic
position of the fringe parties Taggart and Szczerbiak (2004:5) argue that these parties
hold a Eurosceptic stance because this contributes to emphasising the difference
between themselves and central parties. Furthermore, this strategic and tactical
manoeuvre is cost free for them compared to the central parties, and it increases their

position of competitive advantage.

As far as party positions are concerned, there are differences in
Euroscepticism between Western and Eastern countries and even among the Eastern
European countries themselves. So in the Western Europe, among central
governmental parties there is no expressed Euroscepticism. It is not the case for
Central and Eastern Europe, where many central parties, both in opposition or in
government, hold Eurosceptic stance, in the form of soft Euroscepticism. On the
other hand all hard Eurosceptic parties are to be located in the periphery of their
party systems in Central and Eastern European countries. Another difference is that
in Central and Eastern European countries, Euroscepticism is mostly seen in more
right wing parties (the nationalists or populist orientation) compared to Western
Europe. As far as Eastern European countries are concerned, researchers found that

the Baltic countries, Czech Republic, Slovenia and Poland are the countries where
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high level of EU skepticism is seen, while Hungary, Slovakia, Bulgaria, and

Romania have lower levels of Euroscepticism (Taggart and Szczerbiak, 2002).

The effect of party preference is one of the mostly and extensively studied
issues in this area. The researchers have tried to establish whether there’s a direct
relationship between party preference and attitude towards EU? Is it possible to
predict the results of EU related referenda from polling data by looking at voter base
of Eurosceptic parties? Considering the fact that individuals have very limited
information on the issue of EU they would tend to rely on their parties preference.

Party preference gives crucial clues on citizens’ political and ideological
standpoint. However if it were possible to predict people’s attitudes on an issue
based on party preference, if such a correlation was proved to be significant, the
acquired data would shed light on the predispositions of Euro-enthusiasts and
Eurosceptics. Its practicality would be another motivation behind the scholarly
interest on party preference as in a democratic regime elections are held regularly.
Furthermore, the existence of such a relationship would be functional in affecting
parties’ policy formulations and attract vote depending on their agenda.

In most of the cases researchers take party preferences through reported votes
of the individuals. And parties are grouped according to their manifest attitudes
towards EU. For instance Kazimierz and Shabad grouped the parties as “persistent
staunch support”, “cautious endorsement”, and “outright opposition.” These labels
correspond to Taggart and Szczerbiak’s not Eurosceptic at all, soft Eurosceptics and
hard Eurosceptics respectively.

However, results of the researches on this issue are quite controversial. For
instance, Kazimierz and Shabad (2003:509) reported that individuals are likely to

rely on parties as agents to form their opinions about integration. Similarly, Leonard
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Ray (2003:987) sustains that party positions do influence public opinion and he goes
further to find the intermingling factors and strength of this effect. He says that
parties’ EU stance can act as a cue for supporters of that party; nevertheless the
strength of this effect varies significantly according to the characteristics of the party,
national context and of the individual party supporters. Consequently, Ray found
that as party unity on the issue of EU increased, the effect of party is also increased;
similarly he proved that as the relevance of the issue for the party increases, the
persuasiveness of the party on the public opinion is also increases. In terms of the
characteristics of the national context, he found that there’s a positive correlation
between the variation of the position with respect to EU issue and the party
preference. The reason for this is the politicization of European issue is ensured
through the emergence of different elite opinions or break in the elite consensus, and
hence in this circumstance parties’ stance matter. As far as for the individuals
characteristics: he found that the closer individuals feel to the political party they
support, the more they will be affected by the positions taken by that party (Ray:
2003, 987-988).

Contrary to the others, Taggart and Szczerbiak (2002:22) found that there is
no simple link between public Euroscepticism and party-based Euroscepticism. That
is parties are not simple ciphers of public opinion. They found that “high levels of
public Euroscepticism do not necessarily translate into high levels of support for
parties expressing Euroscepticism and high levels of support for such parties are not
necessarily indicative of high levels of popular Euroscepticism.” Bielasiak (2004)
supports these findings by arguing that party placement and its perspectives are not

consistent predictors of the success of Eurosceptic political entities in CEE.
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Taggart and Szczerbiak contemplate on the reasons of misfit between average
level of national popular Euroscepticism (11.56%) and the level of support for
Eurosceptic parties (5,52%). They note a few reasons for this discrepancy. Firstly,
EU being the second order issue in the domestic politics it hardly becomes the sole
determinant of the elector decision. Secondly, low levels of support for hard
Eurosceptic parties do not necessarily shed light on people attitude towards EU, as it
is seen in the referendum results. People who support Europhilic parties may vote
“no” in the referendums as it is seen in referendum on Maastricht, the Euro and Nice
in Denmark, France and Ireland (Taggart and Szczerbiak, 2002:25). Similarly,
Midtbo & Hines deriving from the Norwegian referendum and electoral vote found
that a causal link did not run necessarily from party to referendum. However, they
also note that political parties both affect and are affected by referendum outcomes
(Cited in Ehin, 2001:36).

Despite the controversial result it is possible to conclude that parties matter.
However, it is hard to identify ‘How do they matter?” They mediate between public
opinion and elite actions but the mechanisms behind are complicated. At this stage
we can only agree with Taggart and Szczerbiak who wisely noted that there is no
simple link between party preference and attitude towards Europe (Taggart and
Szczerbiak, 2002:22).

Another important determinant of the EU support is support of incumbent
government. Ehin (2001:49) found in his research that supporters of government
tended to favour EU integration more than those who distrust the government.
Similarly, Vreese and Boomgaarden (2005:72) found that positive evaluations of the
incumbent government are related to higher support of European integration

However, Fidrmuc and Doyle found opposite results in their consideration of 28
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countries including the candidates. They argue that the European citizens no longer
obediently follow their governments (Fidrmuc and Doyle, 2005:11). Due to these
contradictory findings a similar interpretation to that of the effect of party preference
can also be made about the effect of the positive evaluation of incumbent
government. It matters but the direction of the effect of the trust to incumbent
government varies depending on the other combination factors peculiar to the
context. For instance, Carkoglu (2003) found that for the Turkish case that AKP’s
voter base posits low levels of EU support compared to voter bases of parties like
CHP or HADERP. I think that a better explanation to Carkoglu’s finding be explained

by the group identity of the individuals.

2.2.4. Identity Approach

This approach focuses on the resilience of the national, cultural or religious identity
as an explanatory factor for the existence of the Eurosceptic stance in the public
opinion. The argument of this approach is that Euroscepticism emerges from a
reluctance to share political power with foreigners (Sanchez-Cuenca, 2000). People
formulate the idea of distinction between domestic and foreign by depending on
different sources. Some rely on shared cultural experience or common assessment of
national performance, or from religious affiliations (Jones and Bijl, 2004:335). In
what follows I will discuss each one of these factor in turn.

Carey considered the national identity as important predictor of EU support,
and he defined the national identity as the “intensity of the feelings toward one’s own
country, level of attachment to the nation and other territorial entities” (Carey,
2002:387). By explaining the national identity as intensity he found out that strong

national identity leads to a decrease in EU support (Carey, 2002:397). Sanchez-
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Cuenca discussed another factor concerning the strength of the national identity on
effecting the decision on EU support. It is the perception of one’s own nation
regarding its institutional capability and comparison of it with that of Europe.
According to him individuals are simply assessing the functioning of national
institutions; if they evaluate their own countries performance worse then that of
Europe then they are more likely to support EU membership. For instance, due to the
domestic problems Spaniards are more likely to support the EU than the Danes who
are already living in highly developed welfare state (Sanchez-Cuenca, 2000:168).
This line of argumentation is supported by the cases of high level of support for EU
membership in Romania, Bulgaria and Turkey.

Besides this instrumental look to national identity, some researchers point out
the effect of perceived threat that might emanate from EU integration is the main
reason of opposition to further integration. Kritzinger indicates that people do not
assess Europe and national level separately, but national factors play more crucial
role in formulating attitudes towards the EU. She sustains that feelings of threat to
the nation state inhibit the support for the EU (Kritzinger, 2003:237). Similarly,
deriving from the Swiss data, Christin and Trechsel found out that perceived threat to
national interest is an important predictor of support for integration with the EU. The
threat is perceived both for national economy and institutional stability of the country
and the image of the neighbouring country plays crucial role in the formation of
perceived threat. “The more negative the image of neighbouring countries, the higher
the perception of threat to national interest” (Christin and Trechsel, 2002:431).

A drastic example for the effect of national identity on the EU support comes
from Croatia, who started accession negotiation in 3 of October 2005 like Turkey.

The poll carried out in 2004 September showed that EU support in Croatia fell below
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50%, a drastic drop from 78 % recorded in September 2003. The percentage of the
EU oppositionists rose from 15 to 41, in the last poll. Vujcic explained this drop by
the General Gotovina’s persecution by Europe. He is considered a national hero in
Croatia, so those that oppose the integration argued that their nation should not
support an organisation that treats Croatia in an intolerable way (Vujcic, 2004).
Hence, the Croatians regard the EU’s position as a threat to their own national
values. This is a typical effect of sensitive national issues clashing with the EU
demands. I will discuss this extensively in the chapter reserved to the field research,
as we see similar reactions in the Turkish case as well.

McLaren, on the other hand, considers the cultural threat as a determining
factor of Euroscepticism. Accordingly she argues that “people are hostile towards
European project in great part because of their perception of threat posed by other
cultures” (Mclaren, 2002:551). The threat is felt against other ethnic or national
groupings in such a way that the hosting people perceive other groups as exploiting
the resources that actually belong to them. Or they feel concerned by the threat that is
posed to their culture and way of life from the foreigners (Mclaren, 2002:557-8). In-
group identity is threatened by EU integration, just as in this case national identity.
Vreese and Boomgaarden extend Mclaren analysis to immigration discussions. The
researchers points out that in the European political sphere anti-immigrant sentiments
and the resulting support for populist parties has increased recent years. Immigration
related attitudes play crucial role in political opinion formation. The support for the
European integration is not an exception and it is deeply influenced by this process.
The anti-immigrant sentiments trigger people’s willingness to show out-group bias
and therefore to oppose further European integration. The researchers found strong

support for their hypothesis related to “people holding negative attitudes towards
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immigrants are more likely to reject the idea of further European integration”
(Vreese and Boomgaarden, 2005:64).

Ehin (2001) argues that cultural influences such as individual’s belief systems
play crucial role in ones shaping attitude towards the EU. Religious belief systems
may effect individual’s political decisions through effecting their interpretation of
political affairs, as some individuals compare the argument for and against EU in the
light of religious values (Hagevi, 760-761). In most of the studies, religiosity in the
European countries is measured by considering the amount of times of “church
attendance” (Hagevi, 2002:763; Szczerbiak, 2002: 34fn).

Hagevi (2002) focuses on the case of religiosity in Sweden, which he defines
as a highly secularised society (only one tenth of Swedish society attends church).
Yet, he argues that besides the economic factors religion plays significant role in
shaping decision on the EU integration. For instance Evangelical Protestants in
Sweden tends to perceive the EU integration as a way of “re-Catholicizing” the
society. Interestingly enough this position is largely supported by atheists and non-
believers who fear the idea of Catholic Europe. Evangelicals, deriving from the
biblical interpretations believe that “EU’s founding document — the treaty of Rome-
heralds the formation of the coming world empire: the new Rome that will oppress
all the peoples of the earth until God takes action and saves the believers....After
some time, its leader - the Beast (or Antichrist), whose number is 666- will initiate
one of the most evil, destructive, and repressive regimes ever known to mankind”
(Hagevi, 2002:760). Religious Eurosceptics in Sweden oppose the EU through
finding support to their argument in the Bible to show that EU is Catholic: “A great
wondrous sign appeared in heaven: a woman clothed with the sun, with the moon

under her feet and a crown of twelve stars on her head” (Revelation 12:1 quoted in
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Hagevi, 2002:767). Interestingly, the EU has acknowledge this meaning that twelve
stars symbolise perfection, and the European Commission add a remark in their web
page in Sweden that “the origin of the twelve stars is biblical” (Europeiska
kommissionenes representation i1 Sverige 2001, quoted in Hagevi, 2002:768).
Hagevi’s research showed that Evangelicals tend to oppose Sweden’s membership to
EU, while mainline Protestant majority have positive attitude towards the EU. The
effect of religion both for the supporters and oppositionists shows no relation to
demographic variables. That is, demographic factors do not explain the opposition in
Evangelicals and positive attitudes among immigrant religions (Hagevi, 2002: 767).
Szczerbiak (2002) came to a similar conclusion as far as religion is concerned
when analysing the case of Poland. He sustains that the core religious right,
composed of those who go to church several times a week, were more likely to be
anti-EU. However, this group was relatively small and besides them it was not
possible to make a clear connection between religiosity and attitude towards the EU
(Szczerbiak, 2002: 34fn). On the other hand, the Ecumenical Council of Churches in
the Slovak Republic promoted the Slovak citizens’ support for the integration in the
European Union, arguing that “EU enlargement is a challenge for the internal
integration of people and churches in Slovakia” (Ecumenical situation, 2005). In
conclusion, the situation seems to be very mixed and the relation between religiosity
and support for EU is not very clear, but much of it seems to depend on the national
context.  Religiosity comprises one of the crucial variables whose effect is
intensively studied in the Turkish context. I have given related field researches in the

appendix of the thesis.
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2.3. Conclusion

In this chapter I outlined the main premises of Euroscepticism and considered the
widely discussed approaches to EU support. In doing this I tried to show the
contradictions within each approach as dictated by context sensitivity in studying the
transnational issue of public opinion regarding the EU integration.

When we consider strength of different approaches to explain the EU support
and Euroscepticism I should note that each approach explains the part of the
phenomenon. The explanatory strength of each approach comes from either
characteristics of national context or that of individual. Therefore, in order to
understand the dynamics of the public opinion we should pay explicit attention to the
contextual variables such as the country’s historical, social and cultural
predispositions. Furthermore we should also take the individual relative position in a
given society into account, such as his or her socio-cultural background, position
regarding the socioeconomic status or the ones’ strength of national, religious or
ethnic identity.

The next chapter will overview the history of Turkey’s relations with
European institutions. I will be referring to them as institutions because just as
Turkey changed in the past five decades so did the institutions that represented
Europe. The historical background aims to set the context for further analysis, while
the main focus will be on the actions and attitudes of the political actors, parties and

intellectuals that have had an influence in the shaping of the public opinion.
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CHAPTER 3
TURKEY’S RELATIONSHIP WITH EUROPEAN

INSTITUTIONS

In this chapter I will focus on the history of European institutions - Turkey relations
in order to contextualize the discussion that will take place through out the theses.
The literature on public opinion in Turkey is quite limited, however based on the
assumption that political elites’ attitudes contribute to the shaping to some extent of
public opinion perspectives on the issue, I will present a brief history of Turkey’s
relations with the European institutions starting from the time of the first application
in 1959. The focus will be on the positions that political personalities and political
parties have espoused ever since the beginning of the relationship. I believe that this
overview will be helpful in the later discussions in order to understand the diversity
of youth opinions.

First of all, in order to avoid confusions I should briefly mention the names of
the subsequent institutions that are established during the integration attempts of
Europe, as I will make use of the name that is accepted in the corresponding period.
During the period between 1957 and 1967, the European adventure was known by
the name of European Economic Community (EEC), between the years 1967 until
1993, the year when the Maastricht Treaty was signed, the common term was
“European Community” (EC) and from 1993 onwards the name has been the
European Union (EU). This differentiation is crucial for analytical purpose, as this

differentiation points out to the evolution of the established organisations during
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European integration and it is also a differentiation accepted in the literature to avoid
confusions, as legally speaking, the three institutions are still existing (Cayhan, 2003:
492).

I will start my discussion with Turkey’s membership application to EEC in
1959. Miiftiiler-Ba¢ summarises the reasons of this application by the following: 1-
To obtain concrete results of Turkish westernisation attempts, 2- To provide free
entrance of Turkish export products into European market, 3- To find a trigger for
the economical growth. The last but also most effective reason was the Greek’s
application to EEC. Turkey was concerned that the Greeks acquired an advantage
that would be utilised against Turkey. Turkey applied for membership just 16 days
after the Greek’s application (Miiftiiler-Bag, 2001: 25-26). The EEC offered Turkey
an “association status” instead of full membership at that time until its circumstances
permits accession because Turkey was assessed to be unfit to join to EEC (Glyptis,
2005: 403). As a result of this application Turkey was accepted a European country
that has the prospect of full membership.

At this time period in Turkey, the stand with regard to the EEC was not a
united front, as the reasons named by Miiftiiler-Ba¢ may lead one to suppose. The
state departments were divided in their attitude towards the EEC. There was a serious
clash between the State Planning Organisation (SPO) and the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs. As Birand pointed out The SPO accused the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of
selling the country to the European powers and SPO claimed that any partnership
with Europe would harm Turkish economical growth. On the other hand the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs accused the other party to be religious fanatics. The result of these
political skirmishes was that Turkey was not able to formulate a coherent policy

toward Europe on the way towards Ankara Treaty (Birand, 1990 cited in Miiftiiler-
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Bag, 2001: 26). Aybey (2004: 23) points out that, besides the religiously oriented, the
leftists were also among the groups that dominated the State Planning Organisation.
Despite their political divergence, both groups joined forces against the integration
with Europe and this is an important factor in explaining the State Planning
Organisation’s attitude towards EEC.

The Ankara Treaty was signed on the 12" of September 1963 and it entered
into force on 1% of January 1964. It aimed at securing economic adaptation and
political integration with Europe. It was seen as an instrument for eventual
integration of Turkey and EEC, therefore according to this treaty the relationship was
envisaged in three stages: preparatory period, transitional period and final period.

Since Turkey was not eligible for membership, it was decided that a
preparatory stage was needed, yet this first stage brought no obligation to Turkey,
and it was more of preparatory stage for the EEC so that it would organize the
financial aids to be given to Turkey. The second stage was the transition stage in
which both sides were to eliminate all barriers to trade, the final period was the last
stage that would bring about the customs union (Aybey, 2004: 22). The period that
will end with the customs union were planned to last at least 12 years to 22 years at
most (Miiftiler-Bag, 2001: 29). According to Cayhan (2003: 478-479), while EEC
wanted to establish a trade treaty between European countries, Turkey emphasised
the formation of Customs Union, in that time. Cayhan (2003:479) concludes that the
entrance of Turkey to the Customs Union in 1996 is just the achievement of the

procedures that were started in 1964.

36



3.1. Mid-1960s: the Initial Period

In the initial period, more precisely in the second half of 1960’s, in Turkey-EU
relations almost all the parties were pro EU, except for Turkish Labour Party (TIP).
Justice Party (AP), Republican People’s Party (CHP), Republican Peasants
Nationalist Party (CKMP) and the New Turkish Party (YTP) assumed pro-EU
attitude because they thought that the economic integration would lead to political
integration in the near future (Cayhan, 2003: 481). CHP, whose main ideological
position was in favour of democracy, Westernisation and secularisation, considered
support for EEC to be in concurrence with its own political standpoint. CKMP,
similarly to the other nationalist parties, was a supporter of Kemalism and it saw
Westernisation as an ideal. CKMP was also enthusiastic about Turkey’s membership
in NATO, as this contributed to the strengthening of the above mentioned ideal, in
other words being an ally to the West through membership in the most prominent
Western organisations was a supplement to the fight against the threat of
Communism. Thinking along these lines, CKMP supported the Ankara agreement
(Giines-Ayata, 2003: 208).

On the other hand, TIP while outside of the parliament, strictly criticised the
formation of partnership with EEC by a “No to Common Market” declaration on
14.09.1963. TiP emphasized that EEC was aiming at the continuation of exploitation
with new methods (Cayhan, 2003: 481). What follows is a part of this declaration:

We are completely against the signing of the Common Market

Agreement which is being treated as if it were a great feast. Even if the

hopes for monetary help, little benefits now and there, and loans could

come true,- that in fact even these will be repaid sooner or later with

due interests by our proletarian people — as a long run enterprise, the

Common Market will produce result against our independence and the

proletariat. The Common Market is a customs union, (a cartel)

agreement that aims to penetrate and dominate and it is organised by
the French, German, Italian, Belgian, Dutch, and Luxembourgian
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financial monopolists. The aim of the Common Market is to continue
colonialism in a new shape. For a country that is underdeveloped, like
Turkey, to participate in such a partnership and to expect to benefit
from it, is no different than for a lamb to expect to live in the mouth of
the wolf (TIP’in “Ortak Pazara Hayir!”, cited in Cayhan, 2003: 481).

3.2.1970s: The Additional Protocol

As I have noted earlier, Turkey’s relation with EEC/ EC was divided into stages with
the Ankara Treaty, the additional protocol signified the end of the preparatory stage
and the beginning of transitional period. The protocol was signed in 1970 and
entered in force at the beginning of 1973. The period that started with the additional
protocol is significant because both Turkey and EEC were supposed to harmonise
the economic policies and to mutually and cumulatively reduce the tariffs as well as
reduce the commodities within 12 to 22 years, as two separate lists (Aybey, 2004:
23). However, as Miiftiiler-Bag points out, the signing of this protocol became the
symbol of the worsening of the relations between Europe and Turkey. Both Europe
and Turkey failed to adhere to protocol’s articles on mutual balance in economical
relations. She points out three more external reasons that enhance the worsening of
relations: 1-The increase of the number of the member state from 6 to 9 in 1972; 2 -
The Oil Crisis in 1973; and 3- Cyprus crisis in 1974.

The admission of the new member states affected Turkey’s candidacy
because they believed that Turkey’s membership was not crucial for the EC. The Oil
Crisis resulted in the EC giving priority to petrol producing countries. Lastly and
most importantly, the Cyprus crisis brought about the beginning of serious problems
between Turkey and the EC. The inability of the EC to solve the Cyprus crises
within the principle of equal distance to Greece and Turkey aroused suspicions in the

Turkish government; the EC was implementing Christian - European discriminatory
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policies against Muslims — Turks, very much remindful of the last days of the
Ottoman Empire. The government begin to think that EC were acting like the
instrument of Greek and English governments (Miiftiiler-Bag, 2001: 35).

In 1978, Biilent Ecevit’s government froze the relations and the terms of the
Association Agreement one-sidedly. While the Demirel government was trying to
find ways to re-establish the relations, Turkey experienced yet another military coup
on 12 September 1980. With this development, in addition to the Greek veto, the
EC also froze the relations and delayed the forth financial protocol and direct
economic aid to Turkey (Aybey, 2004: 25).

As far as party positions towards EC are concerned, the 1970s brought in
new developments. At the very beginning of the relation with Europe, TIP was the
only party expressing negative attitudes. 1970 and onwards, other parties who were
also criticising the process emerged, however these parties did not reject the
unification process totally but mainly express their anxieties especially in terms of
economical adaptation in the integration with Europe. According to Cayhan (2003:
482), the reasons behind AP, CHP, and National Trust Party’s (MGP) hesitation was
not due to their rejection of EU but rather, due to scepticism about the timing of the
transition period, they were suspicious about Turkey’s readiness to assume
responsibilities in the period of relations with the EC. Giines-Ayata (2003: 213)
argues that 1970’s economic difficulties made CHP even more sceptical towards
Europe. Because of these reasons Ecevit’s government questioned Turkey’s place in
European Community and among Western alliance, and decided to cool down the
relations with EC. At that time, besides the government, labour unions, leftist parties

and business organisations were also sceptic toward Europe.
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One of the parties that actively criticised Turkey’s relations with Europe was
the National Order Party (MNP), which was established in 1970 by Necmettin
Erbakan. Cayhan (2003: 483) argues that this party’s standpoint expressed by
Erbakan in 1970 did not changed in the successive years and parties that followed
the National Outlook tradition, namely National Salvation Party (MSP), Welfare
Party (RP), and Virtue Party (FP). We see that the Anti-European institutions
discourse is systematically constructed throughout the 30 years of the National View
tradition. In Erbakan’s words:

Turkey’s social structure, worldview, historical consciousness and
experiences are inconsistent with Turkey’s membership of a political
entity of Western states. There is a disproportion in material possibilities
and population numbers. Such unification will result in Turkey being
subsumed by the community of western states... A common market
between Turkey and Western states would result in Turkey’s
colonisation and would make Turks labourers of the west (Dogan, 2005:
424).
Or
The Common Market is a three stories house. On the top floor sit the
Zionist capitalists. In the middle floor the Europeans, today they are the
civil servants of the [Zionist] capitalists. And when it comes to the first
floor, they need servitors and workers, that’s why they are trying to
attract Turkey to this ground floor (cited in Cayhan, 483).
The extreme nationalist wing, which is represented by Nationalist Action Party
(MHP) differs from the religious wing as in the former we cannot trace a
continuation in their approach to Europe. Unlike the National Outlook tradition,
MHP’s opinion evolved from negative to positive attitude towards European
Community (Cayhan, 2003: 483). During the 70’s MHP assumed a position similar
to that of MNP towards EC. In Alpaslan Tiirkes’s words:
Our enterprise with the Common Market will be a serious obstacle on
our path to industrialisation. It is impossible for our country to

compete with the industrialised countries that make up the Common
Market, when we take into account such factors as the costs of the
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establishment and the time required to gain experience. .... We are
absolutely against a common market that will allow foreigners to
acquire land in whatever location and of whatever size that they wish,
hence permitting the implementation of the Sevres Treaty, a common
market that will lead to cultural and social deformations, and one that
will prevent our cultural development (cited in Cayhan, 2003:484-5).
The 70s were tumultuous years for Turkey and the problems in local and foreign
politics and economy took precedence over the implementation of the agreements

with the European Community. Therefore, the relationships with European

Community were in crisis and the situation wasn’t altered much during the 80s.

3.3. 1980s: Trials and Tribulations

After the 12" September 1980 coup, political issues such as the lack of democratic
regime and human rights violations were added to Turkey’s economical problems.
The political situation was harshly criticised by EC, who proceeded to freezing the
relations with Turkey. The irony of the circumstances was that as Glyptis
(2005:404) notices, during the rule of the generals Turkey moved a step closer to
satisfy EEC economic criteria, but now this was not enough. EC froze all aid and
negotiations until civilian rule had been restored.

In the early 80s Turkey executed radical economical reform by overtly
abandoning etatist models in economy. Hence the Turkish economy shifted from the
autarchic import-substitution model to an economy open to operation of market
forces. Therefore, when civilian government come to power in 1983, the road was
paved for the adaptation of the European economic demands.

After the elections in 1983, and during the Ozal period, European Community
- Turkey relations were restarted. In 1986, Ozal gave a central place to the issue of

EC membership in his political agenda (Miiftiiler-Bag, 1997: 83). He submitted a

41



formal application for full membership on April 14, 1987. Aybey (2004: 26) points
out that, for the first time there was a wide consensus in the domestic sphere over
membership to EC among different political and economical elite groups. For
instance, the Social Democratic People’s Party (SHP) for the sake of counter
balancing the military power, became a strong Euro-supporter to defend human
rights, democracy and multiculturalism in Turkey (Giines-Ayata, 2003:213). The
nationalist MHP’s attitude towards European Commission changed as well. During
the 80s they defined their enemy as communism and the Communist Block and
decided to be ally against communism with Western Europe and began to assume
positive attitudes towards Europe (Cayhan, 2003:486). During this period, the only
party that still persisted in its anti-EC attitude is the Welfare Party of Erbakan. In this
period Erbakan declared again that government’s attempts to gain entry to the
Common Market for Turkey would eventually make Turkey a province of the EC
hence resulting in its isolation from the Muslim world and in Turkey’s political
unification with the West (Dogan, 2005: 425).

Despite the efforts of the Turkish politicians, in the December of 1989 the EC
refused Turkey’s application, on the grounds that the Community needed deepening
rather than enlarging. Considering the fact that Portugal, Spain recently became
member country in 1986, this diplomatic explanation sounded reasonable. However,
Miiftiller-Bag (2001:39) cites David Barchelard speech in 1985, and argues that
economic, cultural, demographical and geographical disparities were the underlying

reasons for this refusal.
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3.4.1990s: The Customs Union

Beginning with the 90’s EC-Turkey relations became closer. The first half of the
90’s is marked by the efforts on the establishment of Customs Union on the both
sides. Finally, Turkey-EU Association Council in its 36" meeting on March 6, 1995
took the decision of establishing the Customs Union. And this decision was entered
into force on December 31, 1995. Turkey became the first country to enter into
Customs Union without being the full member of EC. This meant that Turkey would
not be able to effect the decision making process of EC with regard to trade policy.
Furthermore, agriculture, free movement of labour, services and the capital were not
included into the Customs Union. The next year’s economic indicators of trade
between Turkey and Europe, after the signing of Customs Union showed that,
Turkeys import rose by 34,7 % and export rose by 3.6 %. Being Turkey’s biggest
trading partner, the EC’s share became 52.9% in imports, and 49.5% in exports
(Aybey, 2004:27). Besides the economic implications Cayhan (2003: 479) points out
that the entrance of Turkey to Customs Union in 1996, can also be interpreted as
important step forward in political integration.

During the 90s most of the political parties share the view that Turkey should
actively pursue full membership in the EC. It is only the Islamists that persist in their
definition of Turkish national identity with reference to Islamic civilization, while
constructing the European identity as an opposition to the domestic one. The RP,
“considered Turkey’s membership of European community to be the last stage of the
imitative Westernisation movement that began with the Tanzimat” (Duran,
2004:128)

Among the other political parties there was a great discord on the policy that

should be followed with regard to the Customs Union. The government was a result
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of the coalition between True Path Party (DYP) and Republican People’s Party
(CHP), who were in favour of Customs Union because they see it as crucial step
towards full membership. The opposition parties in the parliament namely,
Motherland Party (ANAP), Democratic Left Party (DSP), Nationalist Action Party
(MHP), Welfare Party (RP), Great Union Party (BBP), criticised the governments
position, because they insisted that being a part of the Customs Union but not a full
member in the Community would mean that Turkey would be allocated less funds
than a full member. In addition, they were sceptic about the problems that would
arise because of the exclusion from the decision making process. They also argued
that the responsibility of obeying the decisions of EU would create problems with
the third countries (Cayhan, 2003:487).

Particularly MHP sustained that Customs Union would put Turkey into a
disadvantageous position in economic relations with Central Asian Republics
(Cayhan, cited in Glines-Ayata, 2003:211). In the beginning of 90’s MHP changed
its positive attitude towards the EC and took a more Eurosceptic stance, which
became more pronounced in the issues of sovereignty, security and national identity.
Scholars, (cf. Giines-Ayata 2003:211) argue that these developments were caused by
the changes in international and national arena. Firstly, the fall of Communist Block
made it unnecessary to worry about Communism; therefore the alliance with
Western Europe against communism became redundant. The independence of Turkic
states gave rise the possibilities of new political and economic alliances where
Turkey plays a leading role with its experience of democracy and market economy.
Alliance with the states in Central Asia seems to have been particularly appealing for
MHP as this means putting a stronger emphasis on the origins of Turkish people in

the Central Asia.
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Even though it was celebrated in some circles, Customs Union gave rise to a
lot of criticism from some Kemalist intellectuals. For instance, Manisali argues that
the Additional Protocol of 1970’s was successful in establishing balance in the
relation between Turkey and EC, however Customs Union shifted it on behalf of
EC’s interest one-sidedly. In Additional Protocol, 22 years of transitional period
were reserved for full membership; Customs Union was the indispensable part of the
full membership. However, EU and the government did not even talk about the full
membership of Turkey in the Association Council. Manisali sustained that
government made Turkey dependent on EU one-sidedly. The government, the
bureaucracy, business circles and the media were hiding this reality by releasing
false news as Turkey is becoming a full member state, and getting into the Customs
Union was shown to be one step forward to the membership (Manisali, 2002: 128-
129). The debates about the Custom Unions are still alive today and they come on
and off the agenda, and they are a favourite topic especially for the nationalist Left.

The 1990s marked a change in the relationship between the European
Community and Turkey because the economy became secondary to political issues.
The political demands of Copenhagen Criteria of 1993, and the Association
Participation Document stressed multiculturalism and minority rights at a time when
the Turkish state was trying to deal with ethnic and religious minority issues,
specifically the Kurdish question, Alevi identity politics and Armenian religious
schools. The nationalists and especially MHP accused Europe of underestimating
Turkey’s security problems. They argued that EU was favouring ethnic nationalism
that tried to promote a ‘federalisation of Turkey’ (Giines-Ayata, 211-212). But even
under these circumstances MHP did not argue for a complete abandonment of the

European path. They came up with the typical Eurosceptic argument: “Turkey
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should enter as an honourable and respected member and not as a crippled one”
(Giines-Ayata, 2003:212). Devlet Bahgeli said the following words during the time
he was in government as part of the coalition, yet they nicely depict MHP’s concern
that persisted during the 90s:
The European countries talk about citizenship and political equality, but for
many years our country has dealt with the separatist-destructive activities,
hence when they request “minority rights” this is impossible to make sense
of. It is impossible to uphold that the European Commission is working in
good faith. It is impossible for Turkey to be enthusiastic about “cultural” or
“ethnic” rights that will fuel the ethnic struggle and separation (cited in
Cayhan, 2003:488).
Similarly, the Welfare Party was also against the signing of the Turkey-EU
Association Council’s Customs Union decision of in 1995. They held the
government responsible for paving the way to “economic destruction and loss of
political independence in taking Turkey into the Customs Union on the basis of one
sided concession” (Dogan, 2005: 426). Nevertheless, when Ciller invited Erbakan to
join her government as the minor partner of the coalition, he did not turn her down.
In the July of 1997, Commission communicated the report “Agenda 2000:
For a Stronger and Wider Union”, which was followed by the Luxembourg Summit
in December 1997. Succeeding the proposals of the mentioned report Turkey was not
included in the list of candidate countries (Miiftiiler-Bag, 2001: 49). According to the
decision taken in this summit Hungary, the Czech Republic, Poland, Slovenia,
Estonia, Cyprus (the Greek side) would start accession negotiation in the spring of
1998, Romania, Bulgaria, Slovakia, Latonia and Lithuania would start the
negotiation after a related decision was taken by the Commission (Aydogan,
2002:150).

The Luxembourg summit signified the beginning of yet another period of

stagnation in EU - Turkey relations because, in contrast to Turkey’s expectations,
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Turkey was not mentioned among the Eastern European countries to start accession
negotiations. In Luxembourg summit it was declared that even if Turkey was eligible
for EU membership, but this did not guaranty the EU commitment with respect to
Turkey’s accession. Furthermore, according to the paragraph 35 of the Luxembourg
declaration, Turkey membership was conditional upon establishment of stable and
satisfactory relationship with Greece (Ugur, 2003:167-8).

McLaren and Miiftiiler- Bag argue that many Turks, including the elites
began to believe that religious and cultural reasons were the main obstacles in front
of Turkey’s candidacy rather than the problems in economy and the political system
(McLaren and Miiftiiler- Bag, 2003:202, McLaren, 2000:127). This belief was
derived particularly from the fact that the EU accepted Romania’s candidacy more
easily than Turkey’s candidacy, despite the fact that Romania’s GDP/capita was
approximately half that of Turkey, and Turkey and Romania were standing almost in
equal terms with respect to developments in democracy.

Survey of press archives, and Mclaren’s survey results shows that the result
of Luxemburg Summit produced a lot of discontent among the elites in Turkey. They
condemned EU for being discriminatory and unjust in the exclusion of Turkey from
the list of candidate countries (Wood, cited in Aybey, 2004: 30, McLaren, 2000:127).
Subsequently Mesut Yilmaz, the leader of ANAP, and member of the coalition
government at that time gave a speech to New York Times and said that “the reasons
that EU put forward in order to exclude Turkey from the enlargement are false”
while “the true reason is religious discrimination” (Milliyet, cited in Aydogan,
2002:151).

In 1999, during the Helsinki Summit Turkey’s candidacy for membership

was acknowledged by the EU leaders. Aybey (2004:31) counts four reasons that
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account for this positive outcome. Firstly, EU wanted to repair its relationship and
degraded image with Turkey that was created after Luxembourg Summit. Secondly,
the coalition government in Germany worked hard for Turkey’s candidacy. Thirdly,
the Greek attitude altered towards Turkey, especially due to the earthquake; and
lastly, the pressure exerted by the US for Turkey’s candidacy.

According to Mehmet Ugur (2003:166-7), the Helsinki Summit addressed the
incomplete nature of the contract between EU and Turkey. Until Helsinki the
relationship with Europe was full of with uncertainty, but after the Helsinki decisions
the uncertainties on Turkey’s obligations were reduced. As a consequence of the
Helsinki Summit and its clear messages, “societal input” was included into the
debate. The increased involvement of the public into the debate reduced
government’s top-down attitudes and unaccountable reflexes on the issues of EU.
The results of the Helsinki Summit gave the impression that the EU prospect was
real in the eyes of the Turkish public and elite opinion. Furthermore, the Helsinki
Summit affected the expectations in Turkey; its outcomes showed both anti and pro
EU groups in Turkey that the country needed to undergo radical change in its foreign
policy and make a lot of democratic reforms in order to be an EU member.
Kazimiers and Shabad (2003: 503) support this view by arguing that the debates over
costs and benefits of membership became more intense, as the EU entry becomes
closer. Therefore, Helsinki Summit can be seen as the turning point with respect to
public interest into the issue of EU in Turkey.

As noted earlier in this chapter Islamists were the main Eurosceptics from the
beginning of EU-Turkey Relations. The parties that belonged to the National

Outlook tradition followed their anti-EU stand until 1999. Despite the fact that it was
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a continuation of this tradition, Virtue Party abandoned its negative attitude toward
EU and western democracy after the Helsinki Summit.

According to Giines-Ayata (2003: 216-7), two successive events lead into this
change. The first was the ‘28 February Process’ that denotes the fall of the coalition
of Welfare Party and the True Path Party, because of the memorandum of National
Security Council. The second was the closure of the Welfare Party by the
constitutional court and consequent loss of vote in the following election. This
dramatic failure made them question their identity and search for new alliances. The
liberal rules of the EU that about the personal freedom such as the abolishment of the
ban on the headscarf made the EU support more appealing for them. In addition,
EU’s criticism of the anti-democratic political sphere, i.e., more concretely seen in
terms of the influence of military in the politics in Turkey may form the more
important reason of this shift about the perspective on EU.

After the 28" February 1997 the Virtue Party (FP), the new name for the shut
down Welfare Party, began to overtly declare their support for the EU. They
deliberately emphasise the issues of democratisation, human rights, and personal
liberties. From that point on, FP began to criticise the ban on headscarf as matter of
human rights violation, rather than legitimising their demand in Islamic terms.
Islamists began to criticise the Kemalist project for its shortages in the functioning of
democracy and the rule of law. According to the Islamists, democracy must be
consolidated constitutionally, that secures liberties and rights, especially the ones
regarding religious practices and freedom of though and expression. They also
emphasised other pillars of liberal democracy such as superiority of civilians over

army, supremacy of law and the depiction of the state as the servant of the people
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(Duran, 2004:128). Head of Virtue Party, Recai Kutan’s words nicely illustrates this
shift:

The general inclination in Turkey is to have Turkey join the EU as soon

as possible. We as the Virtue Party, think that this particular accession

is very important. And we believe that as long as Turkey joins the EU,

the implementation of some perspectives will also be easily practiced in

Turkey as it is in Europe. That is the implementation of democracy,

human rights and freedoms at their highest stage...(Kutan, cited in

Cayhan, 2003:487)

Kutan explained the radical shift in the following way: they had rejected the
European Economic Community and European Community on the grounds that at
that time it was a Christian Club, with a monist and Euro-centric culture. But at the
present, the EU emphasised multiculturalism, equality and a political approach with
stress on individualism (Duran, 2004: 133). Yet among many important personalities,
especially from the Kemalist-Republican tradition, these changes in the Virtue Party
discourse were only rhetorical, they were still sceptical about the close relations with
the EU (Dogan, 2005: 427).

On the other hand, the Islamist intellectuals showed diversity in terms of their
position with regard to the EU in the period following ‘28 February Process’. Three
stances became particularly visible: support, denial and hesitation (Duran, 2004).
Some of them supported the EU, because they considered “Turks’ movement to the
west” as unfinished project. “Turks have always looked to Europe, not to Asia, and
the Ottoman State failed in Paris, London and Berlin. The revival of the Ottoman
mission will manifest itself in Brussels, Vienna and Rome... The history of Europe is
the history of Ottomans” (Giirdogan, Cited in Duran, 2004: 136). The argument was

that Turkey cannot stay out side of the globalising tendencies, therefore has to

integrate with Europe.
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The Islamist that adopt a rejectionist stance, conversely believed that EU
membership would not bring about democratisation and human rights, the central
powers of the world capitalism would not allow any extension of privileges such as
human right and freedoms to the peripheral countries. Turkey was singled out by the
EU because of the hegemony rivalry between Europe and US. Turkey would serve to
the EU with its army to defend European borders in this rivalry of hegemony. Others
Islamic intellectuals rejected the EU integration, because they believe that Turkey
was under deep colonisation. Turkey searched for its salvation through Europe,
because of the taste of false happiness that was felt under this colonisation.
Furthermore, Islamists argue that unlike the other great civilisations such as,
Mesopotamia, Egypt, China, India, the Aztec and Inca, the European civilisation
acquired its strength by challenging spirituality, nature and the idea of creation.
Therefore, integration to the EU would mean the departure of Turkey from the
spirituality, nature and the creator (Duran, 2004:136-139). Furthermore, some of the
Islamist considers some points of Copenhagen criteria such that emphasising
minority rights as a revival of Serves Treaty. In addition, the stances of some
European politicians on Kurdish nationalism, Turkish genocide of the Armenians and
the Cyprus question makes some Islamists equate the EU’s role with the European
Crusade mentality.

Providing examples of the hesitation line of thinking, Fokas (2004:157) cites
a Muslim intellectual who said that the EU membership does not present a threat to
Islamic identity, but it may negatively affect Turkish family values. Making a similar
argument an Islamist journalist said: “there will be problems: I am concerned about
our souls, because the European way of life, sex, drugs, etc. will definitely come

here. These problems are contagious, and I am not sure that they will be controlled if
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they come to a society like Turkey” (cited in Fokas, 2004:157). Typical of this
approach to the European Union is the focus on the morality issue: “A self-confident
Muslim is not afraid of interaction with Europe. But a two ways relationship must be
established. Such a relationship can not exist when Turkey feels itself to be a passive
follower of Euro-centric development; the important thing is our dignity. We can’t
sacrifice our own values, and culture, in our relations. We would prefer dignity rather
then wealth” (cited in Fokas, 2004:158). Those who are hesitant towards the EU, say
yes to the EU integration with half-heartedly. They approach the EU issue more
pragmatically because of the authoritarian atmosphere of 28 February process and
related gains with respect to empowerment of civil society and democratisation.
However, they also feel the fear of assimilation of Muslim Turkey into the European
secular culture. According to them, the marginality of the religion in the secular

culture can not be accepted in Islam (Duran, 2004:136-139).

3.5.2000s: Fast Forward to Europe

Following the 1999 general election Democratic Left Party (DSP), Nationalist
Action Party (MHP) and Mother Land Party (ANAP) formed a coalition
government. Several scholars (cf. Heper and Baskan, 2001; Bagkan, 2005) note that
this coalition government had the longest lifetime and despite the fact that they are
coming from different (better to say opposite) ideological backgrounds they were
quite successful in cooperation and working in harmony. The MHP, DSP and ANAP
coalition prepared the national program for the adaptation of the EU acquis
communitare, and they formulate sound economic policies and take crucial steps to
deal with Turkey’s neglected structural problems (Baskan, 2005: 64). Indeed, it is

acknowledged that the promising performance of Turkey in the way to EU
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membership, during AKP government owes a lot to MHP, DSP and ANAP coalition
government.

This coalition government amended 34 articles in the Constitution, nearly
one fifth of the total constitution. These articles were related to improving the human
rights, strengthening the rule of law and restructuring the democratic institutions.
Furthermore, a new civil code came into force in 2002, improving freedom of
association and assembly; in addition to that gender equality and child protection
were ensured, at least on the paper. Other legislative packages were introduced on
enhancing freedom of the press, thought and expression. During this period, despite
the quarrels, among amended articles we can count the ban on death penalty, the
reinforcing measures to prevent torture and ill treatment and the lifting of legal
restrictions on individual cultural rights (Glyptis, 2005: 405). Bagkan (2005: 66)
says that these parties came together for the promotion of the long term interest of
the country, and they made important steps forward in Turkey’s EU relations. The
deeds of this coalition gain particular importance especially if one keeps in mind the
slow work of the past coalition governments.

MHP’s attitude towards EU while it was an incumbent requires special
attention. MHP did not oppose the principle of EU membership but strongly
criticised the integration process even when they were part of the coalition
government. MHP claims that “it has never been against Turkey’s membership of
the EU but has questioned whether Turkey should accept every condition of the
Union”, such as lifting of the death penalty and allowing broadcasting and education
in mother tongues other then Turkish (Baskan, 2005:62). In other words, the MHP
supports Turkey’s membership of the EU provided that this membership does not

pose a threat to the unitary structure of the Turkish state. The approach of MHP to
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the EU poses a dilemma, or can be interpreted as ‘terms in contradiction’ when we
consider the founding principles of EU. As Onis (2003:11) pointed out EU is a trans-
national organisation and it poses serious threat to any nation state and its
sovereignty, it tries to transcend the borders of nation state and it tries to abolish its
power by supporting decentralisation attempts.

In February 2002, European Commission Representative, Karen Fogg’s e-
mail account was hacked into and her private exchanges were published in
newspapers. Carkoglu (2004:24) comments that this event created a nationalist
reaction in the public opinion at that time, as according the wide spread belief Fogg
and her colleagues were working against the national interest of Turkey. This event
affected the public opinion negatively and gave a basis to Eurosceptic attitudes. In
general the last semi-decade we have witnessed harsh criticisms of EU especially
motivated by nationalist stance both on the left and on the right of the political
spectrum, but I will dwell more deeply on the dynamics of this opposition as one of
the main pillars of Turkish Euroscepticism in the discussion chapter.

The result of November 3, 2002 general elections brought to power the
Justice and Development Party (AKP) as a single party. The AKP was a relatively
new party, whose program included many references to the EU accession process
and they followed the path of reform that was started by the previous government.
The government’s program stated that full membership into the EU was their most
important objective, in order to carry out the economic and democratic progress (58"
Government’s Program cited in Dogan, 2005:429).

Erdogan, while promoting his government’s EU stance with respect to its

foreign policy, maintained that the EU was not a geography but a model that has no

54



political alternative in promoting democratisation (Duran, 2004:135). In line with
this thinking, he said:
I appreciate the importance of pluralism, variety and tolerance. As a
requirement of my beliefs, I have set my political ideals as democracy,
freedoms, tolerance, basic human rights, secularism and political
participation and I know that we have to go hand in hand with other
countries of the world in furthering both technological advance and
democratic values (Duran, 2004:134).
Dogan (2005:429) also notes that AKP was insistent in its stance that the aim of
economic and democratic progress will be maintained even if the objective of EU
membership failed. Consequently, European Commission’s 2002 Progress Report
declared that Turkey accomplished a lot of political and economical reforms to meet
EU criteria, however the report concluded that the political criteria were not fully
met and the implementations of the amended legalisations were lacking (Glyptis,
2005: 400).
Copenhagen Summit held on December 13, 2002 was yet another turning
point in the EU Turkey relations. Erdogan, the head of AKP, insisted on getting a
date for the beginning of accession negotiations, while the EU hesitated to do so. The
decision that came out was that “if the European Council in December 2004, on the
basis of a report and a recommendation from the Commission, decides that Turkey
fulfils the Copenhagen political criteria, the European Union will open accession
negotiations with Turkey without a delay” (Aybey, 2004:35). This declaration was
met with great disappointment in Turkey, Erdogan expressed his discontent by
saying that “Turkey has been at the doors of the EU for forty-one years, can no
longer be kept waiting”. He also added that all this was happening because Turkey

belonged to a different civilisation (Glyptis, 2005:406). Hughes (2004:6) noted that

many Turks expect rejection no matter what they do, and the European Union is
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perceived as standing out of reach, despite the claims that negotiations were to be
started in the very near future.

On the 6™ of October 2004 the report of the Commission was the most
positive that has ever released and it recommended the EU summit to start the
accession negotiation with Turkey. In December 2004 leaders’ summit set the date
of October 3, 2005 as the start day of accession negotiations. These developments
had a positive effect on the Turkish public opinion as far as the EU integration
process is concerned. The Turkish media greeted these events by using headlines like
“The Second Great Turkish Revolution®” (Hurriyet, 2004) and “Let it be Auspicious,
More Power to Your Elbow™ (Radikal, 2004).

However, refusal of EU constitution in the French referendum on 29" of May
2005, and the same result for the Dutch referendum on June 1, 2005 raised questions
marks with respect to the political developments in the Union. According to the
report provided by the Post-Referendum Survey (2005:18) in France only six percent
of the negative vote can be explained by the opposition to Turkey’s admission in the
EU. Nevertheless Turkey’s membership was questioned more harshly by the
political elite in Europe, particularly France and Austria claimed that they will hold
referendums on whether to endorse Turkey's accession treaty (BBC News, 2005).

In September 2005 Germany’s election took widespread coverage in the
press, due to its close relation to Turkey’s membership into the EU. Christian
Democrats party leader Angela Merkel in her election campaign emphasised her
party’s policy towards Turkey, focusing on the proposal of giving Turkey a
privileged partnership rather than full membership to EU. On the other hand, the

Chancellor Schroeder insisted on the importance of having Turkey as a full member,
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and Turkey just before the date of decision of the accession talks was once again at
the centre of the European politics. On the 3™ of October 2005 Turkey officially
started the long awaited accession negotiation, despite the last minute quest of

Austria against this accession.

3.6. Conclusion

In this chapter I focused on the Turkey — European institutions relations starting from
the Turkey’s membership application in 1959. From that time on these relations were
characterised by ups and downs, in correspondence with both country’s domestic
political climate and European institutions’ evaluations of Turkey. In the over all
analysis, regarding the political elite opinion we see a positive attitude towards EU
integration throughout the history. The opinions towards the European institutions
were mainly formulated according to the countries internal dynamics and domestic
politics.

The scepticism towards EU appears in the form of national interest and the
discourses of Euroscepticism tend to focus on the practice of the EU integration.
Some political actors’ discontent regarding the EU membership can be seen as soft
version of Euroscepticism as it is discussed in the literature. Hard versions of
Euroscepticism are almost non-existent among political elites, including the elites of
the religious parties. However, some Muslim intellectuals express their sceptic
visions with respect to the idea of Europe and cultural threat that would possibly
emanate from western culture. While in the popular discourse cultural concerns take
up a lot of space, the political actors prefer to stick at critiques of practices of

integration in terms of economic effects and national interest. The next chapter, I will
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discuss the main threads that make up youth’s Eurosceptic discourse and will also

explore the dynamics of youth Euroscepticism as articulated in this discourse.
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CHAPTER 4

UNDERSTANDING THE YOUTH EUROSCEPTICISM

The discussions in the previous chapter situate the historical milieu in which the
Eurosceptic discourses have been growing. The focus was on the political actors,
political parties and intellectuals that contributed to the articulation of these
discourses. Even though there is no clear proof in the literature that elite opinion
shapes the opinion of the rest of the society, I think that still elite interpretation of the
political, social and historical context influences the way the debates are shaped in
the society at large. Therefore, despite the divergences, there are parallels between
youth’s interpretation of the relationship of Turkey and the European Union and that
positions held by the actors of the public sphere.

In this chapter I will illustrate the main dynamics of youth Euroscepticism by
discussing research results in detail. I will begin by briefly describing the sample of
the survey so that we can locate the main characteristics of the population that we are
contemplating on. Subsequently, I will proceed to the discussion of survey results, in
order for us to see the place of Euroscepticism among the youth in general. This part
mainly considers the ‘yes’ and ‘no’ answers to the possible membership of Turkey to
the EU. However, the in-depth analysis of youth’s motivations through qualitative
techniques showed that the phenomenon is more complex one. Therefore in the last
part, I will consider the dynamics of Euroscepticism under two major headings: one
is moral degeneration discourse, the other is national(ist) discourse. This part focuses

mainly to the exploration and description of the central features of youth
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Euroscepticism. I will present the qualitative and quantitative data interchangeably
while searching for the main dynamics. I will make use of the qualitative data to
show the multi-faced phenomenon of Euroscepticism. The quantitative data will be
used to locate the place of the findings that are discovered through qualitative
techniques. I believe that the interchangeable presentation of the date coming from
qualitative and quantitative techniques will elucidate the extent to which Eurosceptic
discourses are spread and the dynamics of Euroscepticism among the youth.

Before the analysis of the Euroscepticism I will give a brief description of the
respondents’ socio-demographic and socio-economic features. The Table 4.1. shows
the mean median, mode and standard deviations of the respondents’ ages, the family

sizes and household incomes.

Table 4.1. Demographical Features

Mean Mode & Std.
Median Deviation
Age 16,82 17 0,96
Family Size 4,46 4 1,59
Household Income 1717,96 1000 2813,87

Looking into the distribution of each variable along its levels in percentages would
provide us with more detailed picture about the distribution. Considering the
respondents ages we see that 32,5% of the respondents were 16 years old; 46,5% of
the respondents were 17 years-old; and 12,3% of the total respondents are 18 years-
old. Distribution of the respondents’ the family sizes shows that 20,2% of the
respondents come from families composed of 1 to 3 persons, 33,1% from the
families of 4; 24,5% from the families of 5 and 22,2% come from the families

composed of 6 members or above. Considering the household incomes per month
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those with incomes less then 499YTL comprise 16,3% of total households. The
biggest group is the households whose income are between 500 and 999 YTL (33,2
%). 15,7% of the households income is in between 1000-1499 YTL and 11,0%
households’ incomes are in between 1500-1999 YTL, and lastly households whose
incomes are 2000 YTL and above comprise the 23,8% of total households.

When we look at their birth places we see that most of the respondents were
born in the cities (64,1%), while 24,8% were born in towns and 8, 6% were born in
villages. Lastly, 2,5% of the respondents were born abroad. Considering the
education levels of the parents we see a huge gap between the education of the
mother and that of the father. The percentage of university graduates among the
fathers is 32,5% while this figure falls down to 15,5 % for the mothers. Besides, the
percentage of the mothers who do not read and write is 8,4% compared to 1, 1%
among the fathers. The graduates of the primary school comprise the biggest group
among the mothers (35,9%) while among the fathers the biggest group is composed
of university graduates.

For the father’s jobs, we see that most of them were waged labourers (41,
9%), the percentage of self-employers was 31, 1%, the retired were 16,2% and
farmers amount to 5,8 %. The unemployed and the occasional workers comprise 5%
of the total number. Concerning the mothers we see that 75,5% of them were
housewives and had no history of work. Among the mothers who work 57,2% were

waged labourers, 24, 2% were retired and lastly 13, 9 % self-employers.°

% For more details about the youths socio-cultural, economical and demographical backgrounds see Sen, M.,
Kucukural, O., Arslan, B. Arun, O. (2005) Genglik, AB ve Zit Hisler: Bedenini [sterim ama Ruhunu Asla,
Dipnot Yayinlari, Ankara.
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4.1. EU support and Euroscepticism

In this section I will present the survey results with respect to EU support and
Euroscepticism. At this point my aim is to show the extent to which hard
Euroscepticism is popular among the participants. Table 4.5 displays the distribution
of Euroscepticism with respect to gender, school type, birth place and social
economic status.

Initially, we asked three typical Eurobarometer questions to assess the EU
support among the youth. Assessment of the EU support through three questions
enabled us to control the confusions and acquire more detailed data about the EU
support. The first question asked participants to evaluate EU membership for Turkey.
The results showed that 66.9% of the respondents think that EU membership is a
good thing for the country, while 18, 6 said it is bad, and 9, 2% said that it is neither
good nor bad, 5, 3% declared that they have “no idea” about the subject matter.
Secondly, we asked “If there were to be a referendum tomorrow about Turkey’s full
membership to the EU, What would you vote for?” 70, 3% of votes were “yes”, 21,
8% votes were “no” and 7, 9% votes were “empty”. Thirdly, we asked the
respondents “Is Turkey’s EU membership for the benefit of the country?” 69, 0% of
the respondents declared that it is for the benefit of the country, 22% though that it is
not for the benefit of the country, while 9% of the respondents had no idea about the
subject matter. The result revealed similar patterns of support for three questions.
Consequently, I preferred to conduct more detailed analysis on the answers of the
second question which was also mostly preferred in the literature of EU support. The
following table depicts the distribution of the EU support along some crucial

variables of the study.
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Table 4.2. If there were a Referendum Tomorrow About Turkey’s Full
Membership to the EU, What Would You Vote For?

v’ Levels of IV "Yes" "No" Empty vote
Gender Male 73,7 19,9 6.4
Female 65,4 24.5 10,1
School Type Public High School 69,6 23 7,3
Anatolian High School 66,4 26,9 6,7
Occupational High School 76,8 15,4 7,7
IHL Schools 63,8 26,1 10
Private Schools 75,1 17,1 7.8
Birth Place City 70,1 22 7.8
Town 70,4 21,9 7,7
Willage 71,8 18,7 9,6
Abroad 69,9 239 6,2
SES® Lower 68,9 20,7 10,4
Lower-middle 72,1 20,1 7.8
Middle 72,5 16,6 7,9
Upper-middle 66 27 6,9
Cities Istanbul 64,1 26,6 9,3
Ankara 59,5 28,8 11,6
[zmir 72,8 18,5 8,6
Balikesir 67,1 27 5,9
Bursa 75,4 17,3 7,3
Adana 72,6 20,4 7
Kayseri 68,2 22,1 9,7
Malatya 74,9 18,4 6,7
Gaziantep 67,7 233 9
Erzurum 76,4 15,5 8
Trabzon 69,3 24.9 5,8
Samsun 78,3 16,6 5,1
Total 70,3 21,8 7,9

The results of the analysis show that female participants, those who were born
abroad, living in Ankara, Istanbul and Balikesir, those coming from upper-middle
class families and the students who are enrolled in either Anatolian high schools or
religious high schools tend to be more Eurosceptic. The combined analysis of the

school type variable and the socio-economic status variable reveals two important

7 Independent Variable

¥ The variable of socio-economic status (SES) is an aggregate of parent’s education level and occupational
status. When we consider the distribution of the respondents along the SES, we see that 12, 1% is from the
lower, 39, 5% from the lower-middle, 23, 4% from the middle and lastly 25, 0% of the respondents come
from the upper-middle SES.
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patterns. First of all the most of the students of Anatolian and private high schools
come from either middle or upper-middle SES families. However, their opinions
diverge on the issue of support for EU membership. The number of hard
Eurosceptics enrolled in Anatolian high schools is higher. The same trend can also be
observed when we consider the students of IHL and occupational high schools. In
both cases the families of these students come either from lower or lower-middle
SES, however they differ on the question of EU support. Students of occupational
high schools show Europhilic tendencies while IHL population rates high on hard
Euroscepticism.

Lastly, it is surprising to see that those born in the villages comprise the
smallest group in terms of hard Eurosceptics. These findings are contrasting with
Carkoglu’s (2003) findings’ who argued that the prevalence of Euroscepticism
increased among people of low SES and/or who lived in villages and/or were less
educated. However, according to our research the children of the most educated
group are enrolled in Anatolian high schools and they are harder Eurosceptics than
participants whose parents belong to other SES groups. There can be two
explanations for this difference. One reason could be the fact that we are dealing with
two different samples even though they are both representative. A second plausible
explanation is the fact that new trends of EU support might be emerging and it may
be signaling a shift in the EU attitude. That is, more prosperous sections of society
might be beginning to assume Eurosceptic stance which in turn would alter its

support base in the near future.

? In the apentix of the thesis the results of the field researches that have been conducting since 90’s have
been analysed. The details of the Carkoglu’s researc can also be found in this apendix.
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4.2. Dynamics of Euroscepticism

I have conducted 30 semi-structured in-depth interviews before the implementation
of the survey and 4 focus group discussions and 10 more in-depth interviews after
the survey implementation in order to better understand the youth’s attitudes towards
the EU. Based on this data and together with the survey results I will explore the
internal dynamics of Euroscepticism.

Some clarifications are in order. First of all, while considering the qualitative
date “who said what” is not important, rather “what is said” entail the foremost point
of my discussion. I do not aim at reaching representative results with this qualitative
data but rather I am trying to figure out and discover the dynamics and motivations
of youth’s Euroscepticism. Besides, it would be methodologically wrong to make
generalisations out of qualitative data, since the size of the group is too small to do it.
Moreover, the data collection technique would not enable the researcher to perform
sound comparisons. However, I will attempt to illustrate “who said what” by
presenting the survey results in spontaneously with qualitative data. I believe the
qualitative data will give ideas for the interpretation of numbers.

Secondly, although during the interviews I tried to differentiate Europe and
European Union; it was very hard to separate the two concepts. Most of the youth
considered the EU and Europe as a monolithic entity. Furthermore, some of them
believed that the EU included USA and Russia and gave examples accordingly. In
the overall beforehand analysis I can say that the youth consider a monolithic West
and saw Turkey outside it, while talking about the EU. I believe there is some form
of Occidentalism in youth’s discourse that can mainly be attributed to their limited

knowledge on the subject matter, i.e. the West.
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Thirdly, in line with the first consideration, it should be noted that the
subtitles that I addressed are mainly the discursive roots of the Euroscepticism, most
of the individuals cannot be characterised with one particular discourse, and rather
these threads are blended together in one’s discourse. In the most of the interviews I
saw a big confusion and indecision on the EU issue. That is, they changed minds
easily and talked inconsistently and even contradictorily. The strong EU support that
was expressed in the beginning of the discussion, could shift into strong opposition
during the interview and focus group discussions, or although rarely, the opposite
was also possible. Yilmaz, who extensively studied the issue of the EU membership
and the public opinion, gives a valuable insight with regard to this observation:

... throughout the various research projects that we have undertaken on

the issue of the Turkish perceptions of Europe, what we have found out

has been that, apart from few people who express more or less neat and

clear opinions on the issue, the attitudes of the majority can at best be

characterised by ambiguity, ambivalence, confusion, double-

mindedness, uncertainty, cynicism (Y1lmaz, 2004:3).
If we keep in mind that Yilmaz was referring to a sample that is representative of all
the age groups in Turkey, the problem becomes even more severe in this research
given that the sample consists of 17-18 years-olds. Despite the “ambiguity,
ambivalence, confusion, double-mindedness, uncertainty, cynicism”, it is still
possible to trace some discursive roots of Euroscepticism. It should be borne in mind
that they are socialised in this society and most of the free floating discourses, either
hegemonic or not impinge on their minds. In what follows expose their discourses on
Euroscepticism.

The survey results, in-depth interviews and focus group discussions showed

that two strands are dominant in youth Euroscepticism, the first is articulated through

national(ist) concerns, the second is through the discourse of fear of moral
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degeneration of the society with EU membership. The following part discusses these

two approaches in detail.

4.2.1 Moral Degeneration Discourse

This is a society-based discourse articulated with the fear of moral degeneration of
the societal relationships in such realms as men-women relationships, relationships
among neighbours and relatives and family relations. This discourse revolves around
considerations of the threat that the European membership would entail for the
customs and traditions in general. This is the most popular discourse among the
youth. It questions the traditional and religious content of the values of people in
society. In this vein of discourse the youth mainly objects the Turkey’s membership
to the EU because they think that the European culture is a ‘rotten’, Turkey’s
membership would result in an influx of this ‘rotten culture’ into the Turkish way of
life. In this part firstly I will consider the survey results and will focus on the
adoption of this discourse by the youth in our sample. Consequently, I will proceed
to the discussion of the survey results with the help of the qualitative data in order to
improve our understanding of the statistical analysis and youth’s motivation in
adopting this discourse. Lastly, I will explain the existence of moral degeneration
discourse with the help of the literature.

The adoption of the moral degeneration discourse was assessed in the
questionnaire by two distinct approaches. Firstly, we measured some of the common
negative stereotypes that the Turkish youth has about Europe and the Europeans.
Secondly, the effect of these negative stereotypes is measured regarding the Turkey’s

membership to the EU.
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Table 4.3. Negative Stereotypes about Europeans

Youth in General Eurosceptics Only
Statements Agree  No Dis- Agree  No Dis-
idea agree idea agree

The Europeans do not give 66,1% 173% 16,6% 73,0% 129% 14,2%
necessary importance to
moral values as it deserves

The relationships in the 70,2% 188% 11,8% 772% 13,1% 9,8%
family and among the
relatives are weak in Europe

The youth in Europe are in 71,8% 16,7% 11,6% 80,6% 11,0% 8,4%
total moral degeneration

Table 4.3. shows the responses to our first approach, as it can be followed from the
table the great majority of the respondents were agreed on the totality of the
statements. Therefore, we can say that most of the youth bears the moral
degeneration stereotype regarding the Europeans. I will discuss the motivations
behind this negative attitude at length in the following part while I am focusing on
the in-depth interviews.

The second approach analyses the translation of these stereotypes into
Euroscepticism through certain questions in the survey. We asked the respondents to
indicate the direction of change that EU membership would cause on several of
Turkey’s problems. The results showed that 60,4% of the respondents believed that
EU membership would entail increase in “moral degeneration of the society”. And
65,5 % declared that the EU membership would give rise to an increase in drug
abuse in the Turkish society.

In addition, through the survey we assessed the perception of the youths
about the effect of EU membership on the morality of the Turkish society. We

present statements to the respondents in a Likert type five-point scale. In order to
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make it more clear and easy to follow, the following table shows the results in three
levels for both totality of the sample and Eurosceptics only.

Table 4.4. EU Membership and Moral Degeneration

Youth in General Eurosceptics Only
Statements Agree  No Dis- Agree  No Dis-
idea agree idea agree

EU membership would harm  41,9% 20,9% 373% 653% 14,1% 20,7%
the Turkish family values

EU membership will 338% 18,7% 475% 494% 17,5% 33,1%
negatively effect the

relationships among

neighbourhood and relatives

EU membership will weaken 62,1% 13,3% 24,6% 80,3% 7,9% 11,8 %
the customs and values

EU membership will resultin  27,9% 21,6 % 40,6% 60,3% 15,7% 24,0%
moral degeneration

EU membership will resultin 26,9 % 28,0% 451% 40,5% 278% 31,7%
degeneration of men-women
relations

Following the findings that are depicted in Table 4.4., we can infer that
except for the issues related to the values and the customs in general, the negative
stereotypes of Europeans do not directly translate into youth Euroscepticism.
Considering the results that only 21,8% of respondents would vote “no” in the
referendum of Turkey’s EU membership, the most of the figures are still quite high
regarding the fear of moral degeneration of the society. We can say that among the
ones who approved EU membership there are crucial numbers of EU-pessimists.
When we consider only the answers of those who reject Turkey’s membership of the
EU, we see clear increase in the percentage of the approvals. In this group
agreements increased up to 65,3% for the first statement, 49,4% for the second,

80,3% for the third, 60,3% for the forth and 40,5% for the last statement. Deriving
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from survey results, we can say that fear of moral degeneration of the society with
the EU membership comprises one of the important pillars of youth Euroscepticism

in Turkey.

4.2.1.1. Scrutinizing the Moral Degeneration Discourse
The considerations revealed by the survey results address the perceived threat to the
culture of the society; The deeper exploration of this phenomenon through in-depth
interviews and focus groups reveals youth’s discontent with the idea that EU
membership would entail an invasion of Turkey by the so called ‘rotten’ European
culture into the Turkish way of life. In the following part I will discuss the moral
degeneration discourse by giving reference to youth’s words on societal relationships
mainly in the realm of men-women relations, relationship among neighbourhood and
relatives, respect for family values and basically the father figure. The common point
in all these concerns is the preservation of customs and traditions of the society
during the transition period of EU integration. The main concern is the threat of
losing one’s dignity and pride in this rapid transition.
With their words:
First of all, I don't believe that we will enter the EU, that’s one. OK,
suppose that we entered, the culture would die. What I mean by culture
is our customs and rituals, and all this stuff. That is if this country has
become as we see it now just by the influence of television and the
limited tourism, the ups and downs, I can’t imagine even what EU's
effect would be on us. (Cemal, Public High School)'’.

One of the respondents, who considered religiosity as her primary identity, argued

that approaching to the East is a better alternative for Turkey compared to the West.

' Bir kere ben girecegimize inanmiyorum bir. Hadi girdigimizi var sayalim, kiiltiir bitecek. Kiiltiir
dedigim sey o iste bizim orfiimiiz adetimiz suymus buymus, ya su iilke televizyonla bile, su sinirlt
turizmle bile su hale gelebiliyorsa, inisler ¢ikislar falan, AB bizi ne hale getirir ben tahmin bile
edemiyorum (Cemal, Diiz lise).
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She derives from the lexicology of the two words: East and West''. The following
long speech quotation nicely depicts the moral reasoning of the youth rejection of the
Westernisation and the EU:

-Westernisation, its name is not nice, East can also be a good thing. It is
useless to differentiate between the East and the West. That is when one
says ‘contemporary’, Atatiirk told us that ‘we are to reach to
contemporary levels’, but we still call it ‘Westernisation’. When [ think
of this word, to me ‘Westernisation’ means a swamp. While the East, if
we think of the word it means ‘to be born’. Instead of rising like a sun,
what is the point of sinking or westernizing? Indeed, the wording is
worng, but we still prefer to use it; and the words correspond to their
meaning in the real life.

- What do you mean?

- We are sinking as the time passes, you do not need to observe it, and
you can see it from the word itself. One did everything for honour in the
old days, but now everything is obvious, every thing is wide-open. How
can I put it, it is not only the values, they exclude us; they discriminate
against us because of the headscarf. They are organising competitions to
degenerate our country’s customs, they are spoiling the family ambience
with such [TV reality shows] as ‘Will you be my bride?’ and similar
programs. Besides, they come up with Erosion [she is referring to
Eurovision] Competitions, I think all such things are inventions of
Europe.

In the Ottoman Period, when the Erosion Competition first
started, they said Turkey was the winner even though it did not get the
first prize. Then the Europeans began [to have fun], with wines and all.
When [the Turks] asked, “Why are you so happy?” they respond by
saying “Is there anything more splendid then seeing your collapse?”
They demolished the Ottomans, now it’s the turn of the Turkish
Republic. No matter how hard we try to stand up, they will make us fall.
But we still go on, with our eyes shut (Hayriye, public high school) **.

"'In Turkish ‘west’ (bat1) and ‘east’ (dogu) has double meaning, firstly they denotes geographical
directions, the second meaning is ‘to sink’ (batmak) and ‘to be born’ (dogmak) respectively. Indeed, the
meanings are closely related with geographical directions, “the west” signifies the direction of the sunset,
“the east” signifies the sunrise.

12 Batililismak, ismi giizel degil, batililasmanin, dogu da iyi bir sey olabilir, dogu bat1 diye ayirmaya
gerek yok, yani cagdas dedigin zaman, Atatiirk bize bunu sdylemis, ¢agdas diizeylere ¢ikmak demis,
ve biz hala batililasma diye isimlendiriyoruz. Batililagsmak bataklik gibi geliyor bana, isim olarak
degerlendirirsek. Dogu yani isim olarak degerlendirirsek dogmak anlaminda. Yani bir giines olarak
dogmak varken ni¢in yani batmak, batililagmak? Kelime olarak bir kere yanlis ve biz hala onu
kullaniyoruz ve kelimeler de birbirine uyuyor yasamda yani.
- Nasil yani?
- Ya gittik¢e batiyoruz. Hi¢ gézlem yapmana gerek yok, kelimeye bakarak da gorebilirsin bunu. Irz
icin, eskiden Oyle derlerdi, her sey yapilirken simdi nedense hersey ortada, yani tiim seyler ortada
yani nasil anlatiyim, sadece degerler olarak degil, bizi yani dislamalari, kapali [bas Ortiilii] olarak
yani diglamalari. Ulkemizin gelenegini bozmak igin yarismalar diizenliyorlar, aile ortamini
bozuyorlar, iste “gelinim olur musun” falan bdyle seyler. Daha sonra erozyon [eurovizyon]
yarismalar: ¢ikartiyorlar, hep bunlar bence zaten Avrupa’nin seyleri, icatlari.

71



It must be underlined that the decadence of men-women relationship is one of the
main points of objection in moral degeneration discourse. While they are questioning
the values of the society, they overtly emphasise the moral values of the society with
particular reference to sexual affairs. With the youth’s words:

If we enter the EU all our customs and rituals will dissolve. If we have at
least one gram of Islam in our souls, that will also go away, because, as
far as I can see we have already become even worse then Europe. There
are that awful people among us. Some don’t know their religion, some
don’t know their mores, and some don’t know what to do for Turkey. If
we join them [Europe], we will be like Russia in 15 years time. The
grapes ripen by looking at each other. For instance, our girls will go
and do what a Russian does. Once evil enters the soul, the rest follows.
Turkish people are already selling their bodies, if now this is one it will
be five [in the future]. They will see the life [out there] and will say that
if they are doing it we can do it too. (Emin, public high school).

In the interview the topic of decadent opposite sex relationship usually came up with
no deliberate attempt. Discussing the EU membership, as soon as the question of
how society in general will be affected by this membership, one of the first issues
that the participants mention is the decadence of relationships.
For example, I feel uncomfortable if a woman and a man display
inappropriate behaviour in the street. I feel offended by that because |

have a sister and a mother. Such things make me feel uncomfortable.
(Burhan, IHL)".

Osmanli déneminde bu erozyon yarismasi ilk ¢iktiginda birinci olmasa bile Tiirkiye’yi segmisler.
Avrupalilar baglamislar saraplar falan. “Siz niye seviniyorsunuz?” dediklerinde: “ee sizin yikildiginizi
gormekten daha iyi birgey olabilir mi?”,demisler. Osmanliy1 yikmuslar sira Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti’ne gelmis.
Biz ne kadar ayakta durmaya caligirsak ¢aligalim. Bizim ayagimiz1 kaydiracaklar, ama biz goziimiiz kapali
devam ediyoruz. (Hayriye, diiz lise)

" Avrupa Birligi’ne girersek eger gelenek ve goreneklerimizin hepsi gidecek. igimizde olan bir gram
Miisliimanlik varsa eger o da gidecek. Ciinkii bakiyorum Tiirkiye’de artik Avrupa’dan bile daha beter
olmusuz. O kadar berbat insanlar var aramizda. Bazilar1 dinini bilmiyor, bazilar1 toresini bilmiyor. Bazilari
Tiirkiye icin ne yapacagim bilmiyor. Eger oralara gecersek 15 yil sonra biz de bir Rusya gibi olacaz. Insan
insana baka baka kararir. Atiyorum bir kizimiz gidecek bir Rus ne yapiyorsa bizimki de onu yapacak.
Kétiiliik bir kere igine girdigi zaman ondan sonra artik devami gelir. Su anda bile Tiirk insanlar1 bedenlerini
para karsiligi satiyorlar bu su anda birse bes olacak. Hayat1 gorecekler onlar yapiyorsa biz de yapacagiz
diyecekler (Emin, diiz lise).

" Mesela bir sokak ortasinda bir kizla bir erkek uygunsuz bir vaziyetteyse ben bundan rahatsiz oluyorum.
Gocunuyorum ben bundan ya ¢iinkii benim de ablam var kardesim var annem var, ben rahatsiz oluyorum
bu tarz seylerden (Burhan,IHL).
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Other respondent depicted the Europeans and their way of life with particular
reference to opposite sex relations as follows:

They [the Europeans] do not have anything like morality. They do not

take responsibility for their women. Even a [foreign] woman at the age

of fifty comes and sleeps with you. People sit on the beach and they even

have sex there. They kiss in the public. They walk around while stark

naked. There [in Europe] they think this is natural, they don’t stare at

each other. But this is not natural (Ferhat, public high school).””
It is worth it to note here that in order for us to have an idea about the place of this
thought, in the nation wide survey we presented the respondents with the statement
“I believe that the youth kissing in the public space should be warned”. We required
them to express their approval of this statement in 5 point Likert type scale. The
results showed that 59.9% of the respondents agreed, while 28.5% of them disagreed.
If we keep these figures in mind, it is not surprising anymore to hear of municipality
workers warning the youth kissing at the seaside of Samsun.

Another point of objection is related to the degeneration of family values due
to Turkey’s EU membership. Particularly, respect for the father is identified as main
feature of a typical Turkish family life. A participant while complaining about the
possible outcomes of the EU membership said: “Europeans don’t even say ‘dad’,
they call their fathers by name, they lack family values and respect” (Seyhan, public
high school)."®

Similarly, another respondent compared Turkish way of life with that of the

Europeans, and sustained that EU membership will entail the adoption of European

way of life:

' Onlarda [Avrupalilarda] ahlak denilen bir sey yok. Kadinlarina sahip ¢ikmuiyorlar. 50 yasinda bir bayan

bile yani sizinle yatabiliyor. Sahilin ortasinda insanlar var. Direkt orada iliskiye girebiliyorlar. Ortalikta

Opusiiyorlar. Cir1l ¢iplak sahilde dolasabiliyorlar. Ama orada dogal gibi goriiniiyor. Orada kimse kimseye

bakmiyor. Ama aslinda bu dogal degil. (Ferhat, diiz lise).

' Avrupalilar baba bile demiyorlar ismiyle sesleniyorlar. Onlarda ailevi degerler yok. Saygi yok
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Family is fundamental for us; if the family structure is spoilt, this is not
acceptable. For example, if my father comes home, while I am lying, 1
have to get up. I have to be sitting properly, but this is not the case for
the Europeans. A kid calls her/his father by [their first] name. If I say
“Omer dear”, my father’s name is Omer, “I want to tell you ...” I would
feel ashamed. No, for me this is impossible. My cultural disposition is
incompatible with this. This could be acceptable though for some people
living in Bahgeli, Tunali. Some families among these strata [of the
society] would accept this (Ali, Anatolian high school) .

Similarly,
- Turkish values include respect for the elders, respectful behaviour, but
I don’t suppose such things exists in Europe. They can be so laid-back
with their fathers, they freely talk and sit, their family discipline is very
loose.
- How are their manners or morality, do you think?
- They are more permissive, for instance, we can not be that esay-going,
but they are slacker. For one thing, they do not care to differentiate [in
terms of respect] between the elder and the younger. I haven 't seen this
happening (Hayriye, public high school). ™®
Besides appraising the family values in Turkey, the youth tend to see the close
relationship in the neighbourhood and with relatives as the peculiar characteristics of
Turkish society, nevertheless a feature that is prone to degeneration in the EU
membership process. For them, the people in Europe are too individualised and
lonely. They have weak societal relations especially among relatives and in the

neighbourhood community. The EU membership bears the risk for Turkish society of

losing its basic characteristics. In addition, when they consider the European way of

' Aile, bizim temelimiz aile, aile yapis1 bozuldugu zaman olmuyor, mesela su anda eve babam
geldigi zaman yatiyorsam mecbur kalkmak zorundayim. Diizgiin oturmak zorundayim ama iste
Avrupa tilkelerinde boyle bir sey yok. Bir ¢ocuk babasina ismiyle sesleniyor. Ben babama, babamin
ismi Omer, Omercim bak soyle boyle diyecem, gogerim ben, yok ben miimkiin degil yapamam
[giiliismeler], benim kiiltiir yapim kolay kolay kaldirmaz. Boyle Bahgeli, Tunali boyle kisimlarda
kaldirilabilir. O kesimdeki bazi aileler kaldirabilir (Ali, Anadolu lisesi ).

'8 _ Tiirklerin degerleri biiyiiklerine saygili olunmasi, oturup kalkmasi, daha bir saygili olunmasi, ama
ben sanmiyorum Avrupa’da da bdyle seylerin oldugunu, onlar babasinin yaninda bdyle rahat, gayet
rahat bir sekilde konusuyor, oturuyor, aile terbiyesi olsun baska seyler olsun ¢ok rahat yani.
- Nasil ordakilerin aile terbiyesi, ahlaki?
- Biraz daha serbestler, biz mesela o kadar serbest olamiyoruz ama oradakiler biraz daha serbestler. Biiyiik,
kiiciik demiyor bi kere ordakiler yani hi¢ gormedim. (Hayriye, diiz lise)
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life in this respect they also criticised the “cosmopolitan” life of the Western
Anatolia where the old customs and traditions were lost to a great extent.

The common ground of the above-mentioned themes is the emphasis on the
degeneration of customs and traditions that Turkish society has. They are
indispensable at all costs:

EU says something like if you deny your own values and accept ours we
accept you [Turkey]. I think this is absolutely wrong; our values are our
own. As their name suggests, they are valuable things. They are our
mores, rituals, traditions and custom, they are indispensable, how can
we give them up? If this is the case, we don’t want the EU. If they want
us and accept us, they would win, not us. We fought for our freedom for
years and we won our flag, the flag of independence. If we enter the EU
and give up those values, then it means that we renounced that freedom.
Entering there [the EU] means entering oppresion. Then, this is not
acceptable (Aysegiil, occupational high school).”

Another participant considered the importance of customs and traditions in Turkish
life in comparison to Europe:

They [the Europeans] think [of their children] as birds flying away from
home once they have reached the age of 18, they set them free. This is
wrong; we do not have any thing like this. This is not the case, the values
are different her; we have traditions and rituals such as coming and
asking for a girls hand, that is our traditions and rituals are different.
For example, my father is 45 years old, and he still doesn’t smoke [when
sitting] next to his own father. This means respect, and we also are
always respectful to him [her own father]. Adult milieu and youth milieu
are different for us; the differentiation is done for the sake of respect.
When the elders come in, the rest stands up. But, they [the Europeans]
lack all this. We have set our minds on the EU, all our values already
dissolving, even before entering the EU. Although there are some who
are trying to keep them alive, morality, religion, traditions and rituals
are all disappearing (Hayrive, public high school).”’

" AB kendi degerlerinden vaz gecersen bizim degerlerimize sahip ¢ikarsan kabul ederiz gibisinden birsey
sOylityor. Bence ¢ok yanlis, bizim degerlerimiz de bize goére yani. Adi iistiinde degerli olan seydir yani.
Bizim tdremiz, adetimiz, gelenegimiz, gérenegimiz yani bunlar bizim i¢in vazgeg¢ilmeyen seyler bunlari
birakip nasil...? Eger dyleyse biz AB’yi istemiyoruz. Eger, onlar bizi isterlerse, bizi kabul ederlerse onlar
kazanmis olur biz degil. Ozgiirliigiimiiz i¢in biz yillarca savasmisiz bir bayraga sahip olmusuz, istiklal
bayragina sahip olmusuz, eger biz AB’ye gireceksek ve o degerlerden vaz gegeceksek biz o zaman bu
Ozgiirliigii kabul etmemis oluyoruz. Oraya girerken bir baski altina girmis oluyoruz. O zaman olmaz
(Aysegiil, meslek lisesi)

** Sey gibi diisiiniiyorlar 18 yasindan sonra yuvadan ugan kus gibi serbest birakmak, olmaz yani bizde boyle

bir sey yok. Oyle degil yani, degerler farkli bizde. Gelenek gorenek gibi, bizim kiz isteme olayimiz vardir,

degisik yani geleneklerimiz goreneklerimiz vardir, Mesela babam 45 yasinda ve hala babasinin yaninda
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Interestingly the cultural degeneration discourse focuses mainly on the family life
and sexual affairs. On the other hand, while evaluating other aspects of European
culture besides family life, for example work ethics, good manner in the societal
relations even the Eurosceptic youth tended to be more positive. These aspects of the
European way of life were appealing to them and they thought of these elements as
superior to those existing in Turkey.

They can serve us as examples with their culture, speaking manners and
so on. I am referring to the Germans, but by culture I don’t mean
morality but their speaking, eating and dressing manners. For instance,
there’s something in the way they raise their childen, I really like that.
The child is just 1,5 or 2 years old, he is just learning how to walk, his
mother puts the food with the knife and fork in front, if the child eats he
he does not than he goes hungry. But this is not the case with us, the boy
is 10 years old, begins the primary school, we give him a meal box,
begging him eat. The child is 3 or 4, walks, his mother chases him
begging her son eat. The child refuses to eat and then comes back in
three minutes asking for food. Turks are all like this (Egemen,
occupational high school)?’.

Similarly, another example concerning the superior ethics of the Europeans:

1t is better for us to resemble the Germans with regard to ethical issue.
Of course they are much better in education, the Europeans. In Turkey,
girls are not sent to school after finishing the primary school. Why don’t
they send them? The Germans send [their daughters] to school, they do
better. Germans are better in ethical issue, the education issue is better
among them (Emin, public high school)*”.

sigara igmiyor. Yani bu saygidir. Biz de saygiliyizdir ona her zaman. Biz de biiyiik oratami farklidir, kiigiik
oratamui farklidir, saygidir bunlar hep. Biiyiikler gelince ayaga kalkilir. Ama simdi onlarda yok, AB’diye
tutturmusuz bi Avrupa Birligi, ne degerlerimiz hig¢ biri kalmadi zaten. Simdiden daha girmedigimiz halde
degerlerimizi zaten yok oluyor hepsi, iste din desen ahlak desen, gelenekler gorenekler bile yok, yasatmaya
caliganlar var ama. (Hayriye, diiz lise)

*! Kiiltiirlerini, konusmalarini sununu bununu 6rnek alabiliriz. Almanlar igin diyorum, kiiltiir derken ahlak
bakimidan demiyorum. Konusmasini, yemesini, giyim olsun. Mesela diyorum ya ¢ocuklarda birsey var. En
¢ok hosma giden tarafi buydu. Cocuk daha 1,5-2 yasinda, daha yeni yiirlimeyi 6greniyor. Annesi yemegini
oniline koyuyordu, c¢atali bigagi koyuyordu, yiyorsa yiyor yemiyorsa a¢ kaliyor. Bizde Oyle birsey yok.
Cocuk 10 yasma geliyor, ilkokula bagliyor. Eline beslenme ¢antasi veriyosun oglum ye oglum ye diye.
Cocuk 3-4 yasinda yliriiyor annesi oglum ye oglum ye diye pesinde dolaniyor, yemiyor, ¢ocuk 3 dakika
sonra yine geliyor yemek diye. Bizdeki tiim Tiirkler boyleydi. (Egemen, meslek Lisesi)

* Ahlak bakiminda Almanlar benzememiz daha iyi. Tabii yani egitim konusunda daha iyiler, Avrupallar.
Tiirkiye’de ortaokulu bitirince kizi gdndermiyorlar. Neden niye gondermiyorlar. Almanlar okutuyorlar.
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In the survey this perception was measured also. The figures confirm what I have
said so far. In a five point Likert type scale we gave respondents some statements in
order to assess their perceptions of Europeans. One of the statements said “The
Europeans are hard working and attentive in their works”, 67, 4% of the respondents
agreed and 15, 6 % didn’t. Similarly 55, 2 % of the respondents thought that
European institutions were more trustable compared to their Turkish counterparts,
while only 15, 8 thought the opposite. Furthermore, the Turkish youth also believed
that “human rights and democracy is better implemented in Europe” and “European
cities are in better condition” compared to the Turkish counterparts (76,5% and
83,6% respectively).

This opposing feelings and perceptions about other cultures reminds me the
concept of ethnocentrism that is widely discussed in the literature. Faris’ considers
negative ethnocentrism and defined it as “the emotional attitude which places high
value on one's own customs and traditions and belittles all others, putting as least
valuable those that differ most” (Faris, 1925 :21). Besides the negative version, the
youths’ boosted perceptions of Europe and Europeans also reminds me ‘grass is
greener on the other side’ type ethnocentrism. While they look down on Europeans
in terms of moral issues, they perceive them superior when considering ethics in the
societal relations such as work. They perceive the Europeans as more educated and
appraise them because they achieved to establish well functioning systems with
“well-planned cities”.

On the other hand, as it would be expected, while talking in favour of Europe,

some of the participants criticised Turkey too. They were pessimistic about EU

Daha iyi seyler yapiyorlar. Ahlak konusunda Almanlar daha iyi, egitim konusu daha giizel onlarda. (Emin,
diiz lise)
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membership possibly causing change in Turkey’s old and bad habits. The following
conversation sheds light on the opinion of the participant on this issue:

- If we enter the EU, how would this effect Turkey?

- Everything would go on the same as before, in my opinion. I am

speaking for myself; I don’t believe that anything would improve. Some

will continue to fill their pockets, and we pay the costs (Onat, Anatolian

high school)®.

Conversely, some of the participants acknowledged European superiority and also
believed that EU membership has the possibility of enhancing Turkey on the issue
related to work ethic, education, corruption, respect for human right and all other
related issues. But, they argued this would not come without a price.

In the interviews and especially during the discussions in the focus groups at
this point the two positions emerged and they framed these positions in such a way
that each person could only choose one of the options. On the one side there is
civilisation, technology, consolidated and well functioning democracy, respect for
human rights, and consolidation of rule of law, most of which are equated with
Europe and the European Union. On the other side there is human dignity and pride,
morality, respect for one another especially for the elderly and the father figure,
relatives or the family members, one’s honour in front of the community, the respect
for the tradition. They perceive these categories as mutually exclusive categories. To
say “yes” to EU means, abandoning the values and all the humane sides of tradition
in favour of technology and civilisation, human rights. Whenever this dichotomy
appeared (and most of the time, especially in the focus group discussions it did come

up) most of the students preferred the morality and the dignity of the society. To give

an example:

¥ . AB’ye girersek sence Tiirkiye bundan nasil etkilenir?
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I completely agree with my friend regarding the culture, cultural issue.
They say that income level will increase, I don’t believe such things.
They say that traveling will be facilitated. In fact these are none of my
business. The only thing that matters to me is what will happen in the
cultural sphere. I don’t care about justice, law or such things. Okey,
when you entered the EU thing like human rights courts and so on will
be much better and easier. But now, by way of comparison culture is
more important for me than these things. Let me I have no money, if I
have my culture, I can be happy; it is enough for me (Erol, public high
school)**.
Other respondent added: “Let us be men [have human dignity] and than do it. Well
what is this European Union? Having world’s money, not having one’s culture, one’s

dignity, what is the point? (Oguz, public high school).>”

4.2.1.2. Grounds of the Moral Degeneration Discourse

The most appealing explanation for the moral degeneration discourse comes from
identity theories. McLaren considers the threat that is perceived towards the national
culture as the most important determining factor of formulating opinion towards
European integration. According to McLaren (2002:564), the general opinion
formation toward the EU “tends to be based in great part on a general hostility
towards other cultures”. She sustains that the general feeling of being threatened by
other cultures can be linked to the underlying feelings of xenophobia (McLaren,
2002:558). She mostly discusses the effect of cultural threat in the western European
countries and is concerned with attitudes towards ethnic and religious minority

groups in these countries. She also considers the related feelings that are emanated

- Her sey aynisi gibi gider. Yani ben hi¢ inanmiyorum birseylerin diizelecegine. Ben sahsen kendi adima
sOyliyeyim hi¢ inanmiyorum; yani, hersey aynist gibi gidecek yani. Birileri yine cebini dolduracak, olan
yani bizlere oluyo yani (Onat, Anadolu lisei).

* Arkadasa tamamen katiliyorum kiiltiirel olarak kiiltiir agisindan. Gelir seviyesi artar diyorlar hig birine
inanmiyorum. Yok girisler ¢ikiglar kolaylagsacak. Bunlarin higbiri benim umurumda degil agikgasi. Tek
umurumda olan kiiltiirel olarak ne olacagi, adalet, hukuk falan hi¢birini ben umursamiyorum. Tamam
Avrupa Birligi’ne girdigin zaman bazi insan haklar1 mahkemeleri falan hersey ¢ok daha giizel olacak,
kolaylasacak. Ama ben simdi kiyaslama olarak soylityorum, kiiltiir benim i¢in daha 6nemli bunlardan.
Param olmasin kiiltiiriime sahip olayim mutlu olurum, yeter bana (Erol, diiz lise).

79



from the sharing of social benefits with outsiders. However, when we consider the
youth’s scepticism on the European culture in Turkey, anxiety that emerges because
of the share of the benefits is not valid. But we can draw parallelisms with the fact
that both threat perceptions are built on stereotypes that are formulated regarding the
groups that are constructed as outsiders.

The youth’s skepticism of integration with Europe because of the fear of
cultural degeneration of the society represents once again the typical Turkish
dilemma ever-present in Turkish modernisation and Westernisation history. This
irony becomes even more visible in the national anthem of a country that “aims to
reach the highest levels of contemporary civilisation”:

Recognize your innate strength! And think: how can this fiery faith ever

be killed,
By that battered, single-fanged monster you call "civilization

7%
The scepticism towards EU that is articulated through the moral degeneration
discourse can not only be confined to the European integration but it is also closely
related with scepticism towards westernisation and modernisation. In the Turkish
political sphere the right wing conservative nationalism and Islamism and their
attitude regarding the westernisation and modernisation corresponds very strongly to
the youth moralistic discourse.

We should note particularly the importance of Islamism in the formation of
moral degeneration discourse. As Duran pointed out, in the traditional Islamic way of

thinking not only EU membership is rejected but also entirety of the idea of

Westernisation and modernisation in the cultural sphere is denied. According to him,

»* «Adam olalim da yapalim onu biz. Ya Avrupa Birligi de neymis. Diinya kadar paran olsun, kiiltiiriin
olmasin, insanlik olmasin neye yarar ki bu? (Oguz, diiz lise)”

26 “Ulusun, korkma! Nasil bdyle bir imam bogar, Medeniyyet!" dedigin tek disi kalmis canavar?” The
translation is taken from a web site: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Istikl%C3%A2l Marsi . Retrieved on
20/11/2005

80



hard core Islamists are discontent with the European way of life. The Islamists
considers Europe as morally decayed, and no technological advancement can
compensate the moral deterioration. According to this discourse Europeans look
down on the institutions of religion and family, and they consider them as an
encumbrance. Nonetheless, these are most respected foundation of society in Islam.
The morality crisis in the West has its roots in the defeat of Christianity by
secularism. In the Western context, according to Islamists atheism has become
widespread also bringing about spiritual crises (Duran, 2004:126-127). The intense
reference in the youth discourse a European culture that is rotten can be interpreted
as the appropriation of the Islamist discourse by the youth.

The adoption of the moral degeneration discourse by the youth also reminds
me the age-old culture/civilisation dilemma. From the beginning of the Turkish
modernisation attempts, scholars, and the intellectuals paid explicit attention to the
possibilities of retaining Islam while, adopting Western technology and its
civilisation. The dilemma became even more crucial at the beginning of the twentieth
century.

Ziya Gokalp was one of the intellectuals of the time. He phrased the dilemma
in terms of “culture” and “civilisation” and also devised a solution. For him religion
belongs to individual sphere and cannot interfere with the political issues or be
interfered by them. However, he gave utmost importance to the place and
significance of religion under the changing conditions of modern life. He realised the
incompatibility of the two, he thought of the possibilities of retaining religion in the
context of secularisation. As a result he developed his distinction between
civilisation and culture, for him civilisation and the culture must be conceptualised

separately (Davison, 1995:190-1) The youths’ enthusiasm to bring the discussion to

81



the comparison of civilisation versus culture signifies the fact that the age old
dilemma is not resolved in the eyes of the public, and it seems that will not be
resolved for the next few decades a head of us on the way to the EU integration.

The extent to which the moral degeneration discourse is widespread in the
high schools of Ankara is quite impressive. Interestingly it is hardly possible to hear
spontaneously the effect of moral degeneration discourse among the students of
Bornova Anatolian High School in Izmir, one of the most prestigious Anatolian high
schools in Turkey. The young people from this school who participated in the
research perceived the liberalised aspects of daily life and social relations as one of
the great victories of the Turkish modernisation project. However, the youth that
subscribed to this view frame their Eurosceptic position by referring to the other

mainstream discourse, namely the ‘national(ist) discourse’.

4.3.2. National(ist) Discourse

I will begin the discussion of this discourse by setting the historical context in order
to explain why the brackets should be employed when using the concept
‘national(ist)’.

Since the conception of the Turkish Republic, nationalism has been defined
as one of its building blocks. However, with the beginning of the multi-party period
and the emergence of political parties along the political spectrum, nationalism was
appropriated by MHP, the ultra-nationalist party. During the 60s and the 70s their
sworn enemies were the leftists. In the 90s the Eurosceptic discourse in Turkey
shifted focus from economic arguments to political ones, accordingly the republicans
and the leftist parties that did not favor Turkey’s joining the EU, took up a nationalist

discourse shaped under arguments of national integrity. The republicans and the
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leftist agree in many points with the nationalist discourse of the MPH concerning
national integrity, they still prefer not to share the same name with their old political
enemies. In the Turkish language the nominal distinction is easier as one calls itself
ulusal the other uses milliyet¢i. In the literature written in English they have been
referred to as national and nationalist respectively. The youth discourse owes a lot to
these stances in their articulation of Euroscepticism. However, considering the youth
discourse, we see that it is not possible to make a distinction between the two.
Therefore I will refer to this particular thread in the youth discourse as national(ist).

The great variety of opinions vocalised through the national(ist) discourse in
the in-depth interviews is impressive: some point out national interests, others
express desire for the past, especially the Ottoman period. Some consider the losing
of sovereignty, others express their discontent because of the humiliation of the
country in front of the other nations, and some talk about the superiority of the
“Turks” and “Turkish nation” over the others. Besides, it is unusual to find someone
talking from only one of these perspectives, as a result more often we find
articulation of these themes in one’s national(ist) speech.

In this section I will firstly discuss the survey results in order to see the
prevalence of national(ist) discourse among the youth, secondly I will proceed to
analysis of qualitative data so as to provide an explanation for the statistics and to
comprehend youth’s nationalist reasoning in their articulation of Euroscepticism.
Lastly, I will try to explain national(ist) discourse by addressing the literature and its
appearances in the Turkish political sphere.

The survey results give us an idea about the prevalence of the national(ist)
discourses among the youth. We asked questions in the survey to assess widely

articulated national(ist) discourse that highlights ‘separatist ideals’ of western states.
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First of all we asked the respondents “In what direction do you think the following
problems such as Kurdish/South-Eastern issue (i), terror (ii) and discrimination
among religious sects (iii) would be affected by the EU membership. We required
the participants to respond to each problem by choosing one of the following: either

it would “decrease” or “increase” or “no change”.

Table 4.5. In what direction do you think the following problems would be effected
by the EU membership?

Youth in General Eurosceptics Only
Problems increase  no decrease  increase  no decrease
change change

Kurdish/South-Eastern issue 34,1 % 45,0% 209% 60,5% 30,5% 9,1 %

Terror 266% 419% 31,5% 479% 393% 129%

Discrimination among 28,1% 539% 179% 49,1% 428% 82%
religious sects

The results showed that almost one out of three believed that the EU
membership would result in worsening of these problems. This conveys the fact that
these people are sceptic about the influence of the EU in the internal affairs of
Turkey, and they may even consider an active involvement of the EU regarding the
‘separatist’ tendencies in Turkey. The ones who expect “no change” in these
problems would either saw no relationship between the EU and these problems or
they did not believe the effectiveness of the EU to solve these perpetual problems of
Turkey. I should note that the others who point out the decrease are true enthusiasts
of the EU. When we evaluate the responses of the hard Eurosceptics we see a drastic
increase in the percentage of the ones who stress the worsening of the problems. This
shows that beliefs in ‘separatist ideals’ of the western states is even more widespread

among hard Eurosceptics. This comprises one of the important motivations behind
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youth Euroscepticism I will analyse these figures more deeply in the next section
with the help of the qualitative data.

Besides, the following table shows the presented statements in the
questionnaire to locate the existence of the nationalist discourse in line with what I
depicted above. This time the participants responded the statement in the five points
Likert-type scale as whether they are agreed or not. But the table shows the results in
three levels for the sake of clarity and ease to follow.

Table 4.6. National(ist) Charges on the EU Membership

Youth in General Eurosceptics Only
Statements Agree  No Dis- Agree  No Dis-
idea agree idea agree

EU membership would harm 34,6 % 26,7% 38,7% 69,6% 16,8% 13,6 %
Turkey’s national unity and
totality

EU membership would harm 37,6 % 23,5% 389% 73,7% 12,6 % 13,.8%
Turkey’s independence

EU membership would result 37,8 % 279% 342% 729% 152% 11,9%
in Turkey becoming a

mandate of European

countries.

EU’s dealing with Turkey’s  36,7% 343% 29,0% 688% 20,9% 10,9%
problems gives rise to harm

of Turkish national unity and

totality

EU accession process is 48,4% 21,5% 30,1% 73,0% 157% 11,3%
humiliating our country

Considering the first three statements figures show that more than every one person
out of three assess the EU membership as a threat to Turkey’s independence and
national unity, considering the responses of those who are against Turkey’s

membership the figures almost doubles. Therefore the figure shows that the
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perceived threat to national unity and independence comprise other important pillar
of youth Euroscepticism in Turkey.

The last two statements mainly assess the youth’s opinion on the accession
process. Figures are similar to the first three statements; again more than one person
out of three seems to be disturbed by the accession process. As it would be expected
hard Eurosceptics are even more discontent with the accession process. Since, the
great majority of them expressed their agreement to the statements. It is possible to
argue that the events during the accession process makes the youth question the EU
membership and boils down to one of the important motivations behind youth

Euroscepticism.

4.2.2.2. Scrutinizing the National(ist) Discourse

The national(ist) stance basically perceives threats to the unity and integrity of state
and national space. This threat is embodied in the political criteria that the European
Union sets in front of Turkey’s membership. A deeper analysis of the main features
by taking into accounts the focus group discussions and in-depth interview reveals
complex make-up structure of this discourse. In the following part, while examining
national(ist) discourse I will firstly consider the national interest and threat discourse.
Secondly, I will talk about the discourse that put emphasis on the superiority of
Turks and Turkey in the articulation of Euroscepticism. Thirdly, I will move onto the
discourse of discontent that derives because of the accession process that is equated
with the humiliation and the putting off of the country. Fourthly I will discuss the
role of conspiracy theories in youth Euroscepticism. Lastly I will consider the
importance of ‘sensitive issues’ and leftist discourse in the formation of

Euroscepticism among the youth.
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The national interest discourse can mainly be characterised as the reflections
of the state ideology and it is articulated by Kemalist nationalist terminology that
focuses on the preservation of national interest and national integrity. This
Eurosceptic discourse is also shaped by the perception of threats from both outside
and the inside of the country.

Hence, the declared advantages and gains that the EU membership will bring
are only falsities and lies of the West, as in the long run they will come out to be
threats for the unity of the nation state. In this stance the core of the argumentation is
the indivisibility of the nation state. This national interest discourse also puts
emphasis on exploitative relations that are apt to emerge as a result of the EU
membership and it is often articulated by the reference to the last days of Ottoman
Empire. This argument entails the regularly mentioned motto “their eyes are on our
vast resources to exploit”. This line of thought has one of the strongest influences in
the formation of Euroscepticism among the youth. The following is the typical
statement that contains national interest elements:

I think European Union does not want us. Their aim is to divide the

Turks. That’s what I think! [ think that they do not work to pull us on

their side, but to split us. They want to get South-Eastern Anatolia,

Eastern Anatolia and the straits and the rest. They still approve of

Sevres Treaty and want to put it into force. They will leave us Central

Anatolia. I think this is their aim. Besides, why would EU want us, does

the EU need us? Their aim can be this: to establish a state like America,

and take advantage of our human resources and geopolitical situation. 1

think tha.{, they want to have control over rather than include us.
(Osman Ogiing, Anatolian high school).”’

*7 Avrupa Birligi bizi istemiyor bence. Onlarin amaci Tiirkleri pargalamak bence. Ben dyle diisiiniiyorum!
Bizi yanlarina g¢ekmek icin degil bizi parcalamak igin calisiyorlar diye diisliniiyorum, Giineydogu
Anadolu’yu Dogu Anadolu’yu bogazlari falan her tarafi almak istiyorlar. Hala Sevr Anlagmasii
onayliyorlar ve bunu yiiriirliige koymak istiyorlar, bize I¢ Anadolu’yu birakacaklar. Bence amaglar1 bu. Bir
de Avrupa Birligi bizi niye istesin, Avrupa Birligi’nin bize ihtiyaci var m1? Belki onlarin amaglar1 su
olabilir: Amerika gibi bir devlet kurup bizim de insan giiciimiizden ve jeopolitik konumumuzdan
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The following words depict the EU membership as a threat to the unity of nation:

First of all they will exploit our straits, exploit our underground
resources. Our politicians are very weak where diplomacy is concerned,
we will be left with our mouths open and staring. Atatiirk talks about the
national power elements: politics, military, diplomacy, culture and....
There was one more. Was it economy? Probably it was economy. Our
economic and political power is awful at the moment. We stand on two
legs, one is military and the other is culture. Now, they have introduced
pop and jazz. These are all EU’s tricks. They brought in pop, jazz and
hip-hop. First, they are trying to demolish the cultural. They are trying
to come between the army and the people, so that the country will go
under. That is it! (Ugur, Anatolian high school)*®

And furthermore those who were discontent with Turkey’s attempts to integrate into
the EU saw an unequal relationship between the two parties. They argued that
Turkey membership to EU would only serve to the EU’s interest and it would give
rise to the harm for the Turkish state. The following is the speech in this motivation:

I am concerned with what it will take away from us rather then what it
will bring. The straits.... Firstly, we are living on customs, that is, the
taxes are very crucial for us. If we enter the EU we will also abandon
the custom tariffs. Cyprus is also very important problem regarding the
EU. They are adopting an integrationist policy, that is, they want the
North and the South to unite, and they are following integrationist
policies. Well, they divided Georgia, and destroyed Kosovo and Bosnia.
I mean the EU, today’s Germany and France. Well, why do they want
unification in Cyprus? They want to unite the North and the South. That
is because they will implement their own strategies there. It [Cyprus]
will become a very nice harbour for the EU (Erdal, public high
school)”.

faydalanmak olabilir. Bizi iglerine almak degil de bize sahip olmak gibi bir diisiincelerinin oldugunu
diisiiniiyorum (Osman Ogiing, Anadolu lisesi).

* _ Bir kere bogazlarimiz1 somiirecekler, yer alti kaynaklarimizi somiirecekler. Bizimkiler diplomasi
acisindan ¢ok zayif, yine boyle agzi acgik ayran budalasi gibi bakicaz. Atatiirk’iin milli gii¢ unsurlari var
siyasi, askeri, diplomasi, kiiltirel.... Bir tane daha vardi. Ekonomik mi? Ekonomikti herhalde. Bizim
ekonomik ve siyasi giiciimiiz su an ¢ok berbat. Biz iki bacagimizin {izerinde duruyoruz: bir askeri bir
kiiltiirel. Simdi popu, jazzi1 falan soktular. Bunlar hep AB’nin oyunlar1. Popu, jazi, Hip-hop’u falan soktular,
ilk once bi kiiltiireli yok etmeye calisiyorlar. Halkla askeriye’nin arasini a¢ip memleketi batirmaya
caligtyorlar. Bu kadar. (Ugur, Anadolu lisesi)

*’ Ben getireceginden gok goriirecegi ile ilgileniyorum. Bogazlar....Bi kere biz giimriikten geginiyoruz, yani
vergiler bizim i¢in ¢ok 6nemli. AB’ye girersek bu giimriik vergilerinden de vaz gegecez. Bu Avrupa Birligi
ile ilgili Kibris da ¢ok dnemli bir sorun. Cok birlesmeci bir politika izliyorlar, yani Kuzey ile Giiney’in
birlesmesini istiyorlar, birlesmeci politikalar izliyorlar. Peki Giircistani falan boldiiler, Kosova’y1 Bosna’y1
harabettiler. Avrupa Birligi, simdiki Almanya, Fransa. Peki niye Kibris’ta birlesme istiyor? Giiney ile
Kuzey’in birlesmesini istiyor. Clinkii kendi stratejilierini oraya koyacak, fistik gibi bir liman olacak Avrupa
Birligi’ne (Erdal, diz lise).
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Similarly, the following words belong to a participant who emphasized the
exploitation resulting from the EU membership. Interestingly, the rich mines of
Turkey and the possibility of Europeans exploiting them are a real urban legend
among the youth:
I think actually the states in the EU want Turkey to use it, to take the
advantage of our mines, our petrol. For example, I don’t know, the most
abundant mineral in Turkey is boron. Most of the states in the EU lack
this mineral. 90% of the boron mines are in Turkey. They are struggling
over it [Turkey], their sole aim is to use. The American Minister of
Foreign Affairs said “It is bad if we don’t take Turkey in”. Why is it so?
(Tugge, public high school)®
One of the outstanding emphases in this Eurosceptic discourse of some respondents
is the romantic reference to the past, especially to the Ottoman period. We can
resemble this to the concept of “romantic conservatism”. What is central to this
thinking 1is the attributed essential nostalgic contrast between tradition and
modernity. The myth is articulated by the discourse of ‘fall from grace’(Canovan,
1997:12).
Everything is on its head compared to old ages. For example, once upon
a time, there were a lot of nations under custody of Ottoman Empire, we
were the most powerful. Now they are taking revenge, they have become
the most powerful (Derya, public high school)®.
Similarly, the following speech is showing the dynamic of Euroscepticism motivated
by the past:
They have never included us in the EU and they never will, because as

you now, they are actually a Christian community. In history there were
the crusades. They have never wanted us, and there is hatred against the

** Bence gergekten diger AB’deki devletler Tiirkiye’yi kullanmak igin istiyorlar. Madenlerimizden
yararlanmak i¢in, petroliimiizden. Iste ne biliyim, mesela Tiirkiye’de en fazla ¢ikan maden bor madeni,
Yani AB’deki devletlerin ¢ogunda da bu maden yok. % 90’1 Tiirkiye’de bulunuyor zaten bor madeninin.
Onun i¢in ugrasiyorlar tek amaglari kullanmak. Ya mesela Amerika’nin Dis Isleri Bakam “Tiirkiye’yi
AB’ye almazsak kotii olur,” demisti nedeni ne? (Tugge, diiz lise)
3 Hersey taa eski devirden tam tersine dondii. Ya mesela eskiden Osmal1 Devleti’nin himayesinde bir siirii
devlet vardi, en giiglii bizdik. Simdi onlar intikam aliyor bizden, en gii¢lii duruma onlar gegti (Derya, diiz
lise).
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Ottomans that comes from the past. Therefore they persistently never
want us. They just want to take control over us. That is why we must not
enter. They will not take us in anyway. They are just putting us off
(Yasemin, Anatolian high school)*.
They recall the events that took place while the Ottoman Empire was crumbling
down and believe that the recurrence of these events is quite possible:
We are irritated because they pose threat for our independence,
actually. The same happened during the Ottoman period. An
establishment was found. What was it? They were incessantly taking all
the money and tax coming to the treasury as repayment for their debts.
Probably, the same thing will happen to us. They were economically
exploiting the Ottomans. In all probability they will exploit us in the
same fashion as well (Ilker, Anatolian high school)™.
Another argument that has become part of the Eurosceptic discourse consists in the
belief that ‘Turkey is already superior to Europe’. The superiority of Turkey is
established by giving reference to past. According to this line of thought Turkey has
nothing to gain from Europe: “If we are to take somebody as an example, we should
take our history, ourselves as an example. Turkey will become Turkey with its own
name, it shouldn’t be anything under the EU” (Emin, public high school)**
Similarly, the following speech expresses the superiority of the Turks by going back
to the roots of civilisation:
Some friends are saying that we will prosper, modernize. I don’t believe
that we will modernize. Why? Man, your culture is 5000 years old,

Turkish culture. At least 5000 years of culture. You haven’t modernized
until now; will you become modernized with entering the EU? Will you

* Bizi Avrupa Birligi'ne higbir zaman katmadilar ve katmayacaklar da, giinkii onlar bilirsiniz gergekten
Hiristiyan bir topluluk. Tarihte de hagli seferleri vardi. Bizi hi¢ bir zaman istemediler. Osmanliya da zaten
gecmisten bir kin var. Siirekli o yiizden bizi hi¢ bir zaman istemiyorlar. Sadece yonetmek istiyorlar. O
ylizden girmemeliyiz. Zaten almayacaklar. Sadece oyaliyorlar (Yasemin, Anadolu lisesi ).

3 Bizim bagimsizligimiz karsisinda tehdit olduklari i¢in gicik oluyoruz, agikgast. Osmanlida da ayni sey
olmus. Bir kurum kurulmus. Neydi 0? Duyun-u Umumiye hazineye gelen biitiin paralari, vergileri onlar
kendileri borglarina karsilik aliyorlarmus siirekli yani. Belki bizde de aym sey olacak. Osmanliy1 orda
ekonomik olarak sémiiriiyorlardi. Belki bizi de aym sekilde sémiirecekler (ilker, Anadolu lisesi).

** Eger birilerini 6rnek alacaksak, kendi tarihimizi kendimizi 6rnek alalim. Tiirkiye adiyla Tiirkiye olacak.
Gidip AB altinda birseyler olmamali.”(Emin, diiz lise)
90



be modernized by money? While we were building civilizations here,
they [Europeans] were living in the caves. Why are they selling
civilisation to us? There were a lot of scientists and philosophers who
came from your Anatolia, but they [the Europeans] claimed them. We
have examples of it in the Turkic-Islam culture; they took a lot of our
materials and use them against us. And we still talk about entering the
EU (Erdal, public high school).”

The argument mentioned above has parallels with the perceived humiliation with the
EU membership, and think that Turkey has a lot more advantages compared to
Europe:

1 think if I starve to death, let me die here. I don’t want to be treated as a
second or third class citizen there. We are better regarding the
agriculture. None of the countries have what we possess. We have the
bests of everything. Take the fish or the sugar beet; we have the most
exquisite of those. We have the bests of everything (Muharrem, public
high school)*

Interestingly enough though, while talking about the superiority of Turks, we see
some criticisms pointed out Turks as well. The following is a reflection of double-
mindedness in the opinion on the EU, it bears nationalist perspective in addition to

criticism of Turkey:

I want somebody sensible to come to power in this country. I want my
country to be respected in Europe. Actually, I'm not interested in
Europe. I would starve to death in this country rather than go to Europe.
Europe is none of my business. If I happen to establish a firm in Europe,
how I would go there. Suppose they have superior qualities, I would go
and take them as examples. But I know, we are many times their
superior in many issues. But in our relations to each other we don’t have
the thing.... How should I put it? We lack solidarity and togetherness.
Do I make myself clear? There is treacherousness, stabbing from

% Bazi arkadaslar sOyle diyor, biz feraha kavusacaz, ¢cagdaslascaz. Hi¢ ben ¢agdaslasacagimiza
inanmiyorum. Neden? Lan senin kiiltiirtin 5000 yillik, Tiirk kiiltiirii en azindan 5000 yillik kiiltiiriin var. Bu
zamana kadar ¢cagdaslasmadin Avrupa Birligi’ne girince mi ¢agdaslagacan? Parayla mi1 cagdaslasacan? Biz
burda medeniyetler insa ederken onlar [ Avrupalilar] magrada yasiyorlardi. Simdi bize niye medeniyet
sattyorlar ki? Senin Anadolu’ndan bir siirii alim ¢ikt1, filazof ¢ikti. Adamlar [Avrupalilar] kendileri
sahiplendi. Tiirk-Islam Kiiltiiriinde bazi 6rnekleri var, bir siirii materyalimizi almis, bize kars1 kullanmislar.
Biz hala konusuyoruz Avrupa Birligine girecez diye (Erdal, diiz lise).
% Bana gore, agliktan 6leceksem burada Gleyim orada gidip 2.3. siif insan muamelesi gormek
istemiyorum. Tarim bakimindan daha iyiyiz. Higbir iilkede bizde olan sey yok. Herseyin en iyisi bizde.
Baliksa, sekerpancariysa en giizeli bizden ¢ikiyor. Herseyin en iyisi bizde (Muharrem, diiz lise)
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behind. Everybody is digging each others grave (Cenk, public high
school)’”

During the discussions participants noted the long time period that Turkey has tried
to become a member of the European Union and they think that the fault of its failure
so far is the lack of European institutions’ sincerity. This thread in the nationalist
discourse has as its motto ‘They are putting Turkey off, humiliating it’ . Some of the
participants viewed the accession process negatively mainly due to the idea that the
EU is making this process endless, is trying to delay and distract Turkey’s efforts.
They are complained about the newly introduced criteria. The following speech is a
typical example of youth Euroscepticism:

Turkey has been striving to enter the process of European Union for

many years. In the newspapers there is continuously news saying we

entered the European Union process, we will enter the European Union.

The criteria are these and those. To me it seems as if we are under the

protectorate of other European Union states. We are in a subordinate

position. In my opinion we will be an inferior position in the end. They

will take advantage of us when we enter the EU (Derya, public high

school).”®
Similarly, the following speech reflects the soft version of Euroscepticism. There is
no outright rejection of the EU but complaint about the humiliation that Turkey faces
during the EU integration process:

Attempting to enter is bad; if we were immediately it is not that bad.

Now we are a laughing stock in their hands. Actually, I know that they

will not take us in. They are only putting us off. They say come next year
and we will meet. The next year comes and they tell us to come the year

%7 Ulkenin basma adam akill birilerinin gegmesini istiyorum. Ben Ulkenin Avrupa’da saygin bir konuma
gelmesini istiyorum. Acikgast Avrupa beni hig ilgilendirmiyor. Su iilkede acliktan 6leyim ben yine
gitmem Avrupa’ya. Benim igim olmaz Avrupa’da. Biiyiik konusuyorum, ya hani Avrupa’da bir sirket
falan agsam Avrupa’ya nasil giderim. Diyelim ki bizden daha iyi yonleri var. Gider onlardan &rnek alirim.
Ama ben biliyorum ki biz onlardan bir ¢ok konuda kat kat iistiiniiz. Ama bizim birbirimize seyimiz yok....
Nasil desem? Birlik beraberlik yok. Anlatabiliyor muyum? Bizde arkadan fesatlik var. Herkes birbirinin
kuyusunu kaziyor (Cenk, Diiz lise)
* Tiirkiye yillardir Avrupa Birligi siirecinde girdik girecez diye ugrasip duruyor. Gazetelerde her giin
Avrupa Biriligi siirecine girdik, Avrupa Biriligi’ne giriyoruz yok kriterler sunlar bunlar, her seferinde
haberler ¢ikiyor....Ya simdi bana soyle geliyor: Yani diger AB devletlerinin altina korumasi gibiyiz. Daha
asag1 durumdayiz. Ya ama sonugta bana dyle geliyor daha ezik bir durumda olacakmisiz gibime geliyor,
bizi kullanacaklar AB’ye girdigimizde (Derya, diiz lise).
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after. They keep prolonging it. Firstly, they want us to fall apart. They
can’t stand us because they are Christians. Secondly, they think we will
conquer their land, because of our young population. They are right. We
have a population of 70 million. In the EU Parliament, the countries
with more population have more right of say. That is it will be as if the
people of the mountain will come and shove away the people living in
the plain (Egemen, occupational high school)*.

Another respondent complained about the Turkey’s humiliation in this process:

1t is as if Turkey is a puppet, and they say “do this and do that”. This is
the way I see it. We are being played with like a puppet. They make us
move our hands and arms. Europe tells us to do this, America tells to do
that. I have the impression that we can’t do anything on our own. Of
course, we have accomplishments, successes and positives things but
Turkey lacks a considerable move forward of her own to make her voice
heard. How can I put it? It does not have such a thing [deed] that would
make the whole world say “wow” (Erol, public high school).”

One of the respondents reflecting on the atmosphere that is created about the EU
membership in the public opinion said that the polarisation of public opinion
regarding the EU membership was just a division of the nation on a new axis, aiming
at disturbing its peaceful unity:

In my opinion there are two powerful races in the world: the Arabs and
the Turks, I think. They [the Europeans] kept dividing them and made
them as they are now. They divided the Arabs and divided the Turks.
Now there are a lot of Turkic states. Should we include Turkey or should
we not? Either saying yes to the inclusion of Turkey in the EU or not, |
think they only want to create conflict in Turkey. Under normal
conditions I don’t think they will take Turkey [in the EUJ. By creating
confusion within Turkey, by looking as busy with something else, they
want to mingle in our internal affairs (Ozancan, Anatolian high
school).”!

* Girmeye calismak kotii, hemen girmis olsak kotii degil. Simdi onlarin ellerinde maskara gibiyiz. Tutup
tutup dolastiriyorlar aslinda almayacaklar bizi ben bunu biliyorum ama. Oyaliyorlar. Seneye gelin
goriiselim diyorlar. Obiir sene geliyor bir sene sonra gelin diyorlar. Uzattik¢a uzatiyorlar. Birincisi bizim
yikilmamizi istiyorlar. Hiristiyan olduklari i¢in yediremiyorlar. Ikincisi niifusumuz geng oldugundan oralari
feth edecegimizi diisiiniiyorlar. Haklilar. 70 milyon niifusumuz var. AB parlementosunda nufusu fazla olan
iilkenin daha fazla s6z hakki oluyor. Yani dagdan gelip bagdakini kovmus gibi olacaz (Egemen meslek
lisesi)

* Sanki Tiirkiye bir kukla, adamlar sunu yap bunu yap. Yani ben boyle gériiyorum. Biz kukla bigi
oynatiliyoruz. Elimizi, kolumuzu oynatiyorlar. Avrupa deyince bunu yapiyoruz, Amerika deyince bunu
yapiyoruz, yani kendi bagimiza bir sey yapamiyoruz gibime geliyor. Elbette yaptiklarimiz, basarilarimiz,
artilarimiz vardir ama yani Tiirkiye’nin kendi bagina ses duyuracak bir hamlesi yok. Yani, nasil diyim?
Diinyanin“vay be” diyebilecegi birsey yok yani (Erol, diiz lise)
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Because of the perceived endless road to the EU, the overall pessimism about
Turkey’s internal affairs and relative weakness of Turkey in the international arena,
some of the respondents talked in terms of conspiracy theories about Turkey’s
attempt to integrate with the EU and maintain good relations with the USA. For
them, EU and the other “great powers” have different ideas in mind regarding
Turkey’s membership to the EU. They see an unequal relationship between Turkey
and EU; this perception induces them to think that the EU is playing with Turkey.

[ think there is a council that rules the world. I don’t know whether the
head of the council is changing or not, but they all deal with the same
business. They have already classified the countries as the first world,
the second world and the third world. Besides, Turkey is very lucky
regarding our geographical position. It is not just Turkey, countries like
Iraq and Iran are also very rich considering their petrol and minerals.
They are making these nations slumber, in order to get hold of these
[minerals]. For example, how do they do it? They invent various TV
programs, and make up problems. For example, “Would You Be My
Bride”, everybody is talking about it. For instance, think of paparazzi,
everybody is talking about who did go out with whom, who did what
with whom. Girls are looking for boyfriends, boys are looking for
girlfriends, the youth has already become indifferent and they only talk
about football or basketball. They are directing everybody and they are
putting off everybody to make them stay in a certain point, than
everybody is stays at that point. While you are at that point they
themselves move one step forward.

Either the external powers or the internal powers...everybody is
a pawn, that is pincers. They are trying to put everybody to sleep.
Particularly, the Jews, not as a religion, but Jews. Everybody thinks that
America is ruling the world, but actually, I think the Jews are, because
despite their small number, they mistreat people. America is their

assistant, and so is the European Union (Egemen, Occupational High
School)*.

*! Bence diinyada iki tane 1rk var giiglii olan: Araplar ve Tiirkler bence. Ve bunlari da bole béle bu hale
getirdiler. Araplart da béle bole bu hale getirdiler, bizi de Tiirkleri de béldiiler. Su anda bir siirii Tiirk
devleti var. Tiirkiye’yi Avrupa Birligi’'ne alalim m1 almayalim m1? Bence yine bdyle bir ortam yaratarak,
alalim diyenler, almayalim diyenler, Tiirkiye i¢inde bir karigiklik ¢ikartmak istiyorlar. Normalde
alacaklarindan degil de. Sadece Tiirkiye i¢inde karigiklik ¢ikartarak yine baska seylerle mesgul ederek ig¢
islerimize karigmak i¢in yaptilar bence (Ozancan, Anadolu Lisesi).
* Diinyay1 yoneten bir konsey oldugunu diisiiniiyorum. Konseyin basi degisiyor ya da degismiyor
bilmiyorum ama hepsi aymi isi yapiyorlar. Ulkeleri smiflandirmislar zaten: birinci diinya, ikinci diinya
ticiincli diinya {iilkesi olarak. Bir de bizim cografi konumumuz bakimindan Tiirkiye ¢ok sansli, sadece
Tiirkiye degil Irak, Iran gibi yerler petrol ve bazi madenler yoniinden ¢ok zengin. Bunlar1 kazanabilmek igin
milleti uyutuyorlar. Mesela nasil uyutuyorlar? Degisik degisik programlar ¢ikartiyorlar, problemler
¢ikartryorlar. Mesela “Gelinim Olur musun?”, herkes onu konusuyor. Paparaziler mesela kim kimle gezmis,
kim kimle ne yapmis herkes onu konusuyor. Kizlar erkek arkadas pesinde, erkekler kiz arkadas pesinde,
Genglik zaten umursamaz oldu. Futbol konusuyorlar, basketbol konusuyorlar. Herkesi yonlendiriyorlar bir
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During the in-depth interviews and focus group discussions I witnessed that it is
quite common for the youth to view the affairs through conspiracy theories.
Especially when the matter is an international one, the prevalence of using
conspiracy theories to understand the events increases. The following is a similar
example of this attitude:

Their [European Union’s] aim is to bring Turkey neither to ninety
degrees nor zero degree, because if they bring Turkey to zero degree
terror begins and the country begins to pose bigger threat, since in the
end it is a neighboring country to Europe. If it brings it to ninety degrees
it can not stop this country, because it has a very young population, a
population that will work. It has it resources; its military will be
strengthened. This is the reason they can not stop it. Besides we are a
warrior nation that is why they are afraid of it too. They are always
holding Turkey at the forty-five degrees, neither so good nor so bad. If
you pay attention, you will see the economy begins to get better for a
certain period of time. When you happen to say ‘it is good”, most
certainly something will come up, because they do not want this
improvement. But just look at it when it is going bad, somebody comes
out and rescues [us] (Mehmet, Anatolian high school)®.

The following is another example of such theories:

The Turkic states in the Asia are quite rich in minerals. Now, Europe
and America will utilize a country that is culturally and racially closer
to them [the Turkic states], in order to establish relations with them. We
are a strategically closer state to them [the Turkic states], due to our
continental position, that is, we are connected to Middle-East and Asia,
and due to our culture and the past. Now, in order to establish ties with
them they have to make use of us. They have to utilize us because they
can not establish direct connections and relationships with them. They
want such a state. They are in need of us now. They do not want us to

noktaya, herkesi oyaliyorlar, herkes o noktada kaliyor. Ama onlar sen o noktadayken bir adim 6ne atiyorlar
kendilerini.

Dis giicler olsun i¢ giigler olsun herkes bir piyon, masa yani mileti uyutmak icin ugrastyorlar. Ozellikle
Yahudiler yani din olarak degil de, yahudiler 6zellikle, herkes Amarikay1 diinyay1 yonetiyor zanadiyor ama
aslinda bence Yahudiler, ¢iinkii insanlarinin az olmasina ragmen kok soktiiriiyorlar insanlara yani. Amerika
onlarin yardimeisi, Avrupa Birligi de onlarin yardimcisi (Meslek lisesi, Egemen)

# Onlarin amaci Tiirkiye’yi ne doksan derece yapmak ne sifir derece yapmak ¢iinkii sifir derece yaparsa
terdr baglar {ilke daha biiyiik tehdit olmaya baglar ¢ilinkii sonu¢ olarak Avrupa’ya komsu bir lilke ama
doksan derece yaparsa da dniine gegemez bu iilkenin, ¢linkii cok geng bir niifusu var, ¢alisacak bir niifusu
var, kaynaklart var, ordusu kuvvetli olur, o yiizden oniine gecemeyecekleri i¢in. Bir de biz savasci bir
milletizdir, yani bundan dolay1 ondan da korkuyorlar. Tiirkiye’yi her zaman kirkbes derecede tutuyorlar, ne
cok iyi ne ¢ok kotii. Dikkat ederseniz, bakiyorsunuz ekonomi bir siire iyilesmeye baslhyor tam iyi
diyorsunuz kesinlikle bir olay patliyor. Ciinkii iyiye gitmesini istemiyorlar. Ama bakin tam kétilye giderken
biri ¢ikiyor kurtartyor (Mehmet, Anadolu lisesi).
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fall apart entirely, but they don’t want us to be stronger either. They will

turn us into their slaves so as to realize their demands related either to

Middle-East or Asia (Osman Ogiing, Anatolian high school)™.
In the national(ist) discourse, the tendency to see the international affairs as a conflict
and view nearly all other nations as the threat and enemies who are waiting for the
weakness of the country is quite general stance that is appropriated by the youth. The
national(ist) view has been borrowed by a wide spectrum of ideological positions
from Atatilirkists, to ultra-nationalists, Islamists and leftists. The wide spread
adoption of this discourse among the youth highlights the fact that national(ist)
discourse is the hegemonic discourse that is conveyed through the national education
and nearly all other symbolic realm. Ustel (1996) writing on the citizenship in
Turkey sustains that in the Citizenship Knowledge books published between 1985
and 1996, the superiority of Turkish nation was emphasised in order to create a
stronger national unity and healthy and strong citizens. In these books internal and
external threats to Turkish republic were disclosed with special emphasis. The
external threats were mentioned by country names and through this operation ‘us’
and ‘them’ feeling were deliberately constructed as a militant reflex in the Turkish
citizenship. The results, according to her were militant citizens and our youth
research confirms her finding.

The end result of a national(ist) discourse is also the production of a sphere of

‘sensitive issues’, which is reflected in the Eurosceptic discourse as well. The very

existence of these sensitive issues can also be attributed to the perception of threat to

* Asya’da Tiirki devletler yeralt: ve maden bakimindan zengin baya bi zengin. Simdi onlarla iliski kurmak
icin Avrupa ve Amerika onlara kiiltiir bakimindan ve ik bakimindan daha yakin bir milleti kullanacaklar.
Ki biz hem stratejik, Ortadogu’ya baglantili, Asya’ya baglantili, bulundugumuz kita durumu olarak, hem de
kiiltiir bakimindan, ge¢mis bakimindan biz onlara daha yakin bir devletiz. Simdi onlarla bag kurabilmek
icin bizi mutlaka kullanmak zorundalar. Bizden istifade etmek zorundalar ¢ilinkii direkt olarak onlarla
baglanti kuramazlar, iliski kuramazlar. Oyle bir devlet istiyorlar. Su anda bize ihtiyaglar1 var. Bize
ihtiyaglar1 oldugu iginde bizim tamamen yok olmamizi istemiyorlar ama bizim tamamen giiclenmemizi de
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the national integrity and the source of this threat is the European Union and the
political criteria, the obligations that Turkey should fulfil in order to become a full
member of the EU. During the in-depth interviews I touched upon such issues as
human rights and freedoms, examples being freedom of expression, use of one’s
native language and right to get education and broadcasting in native language; and
freedom of conscience and religion, that is mainly discussed around the exercise of
cultural rights of Alevis. I asked the respondents whether these rights should exist in
Turkey, and whether or not these issues can be considered as the basic democratic
human rights. I also asked them to comment on the role of EU in these matters. The
following is the typical Eurosceptic stance that comes up when talking about these
‘sensitive issues’:
European Union is trying to bring terrorism and separatism in to the
country by introducing issues like independence and human rights. If
you watch, the Leyla Zana case in the Human Rights Courts and similar
others, it is crystal clear that these people are traitors to their country,
who make oaths in Kurdish. They think that we should welcome these
events as normal; they forget that this is Turkey (Onat, Anatolian high
school).”’
They thought the implication of this issue was related to the Kurdish question and
expressed their discontent. The blame is on the EU for intruding in internal affairs of
Turkey. Considering one’s liberty to exercise her/his cultural rights two stances can
be observed. Some of the participants are against those rights to be exercised in
Turkey. As expected, the argument is that Europe is intermingling into Turkey’s

internal affairs with the main aim being to weaken and divide Turkey:

- It would divide Turkey, if other languages were also spoken. We are
already not well attached to each other despite the fact that we are

istemiyorlar. Suan bizi kdle haline getirecekler her istediklerini Ortadogu’yla ilgili olsun Asya ile ilgili

olsun bizi kullanarak cogu seylerini gerceklestirecekler (Osman Ogiing, Anadolu lisesi).

* Avrupa Birligi bagimsizlik, insan haklar1 gibi konular1 éne siirerek terdrizmi ve boliciliigi iilkeye

sokmaya calisiyor. Seyrederseniz insan haklar1 mahkemesinde Leyla Zana olay: falan olsun, bu insanlarin

vatan haini oldugu apacik ortadadir, Kiirtge yemin etmeye kalkan insanlar. Bunlari normal bir sekilde

karsilamamiz gerektigini diisliniiyorlar; burasinin Tiirkiye oldugunu unutuyorlar. (Onat, Anadolu Lisesi,)
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comfortably speaking Turkish. If Kurdish were to be spoken too,
everyone would fight everyone else.

- Well, why do you think European Union wants this?

- [ think they want to divide [us]. It says “l am strong, I can divide.” |
said this just a while ago, Europe does not like Turkey that much
anyway, they have a Turkish complex. Probably, that is the reason.
Europe wants to establish a Kurdish state, but we will not let this
happen (Emel, Anatolian high school)”.

Other participants mentioned her reasons of the rejection of Kurdish education and
broadcasting:

Their broadcasting can be controlled or not. I think it is too difficult. In
this way, the means are provided for them to propagate easily. I think
this is too dangerous, because of the difficulty of controlling it. I don’t
think it is right to accept both broadcasting and education. I think you
can brain wash people when they are child, but how can you raise them
with positive feelings toward Turkey in a school where the pupils and
the teachers are Kurdish? (Yasemin, Anatolian high school)”’

Others considered the EU’s motivation to interfere with the ban on turban issue in a
similar vein:

Headscarf is a symbol in Turkey, it is a symbol of Islam. They [the
Europeans] know this, that is, why they say it can be worn and permitted
in the universities. This way they are trying to start a conflict between
pro-headscarves and anti-headscarves. In the old days it was left-right
conflict. Now they are investigating these [issues] cautiously, they are
playing with balances, to see which one of these will work out (Kerem,
Anatolian high school).”

*_ Bence bagka dillerin de konusulmas: Tiirkiye’yi béler, zaten rahat rahat Tiirkge konustugumuz halde bir
birimize sahip ¢ikamiyoruz. Bir de Kiirtge konusulursa iyice herkes birbirine diiser yani.

- Peki Avrupa Birligi neden istiyor?

- Bence boliinmesini istiyor. Ben gii¢liiyiim bolerim diyor. Ben az dnce de dedim. Zaten Avrupa Tiirkiye’yi
pek sevmiyor, Tiirk kompleksi var. Herhalde o yilizden... Avrupa Kiirt devleti kurmak istiyor, ama biz dyle
seye izin vermeyiz (Emel, Anadolu lisesi).

7 Yayin yapmalari kontrol edilebilir yada edilemez. Bu ¢ok zor bence. Gayette rahat bir sekilde propaganda
yapmalari igin ortam saglanmis oluyor. Bence ¢ok tehlikeli yani kontrol edilebilmesi ¢ok zor oldugu igin
kabul edilmesini ¢ok dogru bulmadim. Yayini da, okulu da. Bence kiiciikten de insanlarin beyinlerini ona
gore yikayabilirsiniz ama Ogrencilerin Kiirt, 6gretmenlerin de Kiirt oldugu bir okulda onlar1 siz nasil
Tiirkiye’ye olumlu yetistirebilirsiniz ki. (Yasemin, Anadolu lisesi)

® Tiirkiye’de tiirban bir sembol, Islamiyet’in bir sembolii. Onlar da (Avrupalilar) bunu biliyor o yiizden
tiirban hani herkes orada da giyilsin {iniversitelere alinsin diyorlar boyle yaparak iste tiirban taraftarlari ve
karsitlarim bir araya getirip, eskiden de sag sol ¢atismasi vardi, simdi buna benzer bir ¢atisma yapmaya
caligtyorlar. Simdi bunlar1 yavas yavas kurcaliyorlar, dengelerle oynuyorlar hangisi tutarsa diye (Kerem,
Anadolu Lisesi).
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The second standpoint with respect to the exercise of cultural rights sustained that
they were democratic rights to be fulfilled. One can speak or broadcast or get
education in his/her own mother tongue, or exercise his/her own religious practices,
and the state should be in equal distance to all. But even for those, the EU’s interest
in these kinds of issues is to intrude in Turkey’s internal affairs to divide and weaken
Turkey. Therefore even for the one’s who see the exercise of cultural right as ones
democratic rights and in favour of these implementation, the ‘sensitive issues’
attitude served to strengthen one’s Eurosceptic attitude. As their words: “It can be a
democratic right but Europe is trying to divide that is why they interfere into our
internal affairs” (Cem, Anatolian high school)®.

The democratization steps should be taken, but these are happening

because Europe is demanding them, these are delicate topics for Turkey.

European Union is forcing those topics where the balances can be

changed. For example, the right of broadcasting in native language. Or

they are continuously pushing the Kurds, but there are a lot of nations in

Turkey, take the Lazes or Armenians or there are Jews. As if their rights

are not violated, are only the Kurds rights being violated? (Zuhal, public

high school)™
In general it can be concluded that ‘the sensitive issues’ play an important role in
triggering the rise of Euroscepticism in Turkey. Furthermore, this sphere comprises
one of the important pillars in understanding the dynamics of Euroscepticism in
Turkey as it is one of the main motivations behind Euroscepticism.

In the survey, we assessed the respondents’ opinions about the admittance of

other languages in the education system; we asked to the respondent about the

approval of the statement that “No matter one’s own native language, the language in

4 «Demokratik hak olabilir ama Avrupa bdlmeye calistig1 i¢in i¢ islerimize karigiyor”. (Cem, Anadolu
Lisesi)

* Demokratiklesme adimlar atilmali ama bunlar Avrupa Birligi istiyor diye olan seyler, Tiirkiye’nin hassas

oldugu konular. O dengelerin degisebilecegi konulart Avrupa birligi zorluyor. Mesela anadilede yayin
hakki. Ya da sadece siirekli kiirtlere bastirtyorlar Tiirkiye’de bir siirii millet var Lazindan tutun Ermenisi’ne
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the education must be solely Turkish”. The results showed that 72, 6% of the
respondents were agree to this statement while 16, 4% disagreed. When we look into
the responses of the Eurosceptics we see a slight increase to 76, 4% for the
supporters and slight decrease to 15, 6% for the opponents.

Similarly, in line with our results, Carkoglu deriving from a Turkey
representative survey regarding the sensitive issues such as freedom of though and
speech, lifting of the death penalty, right to get education, and broadcast in ones own
native language found out that a clear majority of total respondents were against the
Copenhagen adjustments (Carkoglu, 2004:24). Therefore, it is not surprising to find
similar trend in the youth opinion.

The last important strand that can be placed under national(ist) discourse is
the radical leftist argumentation that opposes the EU because of its particular
emphasis on imperialism and liberalism. The emphasis on imperialism comprises the
point of convergence of opinions in nationalism and leftism. Interestingly, these two
otherwise opposing positions converge on the issue of national interest discourse as
well. The following quotation is an example of the leftist perspective; I should also
note that only one person in the in-depth interviews spoke in this fashion and overtly
declared his affiliation to a leftist party. The following long quotation nicely depicts
this motivation:

First of all, I should say that I am against the European Union. I view

European Union as follows: European Union is an imperialist

organization eventually. It is an organization of exploitation. EU is just

like America ultimately, in the same way it exploits a lot of regions, has

control over a lot of resources and exhausts those regions. EU is just the

same.
Speaking in terms of economy, there is an article in the EU

standardization laws, actually there are a lot of articles, but let me give
this one as an example. There are four million farmers that are living on

kadar ya da Yahudiler var. Onlarin haklari ihlal edilmiyor da Kiirtlerin burada haklart mi ihlal ediliyor?
(Zuhal, Diiz lise)
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agriculture in Turkey. The European Union wants to reduce these four
million families to four hundred thousand. Most of the Turkish people
earn their living by working on the land and they provide most of the
recourses from the land, that is, raw materials and other things from the
land. Eventually, the agriculture is a kind of work that is self sufficient,
in terms of geography and in terms of everything. Eventually, by
demanding to reduce four million families to four hundred thousand, the
EU says: “you don’t produce sugar beet, you don’t produce barley, and
I can sell them to you as the EU’s. This is exploitation, in terms of
economy, I am opposing it [the EUJ in terms of economy. In terms of
culture, economic structure effects cultural structure, eventually. It is
clear how the American culture, with its eating style, art and music is
imposed onto Turkish culture. For example, the culture of ‘Pop Star’,
‘Big Brother’, hamburgers, McDonalds etc is imposed on our culture.
Eventually, your culture is not... , you are not able to offer your culture
when you entered into the European Union. That is there won’t be a
cultural exchange. There will be cultural influx [in Turkey]. They can be
more advanced in certain things, for example the law, yes; in terms of
law they are more advanced. They have equality. It is not like Turkey,
how I can put it, for example those who have stolen baklava imprisoned
for many years while corrupted people go out after three months. In
terms of law, yes, if it will bring about such changes, in terms of law yes.
But, European Union in terms of economy and culture means directly
imposition.

The fact is that there is no such thing like most of the people do
want the EU. Some want the EU because it is represented as if the
borders are open, everybody can go whatever country they like to go, it
is as if, let’s go to France, we can have our breakfast in France, we can
hang out in Belgium in the afternoon, we can travel around England and
other places as we wish and come back to Turkey in the next day. Some
are thinking in this way, it is represented in this way. As if European
Union is a union of freedoms. But eventually, it is not for the benefit of
you and me. Which worker, or section [of the society] could ever say
let’s take a flight in the morning and have a breakfast in France. There
are those who can not even go to a restaurant and have a dinner in
his/her own street. We are living in such a country. The EU will not be
beneficial either in terms of culture, or in terms of economy. (Nedim,
Anadolu Lisei)’’.

*! Ben bastan sunu soyleyeyim, ben Avrupa Birligi’ne karstyim, ben Avrupa Birligi’ni séyle goriiyorum AB
sonugta emperyalist bir kurulustur. Somiirii kurulusudur. Sonucta nasil Amerika bir ¢ok bolgeyi
sOmiiriiyorsa bir ¢ok kaynaklari ele ge¢irip o bolgeleri yiyip bitiriyorsa sonugta AB de aynu.

Ekonomik anlamda AB uyum yasalarinda bir madde var, ya bir ¢ok madde var ama sadece bunu
ornek olarak veriyim. Tiirkiye’deki 4 milyon tarimla ugrasan ¢ift¢i, yani 4 milyon ailenin 400 bine
indirilmesini istiyor Avrupa Birligi. Tiirkiye’nin biiylik ¢cogunlugu tarim arazilerinden gegimini sagliyor ve
bir ¢ok kaynagini da tarim arazisinden saglar, yani ham maddesini falan tarim arazisinden saglar. Sonugta
tarim kendi kendine yetebilecek bir is konumundadir, cografi anlamda da her tiirlii anlamda da. Sonugta AB
4 milyon ailenin 400 bine indirilmesini isteyerek sey diyor: “siz seker pancar liretmeyin, siz arpa liretmeyin
ben AB olarak size satarim” diyor. Sonugta bu somiirli, ekonomik anlamda bu boyle, ben ekonomik
anlamda kars1 ¢ikiyorum. Kiiltlirel anlamda, sonugta ekonomik yapi kiiltiirel yapiy1 da etkiliyor. Sonugta
nasil Amerikan kiiltlirliniin iste, yemek tarziyla, sanatiyla, miizigiyle Tiirk toplumuna empoze edildigi
actksa. Ornegin bir ¢cok seyde pop star kiiltiirii, biri bizi gdzetliyorlar, hamburgerler, Mc Donalds’lar sunlar
bunlar empoze edildi kiiltiirel anlamda. Sonugta kendi kiiltiiriin sey degil, Avrupa Birligine girildigi zaman

101



Although only one person declared his support for a left party and talked in the above
manner, the discourse has much more influence in the formation of Euroscepticism
among the youth. To assess its effect we set the statement “Turkey’s membership to
the EU will serve to imperialism” in the questionnaire. We required the participants
to respond in a three-point scale. The results show that 36,8% of the respondents are
agreed, while 27,8% disagree with this statement. Assessing particularly the
responses that are against Turkey’s membership the figure rise up to 73,0% for those

who agree and decrease to 6,4% for those who disagree.

4.2.2.2. Grounds of the National(ist) Discourse
In an attempt of explaining the adoption of national(ist) discourse in youth
Euroscepticism, I will firstly discuss the identity approach then I will proceed to the
peculiarities of Turkish political sphere in promoting nationalism by briefly
considering the main actors and main points of the discourse. Lastly I will reflect on
the reasons of their motivations while trying to bridge their discourse with that of
youth.

Similarly to the moral degeneration discourse, national(ist) discourse can best
be analysed through identity theory of support for European integration. This theory

provides better tools for us to understand the phenomenon. As Sean Carey (2002)

sen kiiltiiriinii veremeyeceksin, yani kiiltlir alig-verisi olmayacak. Kiiltiir akis1 olacak. Bazi seylerde ileri
olabilirler, mesela hukukta, tamam hukuk anlaminda evet, bir esitlikleri var, Tiirkiye deki gibi sey degil,
nasil deyim, mesela baklava galanlar yillarca yatarken, hortumlayanlar {i¢ ay sonra ¢ikiyor. Boyle
carpikliklar falan tamam. Hukuksal anlamda evet, eger boyle degisiklikler saglayacaksa hukuksal anlamada
evet. Ama Avrupa Birligi ekonomik ve kiiltiirel anlamda direk empose anlamina geliyor.

Aslina bakarsan bir ¢ok insan AB’yi istiyor diye birsey yok, kimisi isyor AB’yi ¢iinkii insanlara
sey olarak lanse ediliyor: iste sinirlar acik, isteyen istedigi iilkeye gidiyor, ya iste sabah Fransa’ya gidelim,
kahvaltimizi Fransa’da yapariz, aksam Belcika’da takiliriz, kafamiza gore Ingiltere falan suralar1 gezer
ertesi giin doneriz Tirkiye’ye falan gibi disiiniiyor bir ¢ok insan ki &yle lanse ediliyor. Avrupa Birligi
ozgiirliikler birligi iste. Avrupa Birligi sonucta sana bana bir faydasi olmayacak Tiirkiye’de hangi isci.
Hangi kesim sabah olunca ugaga atlayip Fransa’ya gidelim kahvalti edelim diyebilir. Adam kendi
sokagindaki lokantaya bile gidip yemek yiyemiyor. Boyle bir iilkede yasiyoruz. Avrupa Birligi’nin ne
kiiltiirel anlamda, ne ekonomik anlamada bir faydasi olmayacak (Nedim, Anadolu Lisei).
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pointed out the strength of national identity predicts one’s approval or disapproval of
EU membership, in other words stronger feelings of national identity lead to lower
level of support for the EU. Christin and Trechcsel (2002: 417) also gave importance
to the effect of national identity and by basing their argument on social identity
theory they emphasized the importance of the formation of self-concept to the
individual membership in social groups or categories. In sum, they sustain that
individuals perceive and identify themselves as belonging to certain groups, and a
nation is one of the most important groups contributing to the formation of the
national identity.

Besides the individual level Carey (2002:390) suggested that “how states
define themselves culturally, politically and economically is important to the
dynamics of integration”, and one’s attitude toward EU. The nation-state plays a
crucial role in one’s adoption of national identity. Given the research findings that
nationalist discourse comprise one of most the important strands of youth
Euroscepticism, it is worth it to reflect on the underlying factors and motivation of
the emergence of nationalism among the youth with regard to the integration of
Turkey in the EU. In doing this I will depict the national(ist) discourse, a very
important stance in Turkish politics and its perspective on EU membership. I believe
highlighting the similarities between the nationalist discourse in the political sphere
and the youths’ discourse will especially help us understand the dynamics of newly
emerging Euroscepticism that has become manifest after 2000’s.

There are three main groups in the Turkish political sphere that subscribe to

this discourse from the 2000’s and onwards. Starting from the right to the left of the

103



political spectrum we see the ultra nationalists™’, the representatives of the
Republican tradition™ and the national leftists®*. The Republicans differ from the
ultra nationalists because the former take a very strong secular stance towards
religion, while the latter prefer a discourse that shows tolerance to religion in the
public sphere. The Republicans are also different from the others, because in terms of
politics the former claim to be above the political spectrum. Although all three
groups’ attitudes towards political issues in general diverge, when it comes to the
Eurosceptic discourse they have a lot in common. Firstly, they adopt such a
discourse; and secondly they build their arguments in terms of national interest and
integrity. But in their Eurosceptic stance while some of them favor a secularist
discourse hence rejecting the Ottoman heritage others glorify the Ottoman past and
Turkishness, still others adopts leftist argumentation in line with Kemalism.
Although there are slight differences in their discourse of Euroscepticism, these
differences are not reflected in youth’s national(ist) discourse as they are articulated
in a blended form. But in order for us to understand the appropriation of nationalist
discourse by the youth we should concentrate on the national(ist)s and their
motivations.

Before discussing the main motivations behind the national(ist)’s

Euroscepticism it should be acknowledged that this is a quite recent phenomenon for

*2 The members of MHP, BBP, and their youth organisations, and the groups that identify themselves as
“lkiicli’ (idealists).

>3 This is an attempt to come up with a typology so as to avoid confusion as all the three groups make
claims to the Kemalist legacy. Even though the Republicans have various profiles, some generals and high
bureaucrat of the state would be the representatives of this group.

** Some of the prominent representatives of National Left are Confederation of Turkish Labour Unions,
some NGO’s such as Association of Atatiirkist Thought, and some professional associations such as
Confederations of Chambers of Engineers and Architects.Besides the NGO’s, an academician and a party
president Miimtaz Sosysal, en ex-Constitution Court’s president Yekta Giingdr Ozden, President of Labour
Party Dogu Peringek, one of the prominent poet and intellectual Attila IThan and some intellectuals around
daily news paper ‘Cumbhuriyet’ can be counted among the key figures of this approach in Turkey
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Kemalist republicans, while Westernization and modernization have been a central
objective of Atatiirk and his followers and it has been proclaimed as the official state
ideology since the beginning of the Turkish Republic. The nationalist ideology which
was equated with Kemalism formed the framework of Turkish modernisation and the
model for national development. However, the political transformation that Turkey
has been going through since the Helsinki summit in 1999 when Turkish candidacy
for membership in the European Union was approved has involved the changes in the
political structure and power positions.

Commenting on the changes in the post-Helsinki period, Dagi (2005) argues
that secular nationalists abandoned the “Westernisation” and democratisation ideal.
Dagi1 (2005:32-33) sustains that the reason of this shift is Kemalists’ interpretation of
the EU’s challenges about the Kurdish issue, human rights and freedom of religious
conscience as threat to the integrity of the country and the regime. For them EU’s
push of democratisation will bring about Kurdish separatism and paves the road to
the coming to power of the Islamists.

Onis (2003:12) similarly claims that the reforms proposed by EU (the ones
emphasising minority rights, freedom of expression, freedom of association, etc)
presented a major challenge to the principles of “hard-core republicanism” which
underlie the Turkish state. The age-old motivation of Islamist’s rejection of Western
world is cliché already; however the scepticism of Kemalist intellectuals signal a
new tendency and deserves attention, since the Eurosceptic tone of this discourse is
becoming the major argumentation formula which many people uphold. It is for this
reason that I discussed the national(ist) in more detail compared to the moral

degeneration discourse.
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Alike the republican tradition, as I have noted in the second chapter, the ultra
nationalists namely MHP, underwent important change in their EU stance after the
1990s. In the beginning of 90’s the MHP assumed a more Eurosceptic stance, which
became more pronounced in the issues of sovereignty, security and national identity.
Giines-Ayata (2003:211) discuses several reasons for this shift: firstly, the fall of
Communist Block made it unnecessary to worry about Communism as it was the
case in the 80’s; therefore the alliance with Western Europe against communism
became redundant. Secondly, the independence of Turkic states gave rise the
possibilities of new political and economic alliances where Turkey could play a
leading role with its experience of democracy and market economy. Alliance with
the states in Central Asia seems to have been particularly appealing for MHP as this
means putting a stronger emphasis on the origins of Turkish people in the Central
Asia. Apart from the crucial international upheavals, the Copenhagen Criteria that
put emphasis on the rights of minorities and the abolition of death penalty also
disturbed MHP which paved the road to their Eurosceptic stance that become
manifest during 1990s and 2000s.

National leftist’s argumentation is quite important for us to understand the
origins of youth nationalist discourse regarding their Euroscepticism and the entirety
of nationalist motivations in foreign affairs in Turkish context. Ahmet Insel’s
argument on the definition of National Left while talking about nationalism in
Turkey in general gives us important clues about this standpoint and its place in the
political sphere. According to Insel (2002), national leftist approach perceives the
nation as a total unity and defines the national interest with the interests of the state
with ever-alive, deep obsession with inner enemies. For him, this Ataturkist

nationalist leftism, in fact is no different than the classical nationalism. Unlike the
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case in other countries, the nationalist ideology is not representing just a small
portion of political spectrum, but it encompasses almost all of it.

Insel quotes the Ecevit’s” definition of national left: “What we understand
from democratic left, national left is safe guarding the integrity, unity and right of the
Turkish Nation and Republic of Turkish State”.’® Insel argues that this definition is
deriving from Atatiirkist Nationalism that has been a forced official ideology in
Turkey. In the Turkish political sphere everybody is expected to share this notion,
those who are against this definition are judged guilty of high treason, are labeled as
separatist, which in fact amounts to the same thing (Insel, 2002).

Gilines- Ayata (2003:214) illustrates Insel’s arguments by providing examples
of themes that are common in this discourse. One theme goes as follows: Western
State’s strategies to weaken Ottoman Empire are still put to use in the attempt of
impoverishing Turkey, only the tools have changed as they now are the IMF,
Customs Union and privatization, which will result in making Turkey dependent to
global economies by huge depths. Another theme is that Western nations, by
imposing liberties like human rights and minority rights try to create conflicts in
Turkey and these conflicts may weaken and even divide Turkey.

Why do the actors feel the need to adopt the nationalist discourse while
formulating their position towards the EU? I believe that the term “Tanzimat
syndrome” coined by Yilmaz is a good explanatory tool, which reveals the
underlying motivations of Euroscepticism for the adoption of this discourse. Yilmaz

calls it a syndrome as it is based on the presumption that “its own reading of history

> The concept of National Left was firstly used by Biilent Ecevit, just before the 3 November 2002
elections. According to Gunes-Ayata (2003:214) Ecevit pick up this concept strategically so as to
emphasise the sensitivity to national interest.

> "Demokratik soldan, ulusal soldan anladigimiz, Tiirk ulusunun ve Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti devletinin
biitiinliigline, birligine, haklarina sahip ¢ikmaktir".
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is the only correct one and that history always repeats itself”. The founders of the
Turkish Republic lived through the disintegration of the Ottoman Empire and its
dismembering due to nationalist wars. Cizre (2000: 226) sustained that this event has
turned into a historical scar, a reminder or failure and humiliation. She also asserted
that today whenever “unity and integrity” come up in the public speeches, they
evoke memories of the 20™ century mutilation.

The roots of the disintegration were found in the implementation of ethnic,
religious and communal rights, which had been demanded by the Great Powers and
served their interests. “The Tanzimat Syndrome assumes that demands for rights,
even those for the most innocent and basic rights, are not what they seem to be on
their face value and that they all conceal a hidden agenda that might endanger the
unity of the nation and the security of the state” (Yilmaz, 2003:5). The individuals or
groups that are given these rights, according to the syndrome, will in turn become
agents of the Great Powers who are just waiting to get a piece of Turkish territory.
As mentioned above, the syndrome incorporates the belief that history will repeat
itself, and this position provides legitimacy for the fears and threat perception that
feed the national(ist) discourse.

Onis, (2003) offers another explanation for the existence of the national(ist)
discourse. According to him the resistance to EU is in fact a resistance to the changes
that are global in character and that are taking place in the process of “trans-
nationalisation”. This tendency started in the 1980°s and continued during the
1990’s, while the stress was on human rights and democratisation. In the European
Union the trans-nationalisation tendency at the supranational was also accompanied
by decentralisation at the local level. In other words, while sovereignty is pooled in

at the supranational institutions of the EU, decentralisation refers to the domestic
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politics becoming the concern of non-state actors such as civil society groups. These
tendencies allow for the appearance of multiple identities and the promotion of
minority rights (Onis, 2003:11).

When reflecting on the situation in Turkey, Onis (2003:10) argued the well-
established state tradition produced a political system that is not welcome to wider
democratisation. The shift and sharing of authority disturbed power holders that
endorse modernist authoritarian visions of nationalism in Turkey. Therefore their
language of resistance to change becomes one that is articulated through the framing
of cultural rights as major threats to the unity of the nation (Onis, 2003:29).

Yilmaz (2004:6-7) goes a step further than Onis by arguing that the de-
synchronization between Turkey and the European institutions began after the
Second World War, when Europe decided to put a stop to authoritarian attitudes in
politics. Since then, according to Yilmaz, Turkey has had difficulty in following suit
with Europe. In my opinion this argument is unwarranted. In spite of everything,
after WWII Turkey moved to a pluralistic political system and democracy has been a
cherished concept in Turkish politics. It is the depth of this democracy that is being
challenged by the emergence of subjects who want to be recognised by their own
identities. Consequently, in my opinion what is going on in Turkish politics is not a
question of de-synchronization, but rather a power struggle for the definition of
democracy and its deepening.

European Parliament Committee on Foreign Affairs prepared a draft report
saying “The underlying philosophy of the Turkish state, “Kemalism”, implies an
exaggerated fear ... an important role for the army, and a very rigid attitude to
religion, which means that this underlying philosophy is itself a barrier to EU

membership” (EP draft report cited in Fokas, 2004:163). However, because of harsh
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complaints about the matter, the references to Kemalism were removed from the
report. Instead of it, the military as an obstacle to democratisation was reported
(Fokas, 2004).

Even pinpointing the source of the problem provokes discontents in the
Turkish counterpart. This unrest itself gives clues about the background of
Euroscepticism in Turkey. The common point of the explanations that I tried to put
forward so far indicates that the main motivation of Turkish Euroscepticism
emanates from the founding principles of Turkish State. And this also comprises the
main obstacles of Turkey-EU integration. The irony is that the promoters of
Westernisation are ready to abandon their discourse as soon as they feel threatened
by deeper democracy.

So when we return to the youth discourse on Euroscepticism we see a general
acceptance for “Tanzimat Syndrome” and a lack of questioning of the reasons that lie
behind it. Even the participants, who show Europhilic attitudes in most of the cases,
are unlikely to talk about the advantage of EU membership in terms of more
freedom, individual rights and liberty. Besides, as I pointed out in the discussion of
moral degeneration discourse most of the youth who participated in focus groups or
in-depth interviews frame the question of democratisation by EU membership
through a dialectic which posits on the one side honour and dignity and on the other
more rights and technological advancement. The constant reminder of the national

scar leads them to think of minority rights as a threat to Turkish national unity.

4.4. Loyalties and Betrayal
Hansen (2003:311) pointed out “domestic debates on European integration can be

seen as structured by a set of discourses that articulate a particular construction of the
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concepts of ‘state’, ‘nation’ and possibly other collective ‘we concepts’”. The
Eurosceptic discourse in the youth is also constructed around certain attributed
meanings of ‘state’, ‘nation’ and ‘we concepts’ as it can be traced in the words of the
youth. The importance of the state in the construction of these discourses,
particularly the one that is related to nationalism, can not be underestimated, as Ustel
showed in her research of the construction of citizenship in Turkey.

The cross-cutting theme in these two discourses is the implicit emphasis over
loyalty and the condemnation of betrayal of this loyalty to the holy “we concepts”. In
the first case, the moral degeneration discourse, the loyalty is assumed towards the
Turkish ‘national’ culture, its traditions and values. And in the second, the loyalty is
to the nation and the state. The EU support means the betrayal of these loyalties,
selling one’s deeply cherished values to material gains. Under the present
circumstances, thinking critically about the “sensitive issues” is enough to be
condemned as guilty of “stabbing the nation from behind””’. The possible gains
through EU membership are considered as soap bubbles that would easy come and
easy go like money. However, the founding building blocks of the society and the
nation state are here to stay, and they are presented as the real thing.

In the first discourse the emphasis is put on assuming responsibility for the
women in a man’s life, like the mother, the sister or the wife. This in turn is also
associated with a deep respect for the father figure. Denying the responsibility for the
women or respect for the father means to be disloyal to those deeply held values and
is considered to be the last stage of the shame, it is the loss of one’s honour, which is

the most important value that a man could ever possess. The EU or the European

*7 Articulated by Minister of Justice and Government Representative Cemil Cigek while expressing his
discontent about “Armenian Conference” which was to be held in Bosphorus University in May 2005, but
was postponed several times.
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way of life is considered to be decadent, and the examples of this are picked from the
media and the movies. The EU membership means opening the doors of Turkey for
the free flood of this decayed culture. In the described circumstances it is difficult for
the one to express the sympathy over European culture, because any sympathy
expressed would mean for some to agree to let your women be degenerated or forget
respect for the father.

In the second discourse, the nation and the state are the values that were
gained by the blood was spilled during the war of independence against the Western
allies whose ultimate aim was to divide and conquer the nation. They are considered
as enemies who have age-old demands over the Turkish territory and the nation.
Furthermore, they are trying to actualise their demands by making Turkey give
concessions to internal and external enemies who are in close relations with the
Western nations. In these circumstances, the concession that is given on the way to
the EU actually paves the road of Turkey’s weakening and ultimate division by the
Western alliances. Following this line of though any sympathy towards the EU
demands means ‘selling the country’ and disloyalty to the Turkish nation and spilled
blood.

I observe this dialectic dynamic especially in the focus group discussions.
The domination of these discourses inhibits the possibility of articulating critiques
and speaking in favour of the EU. The focus group implementation gives the chance
of observing the spontaneous reaction of the youth. In the discussion of EU the
spontaneous reaction often is the either/or situation that is posed by culture versus
civilisation dilemma. In line with Goffman’s theory if we think of the individuals
possessing a ‘face’ in interaction with others, needing continuous respect,

legitimisation for self integrity (Goffman, 1963), then I can argue that the group
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dynamic conditions individual’s ideas to be reasonable and makes them maintain
‘face’ in front of ‘others’. The reasonable and powerful ideas among the youth are
those that are expressed either through moral degeneration discourse or nationalist
discourse. Under these circumstances the youth tend to perpetuate the widely shared
ideas to keep their face in front of others. Although I sometime challenged their
stance with arguments about freedom and democracy, they persist in their dialectic

thinking style of perceiving values as mutually exclusive.

4.5. Conclusion

In this chapter I concentrated on the results of the field research in search of youth
Euroscepticism. The findings showed that the phenomenon is more intense in
Anatolian high schools and preacher and religious leader high schools. Furthermore,
participants belonging to the higher SES group were more prone to assume
Eurosceptic stances compared to middle or lower SES groups. In youth’s Eurosceptic
discourse two strands appear to be dominant. The first is moral degeneration
discourse that is formulated by a threat perception to Turkish culture and lifestyle.
The second one is nationalist discourse that is expressed by threat perception to the
unity and integrity of the nation state.

Considering the main motivation of the youth in their appropriation of these
two discourses I argued that the identity theory provides plausible explanations to
understand this phenomenon. The identity is formed around the “we concepts” that
are mainly derived from Turkish nationalism and culture. Turkish state’s founding
principles contribute to this construction. I pointed to the incompatibilities and
breaks between Turkish nationalism and founding principals of European Union by

referencing prominent scholars who contemplated on this issue.
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Especially, in the focus group discussions, when the others are present
because the moral degeneration and the place of ‘women’ is discussed it is difficult
for the one to undermine this sensitivity. If one happens to deny the importance of
morality it is quite possible for one to lose face in the close groups of friends. The
same is also true for the second discourse, as the result of denying the sanctity of the
nation or that of the state would lead to having one blamed of ‘selling the country’ to

foreigners or labelled as dissident by the rest of the close friends.
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CHAPTERS

CONCLUSION

The thesis explored the dynamics of Euroscepticism in Turkey. Despite the fact that
the term connotes one’s scepticism over Europe and Europeans in the first sight, the
meaning of it differs in the literature. It refers to the idea of rejecting the project of
European integration both regarding its deepening and enlargement, or one’s
rejection of his/her country’s membership to the EU.

The equation of Euroscepticism with ones scepticism over Europe and
Europeans per se comprises one of the main dynamics of Turkish Euroscepticism in
general. This equation overlooks the difference between a political project such as
the European Union and the diversity that exists between the European and Turkish
culture. In other words, the attempt of perceiving Turkey’s EU membership through
the glass of cultural differences with ‘Europeans’ and ‘Europe’ by both intellectuals
and academicians sheds crucial light on Turkish Euroscepticism and it is a
component of its dynamics.

And secondly, the failure to see the difference between a political project and
different societal cultures that want to share it, leads to unproductive extension of the
concept of Euroscepticism and contributes to a scientific confusion rather than
clarification.

The findings of the field research interestingly show that on the issue of EU
support qualitative and quantitative techniques yield different results, which can be

interpreted as the separate sides of the same coin. While the survey results shows that
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great majority of the youth expresses support for the EU, face to face account with
the youth reveals serious reservations on this support. This shows that the “yes”
answers are not with out hesitations. The phenomenon itself transcends the “yes”,
“no” dichotomy, and there are intense grey areas that the researcher should take into
account on the study of EU support.

The enhanced analysis of research results reveals two core motivations for
youth Euroscepticism: one is emanating from perceived cultural threat the other is
from perceived threat to national unity. These two motivations are manifested among
the youth via two discourses the first is moral degeneration discourse and the second
is national(ist) discourse. Usually the two positions are intertwined and are
manifested in a blend in youth’s interpretation of EU membership of Turkey.

The widespread Europhilic attitude towards the EU is best explained by the
utilitarian approach to EU support, as the youth perceive materialistic gains by EU
membership. However, the utilitarian approach does not equip us with necessary
tools to understand the Euro-pessimists or hard Eurosceptic stances. Euroscepticism
among the youth is best explained by the identity approach to EU support, that is the
perceived cultural and national identity determines one’s negative attitude towards
the EU.

Regarding the two main pillars of the youth Euroscepticism, firstly I believe
the manifestation of highly nationalistic discourse in today’s youth Euroscepticism
owes a lot to the specific atmosphere of 80’s onward. As I pointed out in the chapter
on the field research the Eurosceptic youth were articulating their opinions on EU
through the perception of continues threat, obsessions with internal and external
enemies, and through the glass of conspiracy theories; an atmosphere was

deliberately constructed in the atmosphere of 80’s and 90’s.
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When it comes to explaining the great prevalence of the moral degeneration
discourse, the literature is not helpful as I did not come across any study of this kind.
My tentative explanation is the following. It can be argued that during the 80s ethnic
nationalism was not the only ideology that dominated the public scene. This
discourse was closely associated with the Islamic discourse, in what is known as the
Turkish-Islam synthesis. Again the intention was to create a nation that was close,
tight and proud, so as to prevent the political scenes that were common in the 70s. A
research that shows whether the Turkish-Islam synthesis was as successful in
creating “virtuous citizens” as it was in creating “militant citizens” would be very
enlightening.

Besides the Islamic ideology, another factor that can be identified as
influential in causing the triumph of conservative ideas in Turkey is the popular
culture, that is the movies and the media which reinforce a conservative attitude; but
unfortunately this is as far as I can go in the attempt to explain the dominance of this
discourse.

The place of opinions in the political realm shows that we can locate the
national(ist) discourse and find representatives of it among the political elites in the
post-Helsinki period, namely the seculiarists/Kemalists, national leftists and MHP
are the main agents of this type of Euroscepticism. Besides, throughout the history of
Turkey-EU relations Euroscepticism was manifested among the elite as in the form
of national interest discourse, sometimes highlighting economical concerns
sometimes political ones. Deriving from its high popularity among the elite, I had an
impression that the main dynamics of Euroscepticism in Turkey is mostly confined

to the sphere of nationalism. In addition, closer reading of the literature and looking
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into discussions on the issue of EU membership in the public sphere confirmed this
assumption.

However, our research findings showed that fear of moral degeneration of the
society is another important motivations behind the Euroscepticism that is mostly
manifested in the public opinion and hardly heard in elite discourse. Among the
youths the moral degenerations concerns even surpasses the effect of nationalist
discourse for some groups. However, even thought the moral degeneration discourse
is more popular than the national(ist) discourse among the youth, unlike the
national(ist) discourse its representatives are hard to find among the political elites.
Only some Islamist intellectuals overtly articulate their discontent through moral
degeneration discourse about EU membership.

As I mentioned in Chapter II, the potential bearers of moral degeneration
discourse, that is the Islamist political elite has shifted their stance to support for the
EU and its founding principles; scholars (cf. Fokas, 2004) have interpreted this
change as pragmatic shift aiming political and social survival. They realised that the
real threat to their existence is not coming form the West but from ‘elitist
republicanism’. The ideal of democracy and human right serves to their interests and
the adoption of ‘modern political values’ and at the same time provides them with
necessary tools to built a broader front against Kemalists (Dag1, 2005:31-33). But it
should be acknowledged that while they adopt modern liberal stance in the political
an economic sphere and come closer to the idea of European membership they still
hold a conservative stance on moral issues. Despite their discontent regarding the
moral sphere it is hard to hear any criticism of Europe and EU membership of
Turkey with this respect. Besides, the voting base of this political camp did not

achieve this shift towards EU. Carkoglu’s (2003:174) research showed that the

118



smallest numbers of support for EU membership comes from SP and AKP
supporters, 38% and 52 % respectively. The moral degeneration discourse shows that
this finding is supported by our data as well.

Considering the popularity of this discourse in the public opinion we can
expect a pragmatic shift in the elite discourse towards morality issues in the near
future. Like youth’s FEuroscepticism, [ think we can anticipate that elite
Euroscepticism will soon incorporate dimensions of moral degeneration discourse
besides nationalist discourse, given that the conservatism and nationalism are some
of the rising trends in public opinion and Turkish political sphere during the AKP
incumbency period.

The research on the youth was the first attempt to study the youth opinion on
the EU in detail. The researches on youth conducted so far either dwelled on the
matter as a secondary topic or tried to measure EU support in a very limited way.
Most of the studies conducted on the issue of EU mainly assessed crudely the
public’s approval or disapproval of the Turkey’s EU membership, and only very
limited number of them tried to understand the reasons and motivations behind the
attitudes towards the EU. The current research is an endeavour to assess the youth
opinion on EU in depth, specifically it tried to discover the dynamics of negative
attitudes towards the EU. Moreover, the research findings yield contradictory results
compared to previous opinion polls on EU support, as the latter showed that
Euroscepticism in Turkey is more of a lower SES, uneducated and rural phenomenon
(Carkoglu, 2003, Yilmaz, 2004). However, our survey results indicated that the
highly educated and higher SES group’s sons and daughters are more prone to
assume Eurosceptic stance compared to their counterparts. We can interpret this

contradiction in two ways: it can be argued that the youth are a qualitatively different
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population compared to the larger population of Turkey, and this accounts for
youth’s opinion divergence from that of total population on the matter. Or we can say
that the divergence in the youth stance on the EU is foreshadowing a qualitative
change for the near future that is the dynamics of EU support in Turkey is changing,
and it is shifting from utilitarian to identity concerns.

Either way, these interpretations bring about a need for further longitudinal
studies to assess whether it is a cohort effect or not. With regard to the national(ist)
discourse, the parallels with the core state ideology confirms and gives support for
Ustel’s argument that it is deliberately constructed through threat discourse in the
citizenship books used in Turkish education system. However, it is difficult to locate
the originators of moral degeneration discourse and a research conducted through
qualitative methods on how the discourse is perpetuated will be very helpful.

Lastly, Euroscepticism and its place in European countries are already studied
extensively, and there is a barometer continuously measuring it. But what is mostly
neglected in the literature is the main dynamics of particularly Turko-scepticism in
Europe, or broadly anti-immigrant sentiments in predicting of Euroscepticism. I
came a cross only one study in 2005 that confirms the effect of it. More
comprehensive studies should be conducted on EU countries to locate its effects.
Studies targeting anti-immigrant sentiments and scepticism on Turkey in such
countries like Netherlands, Austria and France can be a good start. Scholars in
Turkey should dwell on the issue to discover the positions of Turkey scepticism in
these countries in order for Turkey to take effective steps towards EU membership,

and its policy implications for public relations between Turkey and these countries.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX I

Distribution of Participants

Table 1. The cities and the participants

Cities N

Istanbul 411

Samsun

Total 4542 100.0

Table 2. Type of the school and the participants

Type of School N Y%

Public High

Schools 989  21.8
Anatolian

High Schools 892 196
Occupational

High Schools o14 201
IHL Schools 902  19.9
Private

Schools 845 18.6
Total 4542 100.0

Table 1.2. and Table 1.3. show that the participants were approximately equally
distributed along the selected cities and school types. The minute differences in both

cases are due to different classroom’s populations.
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APPENDIX II

Public Opinion in Turkey

In this appendix I will discuss the field research that has been conducted in Turkey
with regard to the Turkish public opinion on the European integration. As I
mentioned before the researches on this issue are quite limited, nevertheless I think it
is important to mention their findings with some detail as they contributed to the
interpretation of my own data. The focus will be the dynamics of EU support and its
distribution in Turkey, in doing this I will talk about main pillars of both Eurosceptic
discourse and EU support.

Although EU Turkey relations, goes back more then forty years, only from
the 1990’s onwards public opinion became the matter of study. This situation though
is not peculiar to Turkey, because as I showed above this was the case in Europe as
well, given that the public opinion on EU integration gained importance after the
Maastricht treaty.

Esmer conducted two field researches; the first survey was conducted in 1993
with the participation of 434 respondents from Istanbul, and the second one held in
1994 with participation of 364 respondents from Konya and 570 respondents from
Istanbul. These researches gave the first clues about the public support of the EU.
The results of these researches showed that those who favoured Turkey’s alliance
with Europe were more then twice as much as the supporters of alliance with Islamic
States. In addition, the results showed that as the level of education increased the

support of the EU membership also increased. The finding that religiosity was
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negatively correlated with EU support, was reproduced by the consequent researches
too (Esmer, 1997).

Erder also conducted a series of survey beginning from 1994. In 1996, in a
survey conducted with the participation of 2396 respondents, the EU support was
54,8 %. Erder conducted a similar survey with 1800 respondents in 1998 and the
support results were 61,8 %. These researches parallel to the Esmer’s findings
showed that: (i) as the education level increased the EU support also increased; (ii)
those who disapproved of Sheriat were significantly more supportive of EU
membership; (iii) considering the left-right political spectrum, the leftists are more
likely to support the EU (Erder cited in Carkoglu, 2003:173).

Another survey that was conducted in 1998 and focused on youth in general,
asked also questions concerning attitudes towards the EU. As a response to the
question “Which international groupings would you prefer Turkey to join?” 39,1 %
of the participants though that Turkey should join the EU, 28,7 % Turkish Republics,
18,0 % Islamic Countries, 3,0% Balkan Countries. 29,9% of the respondents believe
that Turkey joins neither of them but establish good relations with all. Besides this,
54.7% of the respondents disagreed with the statement that “The EU membership
would separate us from our essential values” while 30 % agreed with this statement.
Most of the respondents agreed that “The EU membership would improve Turkey
with respect to human right and democracy” (69, 2 %), only 17.4 % of the
respondents disagree with this statement. Similarly the majority of the respondents
though that “EU membership would be beneficial for Turkish economy” (71, 08%),
while 12.7 % thought the opposite. Interestingly, 54.6 % of the respondents agreed
upon the statement that “Rather than being dependent to the EU, we should search

for opportunities to improve our selves” while 26, 8 % disagreed. Other question in
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the survey focused on the assessment of respondents’ attitudes towards Turkey’s
Westernisation policies. 35.2 % agreed with Turkeys Westernisation policies, but
believed that the EU was acting with prejudice using and hypocrisy against Turkey.
26, 2 % agreed with the statement that “Turkey’s Westernisation attempt was a total
imitation and it had been shallow. 9, 7 % agreed that “Turkey’s Westernisation
attempts had been a mistake right from the beginning, while 28, 8 % replied by
saying that they had no idea (Miilkiyeliler Vakfi, 1998). Similar to the frequently
conducted more recent opinion polls these results confirms the strong support to the
EU, however, besides this strong support existence of contradictory ideas and
ambivalence is also evident among the youth as the distribution of the answers along
the preferred alliances shows.

In the year 2000, McLaren and Miiftiiler-Ba¢ conducted a study that focused
on the perspectives of Turkish members of parliament (MPs) during ANAP, MHP
and DSP coalition government. They chose 61 MPs weighted proportionately from
all the parties in the parliament at that time. Therefore this study can be regarded as
political elite study that is somehow reflecting public opinion. Results of the study
showed that MPs were considering same problems that had been identified by
report’” of the European Commission to Turkey as barriers in front of Turkey’s
membership to EU. In the overall assessment of the results, MPs consider the
political problems, particularly human right violations and democratisation as the
main and most important obstacles in front of Turkey’s membership. Economic

problems come in the secondary importance in front of Turkey’s membership for the

> The report sumerised the political problems as threefold: Human right violation (i), military effect over
civilian control (ii), and the Cyprus issue (iii). Most of the Turkeys chronicle problems like inefficiency in
the agriculture sector and financial sector, inflation, socioeconomic problems like illiteracy, infant
mortality, poor health care, regional disparities in GNP and development were mentioned as the economic
problems in front of Turkey’s membership to EU.
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MPs (McLaren, Miiftiiler-Bag, 2003: 203). This reflects important divergence with
public opinion because researches show that public is more concerned with the
development in economic and social life.

Considering the possible drawbacks that Turkey would face with the EU
membership, 26% of the MPs foresaw no problems at all; 24 % considered the
cultural degradation as the most important negative influence of EU membership;
while similarly 23 % argued that the economy would deterioration if Turkey joins the
EU as a full member state. As it can be expected, the deputies of Virtue Party and
Nationalist Action Party were more concerned about the cultural degradation while
deputies of Motherland Party and Democratic Left Party pointed out at the economic
and social problems that would come up with Turkey’s full membership (McLaren,
Miiftiiler-Bag, 2003; 209).

Contrary to the expectations, only 17 % of the deputies pointed the loss of
power or loss of sovereignty as a negative impact of EU membership. McLaren and
Miiftiiller-Bag¢ explains this by the limited knowledge of MPs about the EU
integration process. As it is well known from the experiences of other candidate
states the most provoking issue is the delegation of national interest and sovereignty
to the trans-national authority, resulting in the relative weakening of nation states
(McLaren, Miiftiiler-Bag, 2003:210).

MPs also raised some more points of obstacles for Turkey that were not
indicated in the Copenhagen political criteria or the annual reports of the European
Commission. Firstly, they viewed religion, Turkey’s large population and the mass
immigration potential to Europe as important obstacles in front of Turkey. Secondly,
the MPs also note the EU’s hesitancy of Turkey’s membership because of extensive

share of Turkey’s votes and seats in the main EU institutions, such as European
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Parliament, European Commission and Council of Ministers (McLaren, Miiftiiler-
Bag, 2003:203). On the other hand, MPs did not consider the Cyprus problem as a
barrier to EU membership. McLaren and Miiftiiler-Bag explain this attitude of MPs
as their failure to accept that there is a problem in Cyprus. According to them, if one
side perceives that there is nothing done wrong, it is hard for them to bear any
responsibility in the solution of the problem (Mc Laren, Miiftiiler-Bag, 2003:205).

In May 2002 Carkoglu and his colleagues conducted survey with a
participation of 3060 respondents. They asked the typical Eurobarometer question “If
there were to be a referendum about Turkey’s full membership to the EU, would you
vote in favour or against full membership?” Results showed that 64 % of the
respondent voted in favour while 30 % voted against and 6 % did not provide any
answer or declare any preference (Carkoglu, 2003, 173).

According to the results of the Carkoglu’s survey, males are more supportive
of EU than the females but Euroscepticism has not been proved to be significantly
different between the sexes. Age also proved to be insignificant for both EU support
and Euroscepticism. Those who have high socioeconomic statuses are significantly
more supportive of EU membership. Similar to the socioeconomic status, the
dwelling type is proved to be influential. Furthermore, Kurdish speakers are also
more supportive of EU membership compared to non-Kurdish speakers (Carkoglu,
2003:174).

Carkoglu also compared the geographical regions of Turkey with respect to
support for EU membership. The respondents from Eastern and South-eastern
regions showed the highest level of support: about 72 % of the individuals vote for
EU membership in this region. Metropolitans come in the second place with

approximately 71% support for EU membership. 60% of the respondents from
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coastal provinces, inner Aegean and a few provinces in the Central Anatolia vote for
the EU membership. Lastly, lowest level of support came from the participants from
the Central Anatolia: 52 % support the EU membership (Carkoglu, 2003:174). We
can draw some parallelisms with the electoral distribution, and political party
preferences along the geographical regions. Because, typical election results in
Turkey show that the nationalist and religious parties voter base is mostly in the
Central Anatolia, while social democratic parties attracts vote mostly from the
metropolitan areas and the coastal regions.

Carkoglu also shed light on the distribution of EU support and
Euroscepticism along with the party preferences through the reported votes of the
respondents. He found that the Felicity Party (SP) supporters bear the highest levels
of Euroscepticism. Most of the SP supporters vote against Turkey’s full membership
to EU (58%) and only 38 % vote for the EU. AKP follows SP with respect to
Euroscepticism, 41 % of the AKP supporters declared that they are against EU while
52 % declared their enthusiasm. The highest level of EU support comes from
HADEP with 85 %, supporters of CHP follows HADEP with 79 % “yes” vote to EU.
Clear majority of MHP supporters (68%) reported that they were favouring Turkey’s
EU membership (Carkoglu, 2003:174). This picture also shows that the supporters of
the parties with high religious affiliation also tended to be more Eurosceptic
compared to other party supporters. This also confirms Taggart and Szczerbiak’s
finding that Eurosceptic tendencies don’t correspond to the preferred party’s position
on the issue. The best examples are the Europhile stances of AKP and of SP after
1999.

Carkoglu also investigated the effects of nationalism/patriotism,

‘Euroscepticism’, religiosity and democratic attitudes on EU support. For the effect
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of nationalism/patriotism, he indicated that nationalism and patriotism should be
differentiated from each other. According to him, patriotism means the love of
country, or attachment to one’s homeland. However, nationalism derives from the
belief that one’s country is naturally superior to others. Although Carkoglu
differentiates this in the theoretical level, he failed to find support for this
differentiation in the survey outcomes. As a result he reported that the
nationalistic/patriotic respondents were less likely to support EU membership than
the other respondents. He explained this by the current tendency of equating the EU
support with the acceptance of minority rights and giving concession in Aegean Sea
and Cyprus (Carkoglu, 2003:180).

Carkoglu also considered the effect of religion on the EU support. He
assessed individual’s religiosity through their attitudes on certain issues of religious
significance. Issues like headscarf ban, the necessity to provide freedom of
conscience and religion, religious practices and choice of using “Muslim” as ones
primary identity, and perception of the EU as a “Christian club”. Similar to the
previous researches he found that religiosity is negatively related with EU support
(Carkoglu, 2003:182). Lastly, he examined the effect of one’s attitude towards
democracy. He assessed the respondents’ reactions to the issues concerning
democracy’s ability to deal with various problems, and whether certain freedoms
could be banned depending on circumstances. Consequently, he reached a category
of anti-democratic stances. As expected, anti-democratic attitude proved to be
negatively related with EU support. Moreover, the highest level of Euroscepticism is
detected in this group (Carkoglu, 2003: 183).

In 2002 the daily newspaper “Milliyet” in collaboration with Input Research

Company carried out a survey with youth. They have found out that 69% of the
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youth prefers Turkey’s EU membership. The youth from the metropolitans were
more in favour of the EU compared to the youth in the squatter houses (74% and
69% respectively). The percentages of the groups who say that Turkey should not
join the EU differ from 22% to 24%. Youth thought that EU means education
opportunities (46%), high living standards (45%), and job opportunities (41%). On
the other hand 5% of the respondents say that EU means “racism” and other 8%
thought EU means nothing for them. Almost 60% of the respondents thought that the
EU does not want Turkey as a full member state. Similarly 58% of the respondents
thought that Turkey should not give any concession in the accession negotiation with
the EU. On the other hand, 20% of the respondents believed that Turkey might give
concession in the death penalty, and 12% education only in mother tongue (Milliyet,
2002).

In November 2003 another representative survey was conducted. According
to the result of this survey, 74% of the respondents said that they would vote “yes” in
a referendum on Turkey’s membership in the European Union, whereas 17 % of the
participants assumed a Eurosceptic stance. One of the researchers, Yilmaz, attributed
the 10 % increase in the EU support compared to the survey that were conducted in
2002 to the change of the government and new government’s enthusiasm and
determination for EU membership prospect, that became manifest after the election
in November 2002 onwards.

According to the results, this time CHP supporters are the first group to say
“yes” to EU membership with 86 %. This enthusiasm in the voter base do not
translate itself into elite enthusiasm, as the speeches of Baykal, CHP’s leader are full
of examples of soft Euroscepticism, especially on issue concerning reforms. The

second group were the supporters of the pro-Kurdish Democratic People’s Party,
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who are in favour of the EU membership by 84%. Similar to the survey results of
2002, the lowest “Yes” rates are from the supporters of the two far-right parties: the
Nationalist Action Party (60%) the Felicity Party (58%). AKP followers EU support
increased to 71 % in 2003, however it was still slightly below the national average.
Similar to the other survey results higher levels of EU support were also observed
among Kurdish speakers (78%) (Y1lmaz, 2004:8).

When asked about their primary identity 54% of the respondents chose
“Turkish” as their primary identity over other identities such as “European” and or
“Turkish European”. This figure is much higher then the European average (38%).
Only 4% of the respondents chose only “European” as their primary identity.
According to the survey outcomes the majority of the respondents believed that
Turkey is part of Europe geographically and historically. However, considering
culture, economy and religion only a minority saw Turkey as a part of Europe,
furthermore only 22% felt themselves as belonging to Europe while, this figure
increased to 33% when it was asked in relation to Asia (Yilmaz, 2004:10).

Respondents also reported their anxieties in some of the areas. For instance
60% think that the EU treated Turkey with double standards in its demands
compared to other new member or candidate countries. Similarly, one third of the
respondents believed that the EU accession process is the repetition of the history
that Ottomans lived through with capitulations, the unilateral concessions of the
Tanzimat era, and the Sevres Treaty. Similarly, 55% believed that EU is founded on
the Christian values, and 40 % believes that there is no place for Muslim Turkey in
EU, which is considered exclusively a Christian Club. As an example of the anxiety
provoking domains, 45% of the respondents fear that the EU membership will entail

the rise of ethnic separatism, and will degrade the national unity. 35% fear that EU
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membership will give rise to disintegration of Turkey along ethnic differences. As
the negative impact of the EU membership, most of the respondents believe that the
EU membership will bring the erosion of the moral values of youth and religious
values (Yilmaz, 2004:10-11).

In his overall assessment of the survey results Yilmaz concluded that
Euroscepticism was higher among the lower income and education groups. The
traditional and rural sections of society who were enrolled in low skilled occupations
tended to assume Eurosceptic stance when compared to modernized, urban sections
with high-tech occupations. Besides, religious self-identification is a crucial indicator
of Euroscepticism. As far as political party positions are concerned those who
support the right-wing of the ideological spectrum, and/or the Islamic-oriented
political parties and/or extremist political parties comprised the basis for
Euroscepticism (Yilmaz, 2003:11).

In 2004 the Ar1 Group also conducted a mini-survey in high schools. A book
was prepared for the representation of the EU and it was part of an EU sponsored
project; the book was disseminated to 100.000 students in Ari schools all over
Turkey and the survey questions were attached to the book. As a result
approximately 24.000 students responded to the survey. According to the results of
the survey 70.5 % of the students were in favour of EU membership while 16 % say
“no” to Turkey’s full membership of the EU. 30.2 % of the students declared that
they did not believe that Turkey would become a full member of the EU while
69.1%, sustained that Turkey’s full membership would be accomplished eventually.
92,5% reported that they had limited or no knowledge of the EU. Students are asked,
“What is the EU?” and 17, 6 % responded that it is an “economical union”, 8.6 %

“political union”, % 5.2 “social union”, 7.1 % “composite of values”; on the other
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hand 59.2 % said that EU represents all of the above mentioned choices. Students
said that TV and the newspapers were the main transmitters of information about the
EU.

Interestingly, 20.9 percent of the students, who believed that Turkey would
eventually be a full member state, also thought that Turkey would be a full member
in 2007, while % 16.1 of the students believed that Turkey would become a full
member in 2020. 83 % of the students thought that EU membership would bring
about an increase in the education level in Turkey; while similarly, 82 % believe that
it will result in improvements in the health services. 79 % of the respondents hope
the betterment of the Turkish economy and % 76 of the students judged that EU
membership would entail the increase in the respect for human rights. %60 believed
that their family’s economical condition would be affected positively from EU
membership. However, only 44 % said that EU membership would bring about more

transparent politics in Turkey (Radikal, 2004).
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